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Submission Date: March 08, 2010
	Expected Calendar (mm/dd/yy)

	Milestones
	Dates

	Work Program (for FSPs only)
	Jan 2009

	Agency Approval date
	May 2010

	Implementation Start
	 July 2010

	Mid-term Evaluation (if planned)
	July 2012

	Project Closing Date
	June 2014


part i:  project Information
GEFSEC Project ID: 3807
 Project Duration: 48 months
gef agency Project ID:      
Country(ies): GLOBAL (with pilot sites in Chile, South Africa and Lesotho (transboundary), Trinidad and Tobago, Viet Nam
Project Title: Project for Ecosystem Services (ProEcoServ)
GEF Agency(ies):  FORMDROPDOWN 
, 
Other Executing partner(s): CEAZA, Chile; CSIR, South Africa; UWI, Trinidad and Tobago, ISPONRE, Viet Nam
GEF Focal Area(s):  FORMDROPDOWN 
 FORMDROPDOWN 
 
GEF-4 Strategic program(s): BD-SP4; BD-SP5
Name of parent program/umbrella project:  N/A
A. Project framework
	Project Objective: Reduce threats to globally important biodiversity through integrating the findings and tools of ecosystem service assessments in policy and decision making 

	Project Compo-nents
	Invest-ment, TA, or STA2
	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs 
	GEF Financing1
	Co-Financing1
	Total ($)

c=a+ b

	
	
	
	
	($) a
	%
	($) b
	%
	

	1. Policy Support Tools
	STA, TA
	1.1 Decision- and policy-makers have access to strengthened capacity and technical advisory services to analyse how their policy decisions affect selected bundles of inter-related ecosystem services, incorporating resilience, risk and uncertainty factors. 

1.2 Improved understanding in international fora of the potential for the development of new financial mechanisms for “non-carbon” ecosystem services
	1.1.1 Spatial mapping of ecosystem services.

1.1.2 Estimation of supply response functions for selected bundles of ecosystem services.

1.1.3 Trade-off matrices produced across ecosystem services, and competing natural resource uses and human well-being.

1.1.4 GIS-based valuation of ecosystem services at sub-national levels, chiefly for regulating services.

1.1.5 Decision support systems to guide decision makers on choosing development strategies which ensure sustainable flow of selected bundle of ecosystem services.
1.1.6 Provision and dissemination of practical tools, guidelines, indicators and information for decision makers at various levels of the pilot countries.

1.1.7 Development of scenario planning as a decision support tool for understanding risk, uncertainty and building resilience. 

1.1.8 Scenarios produced for the bundle of ecosystem services under different plausible futures.

1.1.9 Participation of local stakeholder groups in piloting scenario planning.

1.2.1 Scoping for innovative international markets for “non-carbon” ecosystem services
	2,859,474
	26
	8,290,238
	74
	11,149,712


	2. Policy Environ-ment
	TA
	2.1 Increased awareness, understanding and level of involvement of targeted stakeholders (i.e. government authorities, private sector, ecosystem service users) in the integration of ecosystem services management considerations into policy making processes in the pilot countries

2.2 Ecosystem services are integrated into socio-economic, legal and policy instruments


	2.1.1 A systematic outreach and dissemination strategy on ecosystem services developed and executed in the four participating countries 

2.1.2 An ecosystem services strategy developed for selected SMEs.
2.1.3 Partnerships built for public-private cooperation for ecosystem management

2.2.1 Opportunities and gaps identified in existing legal and regulatory instruments to accommodate ecosystem services (baseline to be established)

2.2.2 Promotion of equitable and pro-poor economic, regulatory and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services

2.2.3 Ecosystem services maps and valuation used to inform macroeconomic and sectoral planning

2.2.4 Pilot studies conducted on investment in ecological infrastructure to ensure an accepted minimum and sustainable flow of selected ecosystem services. 
	2,228,163
	19
	9,449,954
	81
	11,678,117

	3. Science Policy Interface
	TA, STA
	3.1 Increased policy relevance of ecosystem services sciences’ results in international BD and ES-related processes 
	3.1.1 Horizontal and vertical information exchange established on ES sciences, tools and policy processes

3.1.2 Outreach strategy developed to engage with policy platforms on ecosystem services (e.g. BD-related MEA COPs, IPBES, IHDP, GLOBE, TEEB)
	580,000
	36
	1,044,359
	64
	1,624,359

	4. Project Management

	629,000
	43
	836,000
	57
	1,465,000

	Total Project Costs
	6,296,637
	24
	19,620,551
	76
	25,917,188


           1    List the $ by project components.  The percentage is the share of GEF and Co-financing respectively of the total amount for the component.

        2   TA = Technical Assistance; STA = Scientific & Technical Analysis.
B.   Sources of confirmed Co-financing for the project (expand the table line items as necessary)
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	Project 
	%*

	CSIR, South Africa
	Gov
	Cash
	1,000,000
	5.1

	TCF, Trinidad and Tobago 
	NGO
	Cash
	150,000
	0.8

	Government of Viet Nam
	Gov
	Cash
	426,250
	2.2

	RCFEE, Viet Nam
	Gov
	Cash
	80,000
	0.4

	Sub-total
	
	
	1,656,250
	8.4

	CONAMA, Chile
	Gov
	In-kind
	92,237
	0.5

	CONAF, Chile
	Gov
	In-kind
	80,000
	0.4

	DGA, Chile
	Gov
	In-kind
	80,000
	0.4

	SAG, Chile
	Gov
	In-kind
	80,000
	0.4

	Sernatur, Chile
	NGO
	In-kind
	80,000
	0.4

	CEAZA, Chile
	University
	In-kind
	400,000
	2.0

	UDP, Chile
	University
	In-kind
	50,000
	0.3

	Aquacons., Chile
	Private Sector
	In-kind
	80,000
	0.4

	Escondida, Chile
	Private Sector
	In-kind
	100,000
	0.5

	SQM, Chile
	NGO
	In-kind
	100,000
	0.5

	IEB, Chile
	NGO
	In-kind
	274,285
	1.4

	CSIR, South Africa
	Gov
	In-kind
	800,000
	4.1

	SANBI, South Africa
	Gov
	In-kind
	70,000
	0.4

	UWI, Trinidad and Tobago
	University
	In-kind
	489,915
	2.5

	TCF, Trinidad and Tobago
	NGO
	In-kind
	144,500
	0.7

	GF, Trinidad and Tobago
	Gov
	In-kind
	10,828,674
	55.2

	ISPONRE, Vietnam
	Gov
	In-kind
	300,000
	1.5

	PPG, Vietnam
	Gov
	In-kind
	200,000
	1.0

	RCFEE, Viet Nam
	Gov
	In-kind
	300,000
	1.5

	IOG, Vietnam
	Gov
	In-kind
	200,000
	1.0

	IUCN, Vietnam
	NGO
	In-kind
	300,000
	1.5

	UNPEI
	UN Agency
	In-kind
	25,000
	0.1

	NCP
	University
	In-kind
	45,000
	0.2

	UNU
	UN Institute
	In-kind
	80,000
	0.4

	UNEP
	UN Exec. Agency
	In-kind
	2,764,690 
	14.1

	Sub-total
	
	
	17,964,301
	91.6

	Project Co-financing total
	
	
	19,620,551
	100.0


        * Percentage of each co-financier’s contribution at CEO endorsement to total co-financing.
C.   Financing Plan Summary For The Project ($)
	
	Project Preparation a
	Project

 b
	Total

c = a + b
	Agency Fee
	For comparison:

GEF and Co-financing at PIF

	GEF financing
	67,000
	6,296,637
	6,363,637
	629,663
	6,296,637

	Co-financing 
	45,000
	19,620,551
	19,665,551
	
	14,000,000

	Total
	112,000
	25,917,188
	26,029,188
	629,663
	20,296,637


D.  GEF Resources Requested by Agency(ies), Focal Area(s) and Country(ies)1
	    GEF Agency
	Focal Area
	Country Name/

Global
	(in $)

	
	
	
	 Project (a)
	Agency Fee ( b)2
	Total  c=a+b

	UNEP
	Biodiversity
	Global
	6,363,637
	636,363
	7,000,000

	Total GEF Resources
	6,363,637
	636,363
	7,000,000


      1  No need to provide information for this table if it is a single focal area, single country and single GEF Agency project.
        2    Relates to the project and any previous project preparation funding that have been provided and for which no Agency fee has been requested from Trustee.
E.  Consultants working for technical assistance components:
	Component
	Estimated person weeks
	GEF amount($)
	Co-financing ($)
	Project total ($)

	Local consultants*
	12,960
	3,867,214
	9,919,841
	13,787,055

	International consultants*
	1,057
	1,055,500
	1,890,076
	2,845,576

	Total
	14,017
	4,922,714
	11,809,917
	16,632,631


*  Details to be provided in Annex C.
f.   Project management Budget/cost
	Cost Items
	Total Estimated person weeks/months
	GEF amount
($)
	Co-financing ($)
	Project total ($)

	Local consultants*
	1,072
	407,506
	377,000
	784,506

	International consultants*
	169
	120,000
	302,000
	422,000

	Office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications*
	
	29,494
	132,000
	161,494

	Travel*
	
	72,000
	25,000
	97,000

	Total
	1,241
	629,000
	836,000
	1,465,000


        *  Details to be provided in Annex C.   ** For others, it has to clearly specify what type of expenses here in a footnote.
G.  Does the project include a “non-grant” instrument? yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
   no  FORMCHECKBOX 

      (If non-grant instruments are used, provide in Annex E an indicative calendar of expected 
        reflows to your agency and to the GEF Trust Fund).           
H.  describe the budgeted m &E PLAN: This is discussed in detail in Section 6 of the Project Document and illustrated in its Appendix 7 - Costed M&E Frame. The M&E is consistent with GEF policy, including smart indicators as well as mid-term and end-of-project targets. The M&E plan will be reviewed and revised as necessary at project inception and a project supervision plan will be developed at this stage. The main weight will be on outcome monitoring, but financial and implementation monitoring will equally be incorporated. In addition to resources set aside for the mid-term and final evaluations, funds are reserved to undertake targeted and qualitative stakeholder surveys and interviews to monitor changes in perception. 
The establishment of a baseline on promising policy and regulative instruments and entry points for mainstreaming ecosystem services into national policy making processes is equally an important building block of the project’s M&E system. Particular emphasis is placed on involving decision makers and other key stakeholders in project monitoring, so as to be able to determine and measure the uptake of tools and support systems developed by the project in sectoral planning and development policy processes at sub-national and national levels.
The main assessment method will be through the mid-term and terminal evaluations. The project steering committee will participate in the mid-term evaluation and the terminal evaluation will be managed by the Evaluation and Oversight Unit (EOU) of UNEP. A summary of M&E activities envisaged is provided below (full details in Appendix 7 of the project doucment)
	M&E Activities 
	Responsible Parties
	Timeframe
	Budget (US$)

	International inception workshop (national inception workshops budgeted under national project management)
	· Project Manager 
· UNEP/DEPI
· National coordinators
	Within 6 months after all project teams are established
	50,000

	Inception Report
	· Project Manager
· UNEP/DEPI
	1 month after global project inception meeting
	None

	Measurement of project indicators (objective and progress and performance indicators, tracking tools) (budgeted under national project management)
	· Project Manager

· Studies/consultants

· Project team 
	Objective indicators: start, mid and end of project

Progress/perform. indicators: annually
	20,000

	Project progress reports and other reports
	· Project Manager

· Project team
	twice a year
	None

	International Project Steering Committee meetings (national SC meetings budgeted under national project management)
	· National Coordinators

· Project Manager

· UNEP/DEPI
	Annually (first meeting following Inception Workshop)
	150,000

	Mid Term External Evaluation (budgeted under UNEP budget line 1205 “consultants, M&E”)
	· Project Manager
· UNEP/DGEF - EOU
· External consultant(s)
	At mid-point of project implementation
	30,000

	Final External Evaluation (budgeted under UNEP budget line 1205 “consultants, M&E”)
	· Project Manager
· UNEP/DGEF - EOU
· External consultant(s)
	At end of project implementation
	40,000

	Audit (budgeted under UNEP budget line 1205 “consultants, M&E”)
	· Project Manager
· UNEP/DEPI
· External consultant(s)
	At mid-point or at end of project implementation
	10,000

	Project Final Report
	· Project Manager

· Project team
	3 months of project completion date
	None

	Total M&E Budget
	300,000


part ii:  project justification:  In addition to the following questions, please ensure that the project design incorporates key GEF operational principles, including sustainability of global environmental benefits, institutional continuity and replicability, keeping in mind that these principles will be monitored rigorously in the annual Project Implementation Review and other Review stages.
State the issue, how the project seeks to address it, and the expected global environmental benefits to be delivered:  The Project for Ecosystem Services (ProEcoServ) builds on the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA), its sub-global assessments (SGA) and the ongoing MA-follow-up process. It focuses on addressing some of the MA’s shortcomings as depicted in its evaluation, particularly through a) a focus on national assessments; b) close involvement of national and local stakeholders; and c) tool, model and method developmen for decision makers and policy implementation to mainstream ecosystem management approaches into development policies.

ProEcoServ aims at piloting the bundling of ecosystem services and the integration of ecosystem services approaches in resource management and decision making to promote innovative solutions that bear potential for scaling-up and replication. The project thus proposes an umbrella approach, under which four five countries re-assess their MA sub-global assessments and develop site and policy-specific activities and tools for decision making within a joint programmatic framework. 

The overall goal of the project is to better integrate ecosystem assessment, scenario development and economic valuation of ecosystem services into national sustainable development planning. The project will lead to developing capacities of decision makers, users and beneficiaries of ecosystem services to assess trade-offs and development choices that contribute to strengthened biodiversity and ecosystem resilience, and to develop and apply appropriate ecosystem management tools within sectoral planning frameworks and macroeconomic planning models. The project components include:

1. Development and application of multi-scale and locally valid tools and decision support models to apply these in development planning and policy making. 

2. Policy implementation support for the application of ecosystem and ecosystem service management approaches at national and transboundary levels.

3. Strengthening of science-policy interfaces to reinforce multi-scale linkages from local to international actors, as well as to bridge the gap between research results and policy application in developing countries and the international biodiversity arena. 

Within this overall project approach, each individual country will develop its specific set of activities that take into account the particularities of the national institutional and policy framework as well as its ecosystems, e.g. by focusing on a few select regulating ecosystem services in decline - often strongly affected by the overuse of provisioning ecosystem services. Through these activities, the project provides an opportunity to generate targeted national and global benefits at significant levels, among these:
· Long-term conservation of species and habitat diversity, linked to reduced direct impacts and increased connectivity with relevant development processes;

· Enhanced conservation of ecosystems, such as mangrove wetlands, drylands and coastal and marine ecosystems;

· Improved protection for species diversity.

· Enhanced complicity and convergence of policy frameworks with ecosystem services approaches; 

· Strengthened habitat and ecosystem resilience;

· Development of and access to innovative biodiversity conservation financing instruments.

Further details are provided in the Project Document, particularly Sections 3.1 – 3.4.
A. Describe the consistency of the project with national and/or regional priorities/plans: This is discussed in detail in Section 3.6 of the Project Document. ProEcoServ is consistent with and aims at contributing to the further enhancement of major environmental and biodiversity-related policies in each of the four pilot countries, such as the Chilean National Environmental Policy, National Biodiversity Strategy, National Plan to Combat Desertification or its Water Regulation Policy. For South Africa and Lesotho major concordances exist with its National Strategy for Sustainable Development, the recent NBSAP as well as the SADC Regional Biodiversity Strategy, among others. Trinidad & Tobago’s National Environmental Policy provides the legislative background for the project, which also provides opportunities to partner with Trinidad and Tobago’s Green Fund to conserve the environment. Viet Nam’s national Biodiversity Law and its National Strategy on Environmental Protection are equally consistent with the project’s aims and will be targeted instruments for take up of project outputs and outcomes.

C. Describe the consistency of the project with gef strategies and strategic programs: ProEcoServ is fully in line with the long-term objective two of the biodiversity focal area strategy. It aims at mainstreaming biodiversity in production landscapes/seascapes and sectors, and it is compliant with the strategic priorities 4 and 5 through a multi-pronged approach that supports the strengthening of policy and regulatory frameworks for mainstreaming biodiversity, while removing critical knowledge barriers and fostering markets for biodiversity goods and services. 
The project will produce important data and information sets on the linkages and potential trade-offs between ecosystem preservation and development processes and thus provide better insight into key ecosystem functions and how to preserve them sustainably. The incorporation of ecosystem services approaches into local, sub-national and national decision making will further strengthen sustainable use practices, while generating local incentives for the conservation of ecosystems. Global environmental benefits can therefore be expected in the following areas:

· Long-term conservation of species and habitat diversity, linked to reduced direct impacts and increased connectivity with relevant development processes;

· Enhanced conservation of ecosystems, such as mangrove wetlands, drylands and coastal and marine ecosystems;

· Improved protection for species diversity.

By building on existing capacity developed during the MA and working at specific sites that were already involved in the MA, there is a high likelihood that the application of decision and policy support tools will result in tangible global environmental benefits. The development and testing of policy support tools as well as the close engagement of policy makers will equally provide important lessons on how to mainstream biodiversity conservation and ecosystem management into sectoral policies and development processes, well beyond the pilot countries. Strengthening of policy and legal frameworks to better incorporate ecosystem services and creating incentives for conservation is among the aims of the project. The selected bundles of ecosystem services promise to strengthen local constituencies’ resilience to natural hazards through enhanced disaster preparedness tools and climate change adaptation prospects and they can marshal financial support for the conservation of globally significant ecosystems. These services present mostly untapped opportunities to increase the sustainability projection of conservation efforts, in view of already stretched protected area and conservation budgets and the mixed record of integrated development and conservation projects. The project will thus further contribute to the global environmental benefits in terms of: 

· Enhanced complicity and convergence of policy frameworks with ecosystem services approaches; 

· Strengthened habitat and ecosystem resilience;

· Development of and access to innovative biodiversity conservation financing instruments.
D. justify the type of financing support provided with the gef resources: N/A
E. Outline the Coordination with other related initiatives: ProEcoServ will be situated in a growing and increasingly complex landscape of past, ongoing and developing projects on ecosystem services and PES. So as to avoid duplication and to reduce overlap with other projects, the project will be firmly rooted in the lessons learned from the MA, complement the MA Follow-up Strategy endorsed by a broad consortium of collaborating organizations, utilize the results and data produced by the SGAs and aim at close partnerships with similar initiatives working on ecosystem services, specifically the MA follow-up networks established in the four targeted SGA areas. Whenever feasible, the project will build upon and utilise policy-relevant outputs from international fora and platforms, as well as providing input into such fora, while also aiming at providing relevant national lessons learned and good practice to ongoing and emerging international consortia working on ecosystem services and payment schemes. Among others, IPBES, IPES, GLOBE, UN-REDD, TEEB, the Natural Capital Project, WRI. .Furthermore, ProEcoServ will contribute directly to the UNEP’s programme of work for 2010 and 2011 under the sub-programme 3 on ecosystem management, in particular, the expected accomplishment (c), “Strengthen capacity of countries and regions to realign their environmental programmes and financing to address degradation of selected priority ecosystem services”, output (1) on ”Tools and methodologies for valuing ecosystem services developed, pilot tested and incorporated into national systems for accounting, planning, and management”. Same as in PIF; for additional detail please refer to the project document, section 2.7. 
F. Discuss the value-added of GEF involvement in the project demonstrated through incremental reasoning : The scenario without the proposed GEF-supported project would consist of scattered interventions at different levels, probably resulting in short-term or even one-time actions, limiting impacts to local levels and barely producing global environmental benefits. The fact that three years after the completion of the MA most associated SGAs remain incomplete and without much impact, mainly due to limited stakeholder involvement and weak institutional arrangements, may serve as an indicator here. 
The baseline scenario would therefore have continued negative impact on provisioning and regulating ecosystem services, such as loss of biodiversity and natural resources based livelihoods, hydrological functions of watersheds, soil degradation and erosion, or siltation and sedimentation.

The proposed project will support the strengthening of participating institutions, organizations and stakeholder groups in assessing, planning, integrating and implementing ecosystem management and ecosystem services approaches. GEF-support will also help catalyzing support from the private sector and involvement of non-environment actors at national and sub-national levels. The thus created multi-scale commitment is one of the key prerequisites for the mainstreaming of ecosystem services into development planning, resulting in global environmental benefits through improved biodiversity conservation, sustainable land management and water resource management. Furthermore, these GEB and the stabilization of regulating ecosystem services will contribute to improving local livelihoods. 
The project’s focus on developing and applying locally adapted instruments for ecosystem services, as well as the emphasis on scaling up and replicability of these pilot activities at the global level bear the potential of further enhanced GEB.
Same as in PIF. For further detail please refer to the Project Document, Section 3.7 and Appendix 3.
G. Indicate risks, including climate change risks, that might prevent the project objective(s) from being achieved and outline risk management measures:  Key risks for successfully achieving the intended project outputs and outcomes were identified. Among these are: The impact of climate change on ecosystem services, including increased natural hazards and loss of livelihoods; changes in governments reducing current commitment to the project approach; weak institutional capacities and lacking coordination among relevant stakeholders; resistance against mainstreaming of ecosystem approaches; unconducive international policy environment. 
Through the multi-scale scale approach and broad stakeholder and institutional involvement in all four pilot countries, appropriate mitigation measures are incorporated in the project design and implementation arrangements. For more detail, please refer to the Project Document, particularly Section 3.5. Similar as in PIF.
H. explain how cost-effectiveness is reflected in the project design: The proposed project will enable governments, national organizations and local stakeholders to better understand direct and indirect drivers of ecosystem change and will enable them to jointly develop more efficient policy responses in order to address these challenges. The project will link with and build on ongoing global initiatives for greater synergies and therefore cost-effectiveness. It will generate global benefits through a multi-country coordinated approach that avoids duplication of activities and investment. Cost-effectiveness measures will include: policy frameworks to provide benefits at scale; partner and policy harmonization; building on existing programme and grassroots efforts; benefits at local level in terms of livelihood opportunities. More specifically, the chosen design is cost effective because: (1) it builds on prior experience and data (SGAs); (2) it uses national demonstrations to obtain global benefits; (3) it will be harmonized with MA Follow-up Network activities; and (4) it targets a broad range of stakeholders, so that change and impacts can occur at governmental and societal levels. Mainstreaming ecosystem services and management approaches into national development planning might require external support for a short- to mid-term period of time. However, the project’s overall approach is based on the assumption that the longer-term benefits of internalizing and valuating ecosystem services will by far outweigh the initial costs of such an integrative process, both at national levels through the harnessing of payments for ecosystem services, as well as globally through reduced threats to important biological resources as well as the expected mitigation effects on regulative ecosystem services such as water purification, waste absorption, natural hazard mitigation or carbon capture and sink services.
Same as in PIF; for more detail, please also refer to the Project Document, Section 7.3.
part iii: institutional coordination and support
A.  Institutional arrangement: UNEP DGEF is the GEF implementing agency; with UNEP DEPI as UNEP’s internal executing agency for the project. UNEP/DGEF as the IA will formally participate in project steering committee meetings, the mid and final term evaluations, clearance of half year and annual reports, technical review of project outputs and the provision of technical assistance on GEF projects implementation to the executing agency (UNEP DEPI) on a demand basis.
B.  Project Implementation Arrangement: The project will establish a Steering Committee composed of UNEP DEPI (Executing Agency), UNEP DGEF (implementing Agency) and representatives of the National Executing Agencies to provide project oversight and budgetary supervision. Implementation will be coordinated through an Executive Project Management team that will combine the Global Project Manager (team leader) and the respective four National Managers. The Executive Secretariat will be hosted by UNEP DEPI in Nairobi, Kenya. In addition, the four National Project Management Units will be located in the respective in-country Executing Agencies and will be responsible for the management, coordination and execution of national activities. Each country will establish advisory bodies and technical support structures, according to their institutional settings. The overall global coordination structure can be depicted as below. For further detail, refer to the Project Document, Section 4 and its appendix 10.

[image: image1]
part iv:  explain the alignment of project design with the original PIF:  The project design is very close to the original PIF. Although the project framework was scrutinized and re-formulated during the joint workshop in the preparatory phase, with a particular focus on ensuring appropriate M&E measures, it maintains the same three-fold structure as in the PIF, with a component addressing tool development, another the mainstreaming of ecosystem approaches into sectoral policies and development planning frameworks, as well as the third component of outreach and engagement with international policy processes. 
part v:  Agency(ies) certification
	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for CEO Endorsement.

	     Agency Coordinator, Agency name
	Signature
	Date 

(Month, day, year)
	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	Maryam Niamir-Fuller

Director, Division of Global Environment Facility Coordination, UNEP
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	08.31.2009
	Edoardo Zandri,

Task Manager, Biodiversity & Natural Resources,

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
	+254 20 762 4380


	edoardo.zandri@unep.org


Annex A: Project Results Framework
	
	Objectively Verifiable Indicators
	Verification Methods
	Assumptions

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	
	

	PROJECT OBJECTIVE 

Reduce threats to globally important biodiversity through integrating the findings and tools of ecosystem service assessments in policy and decision making 


	Reduced threats to globally important BD through established sustainable use practices and cooperation agreements at various scales in four pilot projects in five countries 
Requests for and adoption of ProEcoServ tools and practice examples for bundled ES (from within the project pilot countries and outside)

Reference to the concept of ES in development policies of the four pilots 

Reference to key outputs of ProEcoServ in global processes
	CL: limited capacity for development and implementation of sustainable water use policy, legal frameworks and tools. Limited involvement of disadvantaged community groups (indigenous people) in BD reserves. Few SME involved in ES Management 

T&T: target wetlands reserves and reefs lacking proper management set-up, resulting in unsustainable use of BD and natural resources 

VN: limited capacity and tools for sustainable ecosystem management in coastal mangrove areas at the project site

ZA/L: valid concepts and baseline studies for sustainable water use practices are in place for 20% of the water management areas but not currently adopted for political decision making

No decision support tools focusing on bundled ES 

CL: 0

T&T: 0

VN: 0
ZA/L: 1 (NSDS)


No reference
	CL: Sust. water use practices adopted in municipality of 24,000 km2; Relevant information and decision-making support tools implemented by decision-making bodies. Progress in co-management of 7 BD reserves in place; 10 SMEs trained in ES management

T&T: ES incentive scheme or PES model  defined, tested and adopted in national policy and therefore significantly contributing to the enhanced conservation in Trinidad and Tobago
VN: Improved ecosystem management in 376,569 ha of coastal mangrove natural reserves

ZA/L: Sustainable water use practices adopted in political decision making processes for 10% of the transboundary grassland catchments of South Africa and Lesotho
At least 1 best practice study per pilot submitted is produced and widely disseminated in the ES community of practice

At least 1 policy/decision support tool for ES per pilot is produced and widely disseminated in the ES community of practice

National Socio-Economic Development Plans make reference and/or adopt ES tools generated by the project. These would include:  NSDS,CCA/UNDAF, 

PRSP or SWAP/CAS

Relevant international agreements and platforms (i.e. CBD, Ramsar, IPBES etc.) adopt and recognise the importance of new decision making tools and practice examples. 
	CL: Municipal plan for sustainable water use; Cooperation agreements (e.g. public-private water round-table, SMEs and other users)
T&T: Establishment of a pilot incentive  scheme or PES model for the Nariva wetland
VN: Natural reserve management plans; cooperation agreements among stakeholders

ZA/L: Delivery of integrated decision making  tools; cross-sectoral co-governance agreements 

# of requests by relevant entities (from within the project pilot countries and outside) for MA follow-up/ ProEcoServ products

National and international policy instruments

Synthesis Reports

SBSTTA, COP Inf docs

STRP & COP Inf docs
	CL: Local stakeholder groups and ES users cooperate

T&T: Research delivers viable ES incentive scheme/PES pathway; ES management can be incorporated into national policy and plans or legislation
VN: Increased engagement of resource users and policy implementation bodies at provincial level

ZA/L: Resource users are involved in planning and decision making; catchment authorities cooperate
Continuous organisational support and stable mandates in the pilot countries 

National decision makers responsive to ES mainstreaming 

Continuous organisational support and stable mandates in the pilot countries 

IPBES established

CBD & Ramsar Secretariats responsive to submissions


	Outcomes and Outputs
	Objectively Verifiable Indicators
	Verification Methods
	Assumptions

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	
	

	Component 1: Policy Support Tools

Outcomes:

1.1.
Decision- and policy-makers have access to strengthened capacity and technical advisory services to analyse how their policy decisions affect selected bundles of inter-related ecosystem services, incorporating resilience, risk and uncertainty factors. 

1.2.
Improved understanding in international fora of the potential for the development of new financial mechanisms for “non-carbon” ecosystem services

Outputs/milestones

1.1.1
Spatial mapping of ecosystem services in the pilot areas.

1.1.2
Estimation of supply response functions for selected bundles of ecosystem services.

1.1.3
Trade-off matrices produced across ecosystem services, and competing natural resource uses and human well-being.

1.1.4
GIS-based valuation of ecosystem services at sub-national levels, chiefly for regulating services.

1.1.5
Decision support systems to guide decision makers on choosing development strategies which ensure sustainable flow of selected bundle of ecosystem services.
1.1.6
Provision and dissemination of practical tools, guidelines, indicators and information for decision makers at various levels of the pilot countries.

1.1.7
Development of scenario planning as a decision support tool for understanding risk, uncertainty and building resilience. 

1.1.8
Scenarios produced for the bundle of ecosystem services under different plausible futures.

1.1.9
Participation of local stakeholder groups in piloting scenario planning.

1.2.1
Scoping for innovative international markets for “non-carbon” ecosystem services in Trinidad and Tobago
	# of participating entities integrating ES tools in their decision making processes

# of decision makers using scenario planning

Scoping paper/s produced increase interest in new mechanisms

	0

0

Limited understanding


	At least 2 government decision- and policy-making technical advisory bodies per pilot integrate ES considerations and application tools (generated by the project) in their decision making processes
1 piloted scenario planning exercise per country 

At least 1 scoping paper produced


	Project reports

# of information and tool requests

Targeted interviews to identify # of users

# of decision makers part of the project’s organisational structure 

Technical reports

# of downloads
	DMs continue to be interested in tools that integrate ES into policy processes

Mechanisms for feeding information to DMs are conducive

Organisational stability and mandates are maintained

DM and local stakeholders continue to be willing to engage in scenario planning

Paper is published


	Outcomes and Outputs
	Objectively Verifiable Indicators
	Verification Methods
	Assumptions

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	
	

	Component 2: Policy Environment

Outcomes:

2.1.
Increased awareness, understanding and level of involvement of targeted stakeholders (i.e. government authorities, private sector, ecosystem service users) in the integration of ecosystem services management considerations into policy making processes in the pilot countries 
2.2.
Ecosystem management tools are integrated into socio-economic, legal and policy instruments

Outputs/milestones

2.1.1
A systematic outreach and dissemination strategy on ecosystem services developed and executed in the four participating countries 

2.1.2
An ecosystem services strategy developed for selected SMEs.
2.1.3
Partnerships built for public-private cooperation for ecosystem management

2.2.1
Opportunities and gaps identified in existing legal and regulatory instruments to accommodate ecosystem services (baseline to be established)

2.2.2
Promotion of equitable and pro-poor economic, regulatory and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services

2.2.3
Ecosystem services maps and valuation used to inform macroeconomic and sectoral planning

2.2.4
Pilot studies conducted on investment in ecological infrastructure to ensure an accepted minimum and sustainable flow of selected ecosystem services. 
	Level of awareness of decision makers and stakeholders on the integration of ES tools into policy making processes in the four pilots
Level of participation in project governance

The ES concept is included in documents and relevant official instruments in the four pilots (tbd under output 2.2.1.)

ES management tools applied by ProEcoServ lead to an improved state of the targeted ecosystems and are referred to in planning instruments as exemplary for replication 
	Limited and dissimilar understanding of ES among targeted stakeholders

Project governance not set-up yet
Baseline (policy instruments, documents and decision-making processes) to be determined by the pilots in the first 6 months

No ES management tools or practices are currently included in relevant policy and legal instruments or documents in the pilot sites

	All targeted stakeholders have a measurably improved and common understanding of how to integrate ES into policy making

Project governance set-up at national and sub-national levels is inclusive of all stakeholders identified during project preparation

Targeted  policy and legal instruments at the appropriate scale (to be qualified by the countries) show measurable increase in including ES management considerations 

ES management and decision making tools and newly established practices are adopted in at least 2 relevant national and local government planning instruments per country

CL: Sust. water use practice of San Pedro municipality

T&T: Swamp restoration, coastal management

VN: Mangrove and wetland management

ZA/L: Sustainable water use; land management
	Surveys at project start and end.
Project meeting minutes

Project reports and minutes of meetings
Project reports and review of key documents and relevant official instruments

Project reports and review of key documents and relevant official instruments


	Organisational stability

Sectorally overlapping mandates & responsibility issues can be overcome

Institutional stability allows for continued participation of key stakeholders in project governance

Opportunities to engage decision makers and inform, amend or revise key instruments and policies continue to persist throughout the project life
Opportunities to incorporate best practice examples in relevant documents and policy instruments continue to persist during project implementation


	Outcomes and Outputs
	Objectively Verifiable Indicators
	Verification Methods
	Assumptions

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	
	

	Component 3: Science-Policy Interface

Outcome

3.1
Increased policy relevance of ecosystem services sciences’ results in international BD and ES-related processes 

Outputs/milestones

3.1.1
Horizontal and vertical information exchange established on ES sciences, tools and policy processes

3.1.2
Outreach strategy developed to engage with policy platforms on ecosystem services (e.g. BD-related MEA COPs, IPBES, IHDP, GLOBE, TEEB) 


	# of international processes acknowledging the contribution of ProEcoServ


	0


	5


	Reference to key outputs of ProEcoServ in global processes


	Intl. processes responsive to submissions and tools developed




Activities per country

Chile

	Activities Component 1 – Policy Support Tools

	Outcome 1.1:
Decision- and policy-makers have access to strengthened capacity and technical advisory services to analyse how their policy decisions affect selected bundles of inter-related ecosystem services, incorporating resilience, risk and uncertainty factors.

	Output 1.1.1:
Spatial mapping of ecosystem services

	1.1.1.1
Review SGA and other relevant studies on biodiversity and selected services including: water (provisioning and regulating services), land-use, land cover, tourism and cultural services.

	1.1.1.2
Set up and implement capacity exchange with South African pilot on spatial mapping of ES to share lessons and approaches (links to Output 3.1.1)

	1.1.1.3
Identify, update and develop new information requirements for the bundle of ecosystem services related to water and tourism as key aspects of the sustainable development of the project area 

	1.1.1.4
Design, together with main users (relevant public agencies at the project scale) the spatial mapping products’ characteristics (web-based), including the definition of roles for hosting, maintenance and update of web-based products

	1.1.1.5
Train, disseminate and pilot the implementation for and with key stakeholder groups at local and regional scales

	Output 1.1.2:
Estimation of supply response functions for selected bundles of ecosystem services

	1.1.2.1
Review and update data on supply functions for water flow regulation and other selected ecosystem services to be defined (emphasis on water). 

	1.1.2.2
Develop qualitative and quantitative models on supply response functions, incl. thresholds, discontinuities or irreversibilities in ecosystem response functions, with the aim, among others, to improve the current water balance at the basin level. 

	1.1.2.3
Produce diverse tools illustrating typical response functions in diverse formats to different stakeholders

	1.1.2.4
Train decision-makers and users

	Output 1.1.3:
Trade-off matrices produced across ecosystem services, and competing natural resource uses and human well-being

	1.1.3.1
Review and update services’ conditions, trends and main direct and indirect drivers of change (including climate change predictions).

	1.1.3.2
Identify and discuss relevant criteria to be considered in the trade-off matrices (through expert and local judgment)

	1.1.3.3
Develop matrices, discussion with main stakeholders

	1.1.3.4
Disseminate main results and training events to decision-makers and users.

	Output 1.1.4:
GIS-based valuation of ecosystem services at sub-national levels, chiefly for regulating services

	1.1.4.1
Review, revise and update SGA results (focus on water regulating services and erosion control for biodiversity). 

	1.1.4.2
Analyse valuation approach and criteria according to national and international relevant experiences (e.g. TEEB).

	1.1.4.3
Pilot valuation based on inputs from resource users and experts, including mapping and modelling benefit/cost flows of these services. 

	1.1.4.4
Disseminate results and training events to decision-makers and users. 

	Output 1.1.5:
Decision support systems to guide decision makers on choosing development strategies which ensure sustainable flow of selected bundles of ecosystem services.

	1.1.5.1
Review and appreciation of current strengths/weaknesses on decision-making tools/systems at the municipal and regional level. 

	1.1.5.2
Identify DSS requirements (particularly in terms of information and capacity), including institutional arrangements for DSS implementation.

	1.1.5.3
Building on outputs 1.1.1-1.1.4 consolidate a hydrological/hydrogeological water balance model, including variables related to tourism and other selected ecosystem services.

	1.1.5.4
Pilot implementation, disseminate and train decision-makers and users.

	Output 1.1.6:
Provision and dissemination of practical tools, guidelines, indicators and information for decision makers at various levels of the pilot countries

	1.1.6.1
Review and appreciation of ways to approach the diverse decision makers and ecosystem users. 

	1.1.6.2
Develop guidelines for decision-makers (developed with their participation through project governance arrangement) on results of outputs 1.1.1-1.1.5. 

	1.1.6.3
Indicators and information for decision-makers and the general public (diverse formats) on results of outputs 1.1.1-1.1.5; emphasis on the regional and local levels. 

	Output 1.1.7: 
Development of scenario planning as a decision support tool for understanding risk, uncertainty and building resilience

	1.1.7.1
Review of scenarios developed for SGA, based on the bundle of ES for water and tourism

	1.1.7.2
Set up and implement capacity exchange with South Africa pilot on scenario planning to share lessons and approaches (links to Output 3.1.1)

	1.1.7.3
Develop, test and refine scenario planning approach with Project Advisory Group

	Output 1.1.8:
Scenarios produced for the bundle of ecosystem services under different plausible futures

	1.1.8.1
Collate background information for scenario planning from Outputs 1.1.1-1.1.5, as well as from economic and social development information.

	1.1.8.2
Identify and discus key elements of scenarios, e.g. uncertainties, conditions, trends, drivers of change, time horizons, with Project Advisory Group and other interested parties 

	1.1.8.3
Synthesis of scenarios in the way of user-friendly materials

	Output 1.1.9:
Participation of local stakeholder groups in piloting scenario planning

	1.1.9.1
Review and appreciation of possible ways to communicate scenarios

	1.1.9.2
Workshops to discuss and develop scenarios

	1.1.9.3
Workshops to use scenarios for identifying policy recommendations for the sustainable management of ecosystem services. 


	Activities Component 2 – Policy Environment

	Outcome 2.1:
Increased awareness, understanding and level of involvement of targeted stakeholders (i.e. government authorities, private sector, ecosystem service users) in the integration of ecosystem services management considerations into policy making processes in the pilot countries

	Output 2.1.1
A systematic outreach and dissemination strategy on ecosystem services developed and executed in the four participating countries

	2.1.1.1
Identify and profile public, private and civil society key stakeholders at the municipal and regional level. 

	2.1.1.2 
Involve Steering Committee and Advisory Group (refer to Appendix 10) in strategy development

	2.1.1.3
Elaborate dissemination strategy (for the different publics, including media)


	2.1.1.4
Implement strategy all through project duration 

	Output 2.1.2:
An ecosystem services strategy developed for selected SMEs

	2.1.2.1
Identify existing and potential SMEs and entrepreneurs (tourism and agriculture sectors)

	2.1.2.2
Participatory identification of opportunities/barriers for starting and maintaining businesses that take a sustainable flow of ES into account 

	2.1.2.3
Identify funding opportunities 

	2.1.2.4
Training and capacity building in relevant areas

	2.1.2.5
Strategy elaboration (in accordance with regional policies and strategies) and dissemination

	Output 2.1.3:
Partnerships built for public-private cooperation for ecosystem management

	2.1.3.1
Review existing public-private projects and arrangements in the region and at the municipal level

	2.1.3.2
Engage with programs that focus on tourism, water and biodiversity in the project area 

	2.1.3.3
Develop partnerships, information packages, guidelines and promotional material 

	2.1.3.4
Develop outreach materials to popularise this program

	Outcome 2.2:
Ecosystem management tools are integrated into socio-economic, legal and policy instruments

	Output 2.2.1:
Opportunities and gaps identified in existing legal and regulatory instruments to accommodate ecosystem services

	2.2.1.1
Identify main hurdles/opportunities in the legal/regulatory framework to implement an ecosystem services approach to decision-making 

	2.2.1.2
Identify windows of opportunity and gaps through which ecosystem services instruments (eg PES, DSS) can be integrated into decision-making processes

	2.2.1.3
Develop a strategy to engage with legal and regulatory instruments at the regional and municipal level 

	2.2.1.4
Policy briefings for different sectors (particularly national level policy-makers) 

	Output 2.2.2:
Promotion of equitable and pro-poor economic and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services

	2.2.2.1
Identify and assess existing and planned financial incentives in the country, region and municipality; include the identification of other relevant incentive initiatives.

	2.2.2.2
Feasibility analysis for incentives identified in previous step

	2.2.2.3
Raise awareness at the community level, capacity building and training on the availability and access to incentives 

	Output 2.2.3: 
Ecosystem services maps and valuation used to inform macroeconomic and sectoral planning

	2.2.3.1
Identify and evaluate current instruments (used within macroeconomic and sectoral planning) for the integration of ecosystem services.

	2.2.3.2
Prepare examples of integration of ecosystem services maps and valuation into sectoral planning instruments – briefing papers.

	2.2.3.3
Meet with officials and technical units in charge of macroeconomic and sectoral planning at the regional/municipal level.

	Output 2.2.4:
Pilot studies conducted on investment in ecological infrastructure to ensure an accepted minimum and sustainable flow of selected ecosystem services

	2.2.4.1
Identify ecosystem infrastructure needs, as defined in Component 1, in coordination with relevant agencies

	2.2.4.2
Determine conservation and restoration actions necessary to achieve this infrastructure

	2.2.4.3
Work with Advisory Group to determine strategies and projects to support these identified actions, as well as review existing projects in the area 

	2.2.4.4
Use this pilot study as training material and present courses to other national and provincial stakeholders 


South Africa and Lesotho

	Activities Component 1 – Policy Support Tools

	Outcome 1.1
Decision- and policy-makers have access to strengthened capacity and technical advisory services to analyse how their policy decisions affect selected bundles of inter-related ecosystem services, incorporating resilience, risk and uncertainty factors. 

	Output 1.1.1:
Spatial mapping of ecosystem services

	1.1.1.1
Review and collate existing data from SGA and other studies on biodiversity, hydrology, soil type and profile, geology, land use/cover, erosion measures, vegetation, wetlands, rivers, aquifer dependent ecosystems and flood regulation for Eden District Municipality (EDM), Water Management Areas (WMA) of the grasslands and Lesotho

	1.1.1.2
Develop and peer review ecosystem service models, maps and metadata of water flow regulation including infiltration and groundwater recharge, water filtration, erosion control, and flood regulation for EDM, grassland WMAs and Lesotho, as well as recent changes in these services

	1.1.1.3
Develop guidelines and training material in the use of the maps and data 

	1.1.1.4
Present training workshops on mapping and assessing ecosystem services for national stakeholders, as well as other pilot studies

	1.1.1.5
Publish maps on internet and in hard copy (together with guidelines on their use) and distribute to EDM and Grassland WMA stakeholders and managers

	1.1.1.6
Develop and implement questionnaire on stakeholder perceptions, uptake and use of these products

	Output 1.1.2:
Estimation of supply response functions for selected bundles of ecosystem services.

	1.1.2.1
Collate data and expert input on supply response functions, thresholds and discontinuities for biodiversity- regulation services bundle ( water flow regulation and filtration, erosion control, flood regulation) from national and international studies, for EDM, grassland WMAs and Lesotho

	1.1.2.2
Develop supply response functions for key ecosystems and ecosystem services in EDM and grasslands for use in Output 1.1.3, 1.1.7 and 1.1.8

	1.1.2.3
Develop technical guidelines document and training course for technical advisors in EDM, grasslands WMA and Lesotho on ecosystem service supply response functions, thresholds and uncertainties, as well as key vulnerabilities and risks in their area

	1.2.2.4
Review and publish supply response functions online and in hard copy together with guidelines 

	Output 1.1.3:
Trade-off matrices produced across ecosystem services, and competing natural resource uses and human well-being.

	1.1.3.1
Identify and quantify key direct drivers of change in biodiversity and ecosystem services in EDM, grasslands WMA and Lesotho (e.g. agricultural and urban land use and development, irrigation demand, pollution sources, energy demands and emissions)

	1.1.3.2
Review and collate data and expert input on the relationships between these drivers and ecosystem service supply response functions from Output 1.1.2, as well as data on trade offs and synergies.

	1.1.3.3
Develop models and maps of current and future predicted land and natural resource use and demand, pollution and abstraction levels, climate change, erosion vulnerability, flood risk for EDM, grassland WMAs and Lesotho

	1.1.3.4
Review and compile data into look-up trade off matrix linked to maps in Output 1.1.1 to make interactive map tool and maps of potential future services for use in Outputs 1.1.7 and 1.1.8

	1.1.3.5
Package maps, table and tool into guidelines and training courses for technical advisors in EDM and grasslands

	Output 1.1.4:
GIS-based valuation of ecosystem services at sub-national levels, chiefly for regulating services.

	1.1.4.1
Review existing valuation methods and studies in the region and globally on valuing regulating services in order to identify most appropriate methods

	1.1.4.2
Conduct valuation studies for water regulation and purification services, flood regulation services and erosion control services using variety of approaches to identify range of values per service per stakeholder group in EDM and in the grasslands

	1.1.4.3
Model benefit flows of these services and their values from EDM and the grasslands, and make them spatially explicit

	1.1.4.4
Publish the values, maps and guidelines online and in hard copy

	1.1.4.5.
Develop and present training to technical advisors and decision makers on the opportunities and constraints, background and appropriate use of ecosystem service valuation and maps

	Output 1.1.5:
Decision support systems to guide decision makers on choosing development strategies which ensure sustainable flow of selected bundles of ecosystem services.

	1.1.5.1
Review the process of resource use planning at the municipal scale in EDM and at the catchment scale in the grasslands for progress, opportunities and constraints offered to the integration of biodiversity and ecosystem services data

	1.1.5.2
Organise and host stakeholder workshops with decision makers in EDM and the grasslands to identify champions and process for developing and using decision support systems for ecosystem services

	1.1.5.3
Review and modify available decision support software and Geospatial interfaces and populate software matrices with data from Outputs 1.1.1-1.1.4 including distribution of ecosystem services, trade offs and targets. Refine based on stakeholder inputs

	1.1.5.4
Develop guidelines and manual for decision support systems

	1.1.5.5
Conduct training courses in the decision support software within the appropriate processes and stakeholder fora

	1.1.5.6
Develop and implement a questionnaire on manager perceptions and use of these systems

	Output 1.1.6:
Provision and dissemination of practical tools, guidelines, indicators and information for decision makers at various levels of the pilot countries

	1.1.6.1
Collate guidelines, tools, handbooks, training material, as well as questionnaire and interview results developed for Outputs 1.1.1 – 1.1.5 in EDM and the grasslands

	1.1.6.2
Package tools, guidelines and training materials, as well as lessons learnt in developing output 1.1.5, and make available online and in hard copy for broader application and testing at national, catchment, provincial and local scales (also see Output 2.1.1)

	1.1.6.3
Develop headline ecosystem service indicators and serve online (using existing national portals)

	Output 1.1.7:
Development of scenario planning as a decision support tool for understanding risk, uncertainty and building resilience

	1.1.7.1
Review scenario planning used in SGAs and subsequent studies to identify current best practice and to select most appropriate scenario planning approach for EDM context

	1.1.7.2
Set up and implement capacity exchange with Chile pilot on scenario planning to share lessons and approaches (links to Output 3.1.1)

	1.1.7.2

Develop communication and training material on scenarios, resilience and uncertainty targeted at EDM stakeholders

	Output 1.1.8
Scenarios produced for the bundle of ecosystem services under different plausible futures.

	1.1.8.1
Collate background information for scenario planning from Outputs 1.1.2-1.1.4; as well as from economic and social development fora in EDM

	1.1.8.2
Within stakeholder workshop identify key uncertainties and drivers of change in EDM and develop scenarios, highlighting the consequences of each for ecosystem services and human wellbeing in EDM

	1.1.8.3
Use the scenarios to develop toolkits (including guidelines) and make available for stakeholders and their constituents for dissemination and to feed into Output 1.1.9

	Output 1.1.9:
Participation of local stakeholder groups in piloting scenario planning.

	1.1.9.1
Conduct baseline assessment in EDM on stakeholders understanding of risk, resilience and uncertainty in ecosystem management

	1.1.9.2
Organise and host stakeholder workshops in EDM to explain and motivate scenario planning as a tool

	1.1.9.3
Using scenarios from Output 1.1.8 develop consensus vision on a desirable future and identify mechanisms for promoting desirable future and promoting resilience

	1.1.9.4
Develop and implement a questionnaire on stakeholder understanding of risk, resilience and uncertainty and measure changes in that understanding from the baseline and conduct stakeholder interviews to understand perceptions and use of scenario planning as a tool

	1.1.9.5 
Document lessons learnt in the use of scenario planning for promoting manager understanding and ability to deal with risk and uncertainty


	Activities Component 2 – Policy Environment

	Outcome 2.1:
Increased awareness, understanding and level of involvement of targeted stakeholders (i.e. government authorities, private sector, ecosystem service users) in the integration of ecosystem services management considerations into policy making processes in the pilot countries

	Output 2.1.1:
A systematic outreach and dissemination strategy on ecosystem services developed and executed in the four participating countries 

	2.1.1.1
Identify key national and provincial public and private stakeholders, policy makers, media and decision makers in South Africa and Lesotho for further engagement and constitute advisory group with terms of reference

	2.1.1.2
Appoint communications consultant for the project and together with advisory group develop consultants terms of reference

	2.1.1.3
Communications consultant develops outreach and dissemination strategy for stakeholder groups identified reviewed by advisory group and international project executive 

	2.1.1.4
Implement strategy, develop communication material for a variety of stakeholder groups and make them available in hard copy and online 

	2.1.1.5
Targeted stakeholder workshops to assess baseline understanding and perceptions and to disseminate material throughout project lifespan

	2.1.1.6
Conduct stakeholder interviews and questionnaires to assess learning and uptake through the project

	Output 2.1.2:
An ecosystem services strategy developed for selected SMEs – N/A to South Africa and Lesotho

	Output 2.1.3: 
Partnerships built for public-private cooperation for ecosystem management

	2.1.3.1
Review existing public-private projects and arrangements in South Africa and Lesotho to complement baseline assessment

	2.1.3.2
From this list of existing programs engage with those with biodiversity and water services focus in areas of project activity to develop partnerships, toolkits and information packages

	2.1.3.3
Review these programs and newly identified programs in terms of other technical, institutional, resource and research needs and develop strategies to address these needs

	2.1.3.4
Develop outreach materials to popularise these programs, establish new partnerships and share learning on public – private cooperation as a means to improve ecosystem management 

	Outcome 2.2:
Ecosystem management tools are integrated into socio-economic, legal and policy instruments

	Output 2.2.1:
Opportunities and gaps identified in existing legal and regulatory instruments to accommodate ecosystem services 

	2.2.1.1
Supplement Lesotho and South African baseline assessment conducted for proposal with a review of new institutional arrangements and instruments following on from South African national government reorganisation after 2009 elections to determine most recent baseline

	2.2.1.2
Identify and engage with national and transboundary instruments with greatest opportunities, as well as those that represent greatest constraints, for the mainstreaming of ecosystem services 

	2.2.1.3
Establish a multi- institutional ecosystem services forum with the responsibility of implementing these strategies and developing research and related strategies for focus

	Output 2.2.2:
Promotion of equitable and pro-poor economic and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services

	2.2.2.1
Identify and assess existing and planned financial incentives in South Africa and Lesotho in relation to their approach to equity and approach to poverty alleviation in order to identify gaps and constraints to equitable and pro poor incentives 

	2.2.2.2
Develop materials highlighting examples of current best practice in equitable and pro-poor incentives, as well as guidelines on how to include equity and pro poor incentives into emerging markets and payment schemes

	2.2.2.3
Develop and present training workshop on the benefits and constraints of financial incentives for national and provincial public and private stakeholders 

	Output 2.2.3:
Ecosystem services maps and valuation used to inform macroeconomic and sectoral planning

	2.2.3.1
Supplement baseline to identify appropriate planning instruments for targeting (including AsGISA, NFSD) and review the instruments’ current approach to biodiversity and ecosystem services to identify opportunities and constraints

	2.2.3.2
Through members of the Advisory Group engage with the review of these planning instruments

	2.2.3.3
Develop and implement strategy for engaging with the newly formed South African National Planning Commission on mainstreaming ecosystem services into their program of work

	Output 2.2.4: 
Pilot studies conducted on investment in ecological infrastructure to ensure an accepted minimum and sustainable flow of selected ecosystem services. 

	2.2.4.1
Engage with catchment and conservation managers in the Water Management Areas in South Africa and catchments of Lesotho of the grasslands to form a pilot study group

	2.2.4.2
Develop a method for integrating ecosystem service tools developed under Component 1 into existing tools associated with national water legislation for determining human and ecological reserves (minimum flows)

	2.2.4.3
Determine type and condition of ecosystem infrastructure required, and management actions necessary to meet human and ecological reserves or flows in the grassland catchments

	2.2.4.4
Use this pilot study as training material and present courses to other national and provincial stakeholders tasked with managing the water reserve


Trinidad and Tobago

	Activities Component 1 – Policy Support Tools

	Outcome 1.1: Decision- and policy-makers have access to strengthened capacity and technical advisory services to analyse how their policy decisions affect selected bundles of inter-related ecosystem services, incorporating resilience, risk and uncertainty factors. 

	Output 1.1.1: 
Spatial mapping of ecosystem services

	1.1.1.1
Update two existing MA SGA’s from Trinidad and Tobago and Caribbean Sea with data from new studies on coral reefs, wetlands and flora 

	1.1.1.2
Develop ecosystem service models and maps for coastal disturbance protection, gas regulation, erosion control and flood regulation for south east Tobago, Nariva wetlands and the Northern Range in Trinidad

	1.1.1.3
Overlay coastal landscape and seascape use on ecosystem service maps to assess condition and trends in services in the 3 study areas

	1.1.1.4
Develop and make available on the internet, training materials for use in workshop for stakeholders on mapping ecosystem services

	Output 1.1.2:
Estimation of supply response functions for selected bundles of ecosystem services.

	1.1.2.1
Review information on supply response functions for biodiversity- regulation services bundle (disturbance protection, carbon sequestration, gas regulation and erosion control) from national and international studies

	1.1.2.2
Input vegetation and other missing field data to refine coral reef and wetland coastal protection response function to fill gaps in these functions and to ground truth functions

	1.1.2.3
Test wetland methane and nitrous oxide gas regulation and emission response function and model projections against remote sensing field measurements using Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FTIR) methodology

	1.1.2.4
Develop a model for measuring carbon sequestration regulating service in coral reefs in coral reefs

	1.1.2.5
Develop and make available on the internet, training materials for use in a workshop for stakeholders on ecosystem service supply response functions, thresholds and uncertainties

	1.1.2.6
Publish supply response functions online and make training materials available on the internet 

	Output 1.1.3:
Trade-off matrices produced across ecosystem services, and competing natural resource uses and human well-being.

	1.1.3.1
Identify and quantify key drivers of change in biodiversity and ecosystem services in Tobago coral reefs and wetlands, Nariva Swamp and Trinidad wetlands and eastern Northern Range from ridge to reef

	1.1.3.2
Review and collate data on the relationships between these drivers and ecosystem service supply response functions from Output 2.

	1.1.3.3
Gather expert input, field data and unpublished data on trade offs and synergies

	1.1.3.4
Develop models and maps which overlay current and projected physical planning landscape/seascape use with natural resource and ecosystem service supply and environmental vulnerability and climate change risk profiles for case study sites

	1.1.3.5
Package maps, table and decision support tools into guidelines and training courses for technical advisors in Government planning and environmental Ministries and Agencies

	Output 1.1.4:
GIS-based valuation of ecosystem services at sub-national levels, chiefly for regulating services.

	1.1.4.1
Review existing and ongoing valuation studies for regulating services in Trinidad and Tobago and internationally in order to identify most appropriate methods

	1.1.4.2
Conduct valuation studies for high seas marine ecosystem services, coral reef and mangrove swamp coastal disturbance regulation services, gas regulation services and ridge to reef erosion control services using a variety of approaches to identify a range of values per service per stakeholder group.

	1.1.4.3
Develop and implement capacity exchange with South Africa pilot on ecosystem service valuation 

	1.1.4.4
Map and model benefit flows of these services and their values

	1.1.4.5
Make the values of ecosystem services, and their flows, spatially explicit using a geospatial platform

	1.1.4.6
Develop and present training to technical advisors and decision makers on the opportunities and constraints, background and appropriate use of ecosystem service valuation and maps. Make training materials available online

	Output 1.1.5:
Decision support systems to guide decision makers on choosing development strategies, which ensure sustainable flow of selected bundles of ecosystem services.

	1.1.5.1
Review the process for the development of the new Trinidad and Tobago National Physical Development Plan for progress, opportunities and constraints offered to the integration of biodiversity and ecosystem services data

	1.1.5.2
Review the process of development planning at the local Tobago House of Assembly scale for opportunities and constraints offered to the integration of biodiversity and ecosystem services data

	1.1.5.3
Organise and host stakeholder workshops with decision makers to identify champions and process for developing and using decision support systems for ecosystem services 

	1.1.5.4
Review available spatial decision support software available internationally and gather information on local experience and preferences in their use. 

	1.1.5.5
Using available or modified software populate software matrices with data from Outputs 1-4 including distribution of ecosystem services, trade offs and targets

	1.1.5.6
Conduct training course in decision support software and conduct stakeholder workshop to develop weighting criteria to populate software and test alternate decision pathways in the case study areas

	Output 1.1.6:
Provision and dissemination of practical tools, guidelines, indicators and information for decision makers at various levels of the pilot countries

	1.1.6.1
Collate guidelines, tools, handbooks and training material developed for Outputs 1 – 5 in case study areas

	1.1.6.2
Collate questionnaire and interview results from Outputs 1 and 5 and supplement for Outputs 2, 3 and 4 to refine and revise guidelines, tools and training materials in case study areas

	1.1.6.3
Package tools, guidelines and training materials and make available online and in hard copy in the case study areas. 

	Output 1.1.7:
Development of scenario planning as a decision support tool for understanding risk, uncertainty and building resilience

	1.1.7.1
Review scenario-planning approaches in the new MA Methods Manual and identify current best practice to select the most appropriate scenario planning approach.

	1.1.7.2
Develop communication and training material on scenarios, resilience and uncertainty targeted at different stakeholder groups 

	Output 1.1.8:
Scenarios produced for the bundle of ecosystem services under different plausible futures.

	1.1.8.1
Collate background information for scenario planning from Outputs 2, 3, and 4; as well as from economic and social development plans for case study areas

	1.1.8.2
Within stakeholder workshop identify key uncertainties and drivers of change in case study areas

	1.1.8.3
Develop user useful scenarios, based on these key uncertainties and drivers, highlighting the consequences of each for ecosystem services and human wellbeing in case study areas

	1.1.8.4
Use the scenarios to develop toolkits and online training materials (including guidelines) for stakeholders and their constituents for dissemination and to feed into Output 9

	Output 1.1.9:
Participation of local stakeholder groups in piloting scenario planning

	1.1.9.1
Develop and execute a questionnaire and interviews to determine a baseline assessment of stakeholders understanding of risk, resilience and uncertainty in ecosystem management

	1.1.9.2
In stakeholder workshops (linked with output 8), develop a consensus vision and mechanisms for promoting a desirable future and for increasing ecosystem resilience 

	1.1.9.3 
Document lessons learnt in the use of scenario planning for promoting manager understanding and ability to deal with risk and uncertainty

	Output 1.2.1:
Scoping for innovative international markets for ecosystem services 

	1.2.1.1
Publish remote sensing Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FTIR) methodology for quantifying methane and nitrous oxide emissions from wetlands 

	1.2.1.2
Develop scoping paper for case study for potential sale of methane and nitrous oxide emission reduction from Nariva Swamp wetland restoration

	1.2.1.3
Promote idea of potential gas regulating ecosystem service internationally

	Activities Component 2 – Policy Environment

	Outcome 2.1:
Increased awareness, understanding and level of involvement of targeted stakeholders (i.e. government authorities, private sector, ecosystem service users) in the integration of ecosystem services management considerations into policy making processes in the pilot countries

	Output 2.1.1:
A systematic outreach and dissemination strategy on ecosystem services developed and executed in the four participating countries 

	2.1.1.1
Identify key national and regional public and private stakeholders, policy makers and decision makers in Trinidad and Tobago for further engagement and to constitute an advisory group

	2.1.1.2
Appoint communications consultant for the project and together with advisory group develop consultants terms of reference

	2.1.1.3
Communications consultant develops outreach and dissemination strategy for groups identified in activity 2.1.1.1 

	2.1.1.4
Strategy review and revision by advisory group, as well as UNEP project executive 

	2.1.1.5
Review communication material developed in Component 1 as to its applicability within target groups 

	2.1.1.6
Develop communication material and implement strategy for a variety of stakeholder groups 

	2.1.1.7
Hold targeted stakeholder workshops to assess baseline understanding and perceptions and then to disseminate material throughout project lifespan

	2.1.1.8
Media engagement to introduce project and its relevance to Trinidad and Tobago and to highlight progress and findings during project lifespan

	2.1.1.9
Design and conduct stakeholder interviews and questionnaires to assess learning and uptake through the project so as to update outreach strategy accordingly

	Output 2.1.2:
An ecosystem services strategy developed for selected Small & Medium Enterprises (SMEs)

	2.1.2.1
Work with Green Fund Unit of the Ministry of Planning Housing and Environment to review selected SME applicants to the Fund with potential for further partnership in developing an ecosystem services strategy

	2.1.2.2
Organise workshop with selected SME’s to integrate ecosystem services thinking into their project plans

	2.1.2.3
Develop outreach materials to promote these projects and share learning on public – private SME partnership as a means to improved ecosystem management

	Output 2.1.3:
Partnerships built for public-private cooperation for ecosystem management

	2.1.3.1
Review existing public and/or private ecosystem management projects and arrangements in Trinidad and Tobago to complement baseline assessment

	2.1.3.2
From this list of existing programs engage with those with biodiversity and regulating ecosystem services focusing in areas of project activity e.g. (current engaged examples include BRT/IWCAM and ICRAN Coral Reef Projects in Tobago, IADB/TCF and UNEP/IMA Projects in Northern Range, and EMA/GOTT/UWI Nariva Restoration and Carbon Sequestration Project)

	2.1.3.3
Review these programs and other identified programs in terms of other technical, institutional, resource and research needs 

	2.1.3.4
Develop outreach materials to popularise these programs, establish new partnerships and share learning on public – private cooperation as a means to improved ecosystem management 

	Outcome 2.2:
Ecosystem management tools are integrated into socio-economic, legal and policy instruments

	Output 2.2.1:
Opportunities and gaps identified in existing legal and regulatory instruments to accommodate ecosystem services 

	2.2.1.1
Draft Environmental Code developed by Environmental Management Authority (EMA) reviewed in search for legal instruments with greatest opportunities for mainstreaming ecosystem services

	2.2.1.2
Together with Advisory group develop a strategy to engage with these instruments

	2.2.1.3
Identify national (e.g. policies and laws) and international instruments (e.g. MEA’s) which offer the greatest constraints or threats to ecosystem services

	2.2.1.4
Together with Advisory group develop a strategy to engage with these instruments

	2.2.1.5
Promote the establishment of a multi-institutional national ecosystem services forum with the responsibility of implementing these strategies and developing research and related strategies for national focus

	Output 2.2.2: Promotion of equitable and pro-poor economic and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services

	2.2.2.1
Work with Green Fund and other partners to develop materials highlighting examples of current best practice in equitable and pro-poor incentives

	2.2.2.2
Identify gaps and constraints to equity and pro poor incentives in existing and planned programs; and Develop guidelines on how to include equity and pro poor incentives into emerging markets and payment for ecosystem services schemes

	2.2.2.3
Pilot test and develop a model for PES in three project sites which could be replicated in other sites throughout Trinidad and Tobago

	2.2.2.4
Develop and present training workshops on the benefits and constraints of financial incentives for national and regional public and private stakeholders 

	Output 2.2.3:
Ecosystem services maps and valuation used to inform macroeconomic and sectoral planning

	2.2.3.1
Develop ecosystem service maps (from Component 1) in format suitable for promoting no hassles inclusion in the next National Physical Development Plan to be laid in Parliament.

	2.2.3.2
Review the proposed process for combining the governments social and economic planning framework with environmental considerations, for opportunities and constraints to including biodiversity and ecosystem services

	2.2.3.3
Develop and implement a strategy for engaging with the Ministry of Planning, Housing and the Environment and the Consultants on the new National Physical Development Plan for mainstreaming ecosystem services into their program of work 

	Output 2.2.4:
Pilot studies conducted on investment in ecological infrastructure to ensure an accepted minimum and sustainable flow of selected ecosystem services

	2.2.4.1
Engage with local authorities, the Green Fund, the Environmental Management Authority and key NGO’s in the case study areas to form a pilot study group

	2.2.4.2
Review the current implementation of the Environmentally Sensitive Areas Rules and other Protected Areas legislation to determine a baseline

	2.2.4.3
Work with study group to determine human and ecological reserves per case study area

	2.2.4.4
Link back to supply response functions developed in Component 1 Output 2 to project the ecosystem infrastructure required (e.g. vegetation type and condition) in the study area

	2.2.4.5
Determine type and condition of ecosystem infrastructure required to meet human and ecological reserves or flows in the Northern Range and Nariva Swamp case studies

	2.2.4.6
Determine conservation and restoration actions necessary to achieve this infrastructure

	2.2.4.7
Work with study group to determine strategies and projects to support these identified actions, as well as review existing projects in the area as to their potential contribution

	2.2.4.8
Use this pilot study as training material for other national and regional stakeholders tasked with ecosystem management


Viet Nam

	Activities Component 1 – Policy Support Tools 

	Outcome 1.1:
Decision- and policy-makers have access to strengthened capacity and technical advisory services to analyse how their policy decisions affect selected bundles of inter-related ecosystem services, incorporating resilience, risk and uncertainty factors

	Output 1.1.1:
Spatial mapping of ecosystem services

	1.1.1.1.
Collect, inventory and review ecosystem data and maps (Ecological and geographic information collection) in pilot area (administration maps, land use planning, geographic maps, climate maps, surface water maps, flood maps, etc.)

	1.1.1.2
Develop ecosystem service models and maps for main ecosystem services in Ca Mau province (i.e. disaster control, soil erosion prevention, water purification, provision services, soil alum regulation, etc.) together with key provincial stakeholders

	1.1.1.3
Develop guidelines and training material for the use of the maps and data 

	1.1.1.4
Conduct workshops and trainings on the use of maps and data for national and provincial stakeholders

	Output 1.1.2:
Estimation of supply response functions for selected bundles of ecosystem services

	1.1.2.1
Collaborate with key stakeholders to define selected bundles of ecosystem services

	1.1.2.2
Gather and review information of ecosystem services changes (including the past, current and trend information on the main ecosystems)

	1.1.2.3
Analyse the key variables for the supply of an ecosystem service as well as responses in the ecosystem

	1.1.2.4
Develop training material and conduct training courses for related stakeholders

	Output 1.1.3:
Trade-off matrices produced across ecosystem services, and competing natural resource uses and human well-being

	1.1.3.1
Identify and specify main direct and indirect drivers for changing the distribution of mangrove (e.g. habitat change, pollution sources, climate change, as well as policy, economic development, population pressure, resource demands etc.)

	1.1.3.2
Review and compile data on the relationships between these drivers and the supply response functions from Output 1.1.2.

	1.1.3.3
Involve national and provincial expertise in analysing trade-offs and synergies among ecosystem services

	1.1.3.4
Develop models and maps for current and predicted future natural resource and land use as well as demands and other key drivers of ecosystem changes 

	1.1.3.5
Organise consultation workshops with stakeholders to fine-tune trade-off maps and tools

	1.1.3.6
Develop guidelines and conduct training courses for decision makers

	Output 1.1.4:
GIS-based valuation of ecosystem services at sub-national levels

	1.1.4.1
Review existing valuation methodology and studies at international and national level 

	1.1.4.2.
Agree on valuation criteria for ecosystem services with key stakeholders

	1.1.4.3
Conduct valuation studies for ecosystem services (e.g. disaster control, soil erosion prevention, soil alum regulation, water purification, provisioning services, etc) of mangroves system in Ca Mau province

	1.1.4.4
Develop maps and model benefit flows of these services and their values (link with Output 1.1.1)

	1.1.4.5
Develop and organise training for decision makers on the use of ecosystem service valuation and maps

	Output 1.1.5:
Decision support systems to guide decision makers on choosing development strategies which ensure sustainable flow of selected bundles of ecosystem services

	1.1.5.1.
Review national and provincial policy processes for opportunities and appropriate entry points for the integration of ecosystem services data and tools (e.g. national and provincial 5 year development plans, EIA, SEA etc.)

	1.1.5.2
Conduct awareness raising programmes and training courses to decision makers to determine supporters and supportive processes for using decision support systems

	1.1.5.3
Develop manual to guide decision makers on the utilisation of decision support systems for choosing development strategies (based on Outputs 1.1.1.-1.1.4)

	Output 1.1.6:
Provision and dissemination of practical tools, guidelines, indicators and information for decision makers at various levels of the pilot countries

	1.1.6.1
Develop guidelines and policy briefs for decision makers at national and provincial level for the use and integration of ProEcoServ tools into national and provincial development planning

	1. 1.6.2
Conduct promotion campaigns and policy dialogues to disseminate information to decision makers at national and provincial level

	1.1.6.3
Provide training on application of tools and indicators delivered to decision makers 

	1.6.6.4
Develop web-based clearing house to provide information and research for decision makers during planning process on a readily available basis

	Output 1.1.7:
Development of scenario planning as a decision support tool for understanding risk, uncertainty and building resilience 

	1.1.7.1
Review scenario planning in other SGAs and similar studies to select most appropriate approach for Ca Mau Province

	1.1.7.2
Develop, test and refine scenario planning approach for understanding risk, uncertainty and building resilience

	1.1.7.2
Initiate capacity exchange with the other ProEcoServ pilots on scenario planning

	1.1.7.3
Develop communication and training material on scenarios, resilience and uncertainty targeted at different stakeholder groups

	Output 1.1.8:
Scenarios produced for the bundle of ecosystem services under different plausible futures

	1.1.8.1
Compile relevant data from outputs 1.1.1.-1.1.5 for scenario planning 

	1.1.8.2.
Conduct user needs survey to understand what the active stakeholders hope to gain from the scenarios

	1.1.8.3.
Identify plausible alternatives representing paths shaped by the interaction of existing dynamics and possible future events

	1.1.8.4
Develop set of scenarios based on the understanding accumulated during the assessment process

	1.1.8.5
Develop guidelines and policy brief for stakeholders on scenarios for dissemination

	Output 1.1.9:
Participation of local stakeholder groups in piloting scenario planning

	1.1.9.1
Identify and involve main stakeholder groups in piloting scenario planning 

	1.1.9.2
Establish consensus vision on desirable future scenarios to promote change and resilience

	1.1.9.3
Document lessons learnt in the use of scenario planning for information exchange among stakeholder groups

	Component 2 – Policy Environment

	Outcome 2.1:
Increased awareness, understanding and level of involvement of targeted stakeholders (i.e. government authorities, private sector, ecosystem service users) in the integration of ecosystem services management considerations into policy making processes in the pilot countries

	Output 2.1.
A systematic outreach and dissemination strategy in ecosystem services developed and executed 

	2.1.4.1
Identify and appoint national consultant for the development of a systematic outreach and dissemination strategy 

	2.1.4.2
Develop outreach and dissemination strategy with a variety of activities for different targeted stakeholders, including establishment of environmental service network and clearing house mechanism

	2.1.4.3
Consult with different targeted stakeholders on outreach strategy for improvement

	2.1.4.4
Implement strategy including a broad range of communication materials for different stakeholder groups

	Output 2.1.2
An ecosystem services strategy developed for selected SMEs

	2.1.2.1
Identify existing and potential SMEs for involvement in ecosystem services-oriented approaches

	2.1.2.2
Conduct awareness raising for SMEs on importance of ecosystem services and linkages of ES and their business

	2.1.2.3
Develop mutual agreement on the roles and responsibilities of SMEs for conservation and protection of ecosystem services for their business opportunities

	2.1.2.4
Organise workshop on the possibility of establishing PES for SMEs

	Output 2.1.3
Partnerships built for public-private cooperation for ecosystem management

	2.1.3.1
Identify key public and private sector partnerships and arrangements for potential involvement in wetland ecosystem management 

	2.1.3.2
Identify mechanisms to involve the public and private sector in wetland ecosystem management

	2.1.3.3
Identify challenges, opportunities and needs for public-private cooperation 

	2.1.3.4
Conduct regular meetings between public and private sector to discuss on issues and options for wetland management

	2.1.3.5
Develop outreach materials to further engage with public-private cooperation partners

	Outcome 2.2
Ecosystem management tools are integrated into socio-economic, legal and policy instruments

	Output 2.2.1:
Opportunities and gaps identified in existing legal and regulatory instruments to accommodate ecosystem services (baseline to be established)

	2.2.1.1.
Identify key national instruments for the mainstreaming of ecosystem services 

	2.2.1.2
Review current national and provincial legal and regulatory instruments to identify entry points, opportunities and gaps to mainstream ecosystem services 

	2.2.1.3
Consult with relevant stakeholders on legal and regulatory instruments for improvement

	2.2.1.4
Develop strategy to engage with key policy and regulatory instruments at national and provincial level

	Output 2.2.2:
Promotion of equitable and pro-poor economic and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services 

	2.2.2.1
Review economic and financial incentives in current legislation framework for ecosystem utilisation and management to identify gaps and constraints

	2.2.2.2
Review international pro-poor economic and financial incentives to draw lesson learnt for Viet Nam 

	2.2.2.3
Develop guidelines for pro-poor economic and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services, including tax, financial support, micro-credit, etc. with involvement of all stakeholders

	2.2.2.4
Develop materials and workshops on benefits, constraints and access to incentives for public and private stakeholder groups

	Output 2.2.3.
Ecosystem services maps and valuation used to inform macroeconomic and sectoral planning

	2.2.3.1
Review current process of planning to identify the appropriate stage for utilisation of ecosystem services maps and valuation tools produced through the project in macroeconomic and sectoral planning (Ministry of Planning and Investment, Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MONRE), Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD), Provincial People Committee)

	2.2.3.2
Develop strategy for usage of ecosystem services and maps for macroeconomic and sectoral planning with participation and agreement of stakeholders

	Output 2.2.4
Pilot studies conducted on investment in ecological infrastructure to ensure an accepted minimum and sustainable flow of selected ecosystem services 

	2.2.4.1
Involve with local, provincial and national stakeholders to form a pilot study group

	2.2.4.2
Determine types and conditions of ecosystem infrastructure requirements to meet human demands and ecological reserves or flows in the pilot study areas

	2.2.4.3
Specify conservation and restoration activities required to achieve the ecological infrastructure 

	2.2.4.4
Based on the pilot studies’ experiences, develop training materials for other national and provincial stakeholders


Global Component

	Activities Component 3 – Science-Policy Interface

	Outcome 3.1:
Increased policy relevance of ecosystem services sciences’ results in international BD and ES-related processes

	Output 3.1.1:
Horizontal and vertical information exchange established on ES sciences, tools and policy processes

	3.1.1.1
Facilitate, organise and administer information and capacity exchange among ProEcoServ teams through site visits, joint tool development and application, seminars and workshops

	3.1.1.2
Facilitate, organise and administer information and capacity exchange of ProEcoServ staff with international experts, e.g. through participation in seminars and workshops

	3.1.1.3
Organise and participate in international fora and symposia relevant to ecosystem services sciences

	Output 3.1.2:
Outreach strategy developed to engage with policy platforms on ecosystem services (e.g. BD-related MEA COPs, IPBES, IHDP, GLOBE, TEEB)

	3.1.2.1
Develop and implement an outreach and engagement strategy for ProEcoServ

	3.1.2.2
Periodically review and align outreach and engagement strategy with relevant international processes

	3.1.2.3
Develop, constantly update and maintain ProEcoServ website


Annex B: Responses to Project Reviews (from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, and Responses to Comments from Council at work program inclusion and the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF)

At work programme inclusion (September 24, 2008)
	Issue raised by GEFSec
	UNEP Response

	8. Is the project design sound, its framework consistent?
The outputs of the Policy Support Tools components are highly technical in nature befitting the complexity of the intervention. We believe that the clarity of the proposal would be improved by unpacking some of this language in order to make it more accessible. Either in a footnote, or in the text of the project justification, please clarify the exact nature of the following outputs as currently they remain slightly opaque:

A2) Supply response functions for selected bundles of ecosystem services,

A3) Trade-off matrices produced across ecosystem services, and competing natural resource uses and human well-being,

A5) Decision support systems to guide decision makers on choosing development strategies which ensure sustainable flow of selected bundle of ecosystem services.
	Explanatory footnotes are provided to extend the condensed language of the project framework:

FN for A2) “Supply response function” refers to the expected flow (or supply) of a given ecosystem service and an expected response (such as increased or reduced demand) to external factors or disturbances. 
FN for A3) “Trade off matrices” refer to the mapping of trade offs between ecosystem services in situations when the increased flow of a given service implies a decreased flow of another (e.g. simultaneous maximization is not possible). Similarly, trade offs have to be mapped between ecosystem services, resource use and other human interventions (e.g. increased erosion regulation services will increase agricultural productivity, but might require reduced or adapted infrastructure development activities).
FN for A5) “Decision support systems” refer to established processes for the utilization of supply response functions, trade off matrices and GIS based valuation to guide decision makers in supporting development paths deemed compatible with long term conservation of selected ecosystem services (e.g. levels of ecosystem degradation that are compatible with an agreed minimum flow of service).

	8. Is the project design sound, its framework consistent?
We have the same concern for some of the outputs in the Policy Implementation component:

A1) “Ecosystem infrastructure investment” reflected in Country Assistance Strategy (CAS), UNDAFs and midterm budgetary frameworks. The original MA had real difficulty incorporating even a mention of ecosystem services in these kinds of national policy documents, including the WB’s PRSPs. Please clarify what you are referring to by “ecosystem infrastructure investment” and the project strategy for achieving this is reflected in CAS, UNDAFs etc.

A2) Spatial based ecosystem services planning framework mapped onto macroeconomic sectoral planning models. Please discuss how this will be achieved, both from a political and operational standpoint, given the fact that the original MA barely merited a mention in sectoral planning in the participating countries.


	A1) reformulated so as to “unpack” its dense content: “Investment in infrastructure needed to ensure an accepted minimum flow of selected ecosystem services reflected in Country Assistance Strategy (CAS), UNDAFs and mid-term budgetary frameworks.” A1) was at the same time moved down in the outcome hierarchy to A3), not to reduce its importance, but to properly reflect a temporal flow of activities, i.e. once ecosystem services are seen as compatible with macroeconomic planning frameworks, the is a higher likeliness of incorporating them into broader development frameworks.

For both A1) and A2) additional discussion for both a political and operational strategy is provided in the project justification (pages 5 and 6): 
Policy implementation support for the application of ecosystem management and services approaches at national and transboundary levels. This includes spatial based ecosystem planning frameworks mapped onto macroeconomic sectoral planning models. At the political level, this requires a degree of awareness by decision making and the public about the potential limits to growth and welfare arising from further unchecked degradation of critical ecosystem services. While this awareness is still far from perfect, it is nevertheless much greater than at the beginning of the decade, when the MA was conducted. There is also a need to utilize “entry points” in the decision making process (e.g. annual budgetary allocations by governments; reviews of development assistance programs by donors) through which remedial and preemptive actions can be internalized into state actions. At the operational level, the requirement is to have estimations of the response of targeted ecosystem services to increasing levels of degradation (e.g. response at the margin) and trade offs between ecosystem services flows (e.g. extracting versus regulating services). This information needs to be provided in a terminology that is understandable and tangible to decision makers (e.g. income, employment, fiscal savings).

To allow for a best possible integration of ecosystem services and management approaches into sectoral planning processes (e.g. CCA/UNDAF, CAS, PRSP, MDG strategies or recurring budgeting and planning cycles), the project will, from the outset, aim at working closely with key representatives of the respective sectors and within planning and decision making bodies.

	8. Is the project design sound, its framework consistent?
In the policy implementation component there is reference to both Government (i.e. sectoral planning models, Country Assistance Strategy) and Private Sector/local communities. Please clarify the relationship between the mainstreaming of ES into the economic and financial planning of the participating countries (i.e. Tax driven schemes) and market-based ES schemes and the relative importance of each in the project intervention strategy.
	At this early stage of the PIF, it is difficult to respond to this question with an acceptable level of accuracy. Whether a government in a pilot area prefers to support taxes, subsidies or a direct engagement between parties will depend, among others, on variables such as (i) institutional capacity (e.g. the extent to which a government can engage with key stakeholders, or impose and actually collect taxes, etc.); (ii) the type of service in question (e.g. diffused vs. concentrated benefits); (iii) the estimated efficiency of these options (e.g. deadweight loss from taxes; leakages in subsidies; transaction costs from ES payment schemes; ect); (iv) public opinion (e.g. acceptance of one option over another by the public). These issues will be further explored during the preparational phase and during project implementation.

	8. Is the project design sound, its framework consistent?
In order to avoid confusion with GEF terminology regarding programmatic frameworks and projects, would you please eliminate the word program from the title and call it Project for Ecosystem Services? Thank you.
	Throughout the PIF, ‘programme’ was substitutes with ‘project’

	8. Is the project design sound, its framework consistent?
Finally, because this is a project that relies heavily on the adoption and implementation of policy within the government structure, it would be good to know if the Technical Advisory Units are going to be permanently set within the Government architecture (i.e. Ministries, Natural Resources agencies) or they are thought as instruments to be run for the duration of the project only? Please clarify this aspect of the project design as it will have a marked influence on project sustainability.


	The project pursues a “minimally invasive” approach, i.e. it will build upon existing organizational structures wherever feasible. This can be achieved either through better coordination between existing technical and policy-making bodies, or through supporting policy advisory bodies in acquiring and utilizing technical expertise on ecosystem services, or through improving the political standing of technical units. Only where these options to not apply at all, the creation of new units might be sought. This would always have to be organized in consent with all major stakeholders so as not to duplicate existing structures.

Hence, the usage of the term “technical support units” could have been misunderstood in the initial PIF. With the extended project justification, this misunderstanding is hopefully solved.

	11. Is the project likely to be cost-effective? However, much of the rest of the argument about cost effectiveness is not logical. For example, simply by addresses weaknesses of the previous MA does not therefore make this design cost-effective. That is faulty logic. Please clarify and improve this section.


	Rationale for cost-effectiveness is extended and now provides the following reasoning in addition to the earlier arguments:

Mainstreaming ecosystem services and management approaches into national development planning might require external support for a short- to mid-term period of time. However, the project’s overall approach is based on the assumption that the longer-term benefits of internalizing and valuating ecosystem services will by far outweigh the initial costs of such an integrative process, both at national levels through the harnessing of payments for ecosystem services, as well as globally through reduced threats to important biological resources as well as the expected mitigative effects on regulative ecosystem services such as water purification, waste absorption, natural hazard mitigation or carbon capture and sink services. A further detailed analysis of the cost-effectiveness of the project will be provided in the PPG phase.

	14. Does the project take major potential risks into account?

With regards to risk assessment, we do not agree that lack of Government interest due to changes in Government is a low risk but a high risk as evidenced by the lack of real uptake of the first MA. The mitigation measure to address this is rather weak as well and seems to entail a bit of wishful thinking. Please improve the project's approach to mitigation of this particular risk. This may be reflected, as noted above, in the design of the technical advisory units within the Government agencies..


	The MA investigated novel concepts and thus worked in a political environment that was not yet receptive enough to immediately take up the MA’s recommendations. Since then, the concept of ecosystem services and tools to operationalize the concept became much more specific and their policy acceptance is rising. The risk level was therefore changed to ‘medium’ and the mitigative approach expanded to explain this:
Changes in commitment can not be excluded and are difficult to asses. Due to the project’s multi-scale approach and multi-country piloting implementation, the overall project strategy is based on a wide group of stakeholders, which increases the chances for continuity and sustainability. Further, the utilization of existing institutional structures at sectoral working levels will have a mitigative effect in case of government changes, as such bodies usually continue to exist beyond governmental life cycles.

	17. Is GEF funding of project management appropriate? 

Please reduce GEF contribution to management budget consistent with the ratio of the GEF contribution to overall project costs.
	GEF contributions to both the overall project costs as well as the management component now stand at 30% each.

	19. Is the indicative co-financing adequate?
Please clarify if the UNEP contribution is cash or in-kind and the proportion of each.
	Specific breakdown is now provided

	PPG 1. Are the proposed PPG activities appropriate?

The two primary activities of the PPG are adequate, however, the ratio of GEF financing to co-financing is not acceptable. Please improve the amount of co-financing to achieve a more balanced ratio between GEF resources and co-financing.
	The new PPG co-financing calculation now provides a ratio of 40% to 60% GEF resources.



At PIF Stage 
	Issue raised by GEFSec, 20 October 2008
	UNEP Response

	In the final project document, please take advantage of the experiences and lessons learned form the work of WRI in Kenya and the Natural Capital Project, and others, given that they have attempted similar approaches to influencing policy through the analysis of ecosystem services and the impacts that land-use decisions have on the provision of these services. In the final project document, in addition to the lessons learned, and analysis from the MA, please include an analysis of these experiences noted above, and others as appropriate, and incorporate them in the final project design to substantially increase the likelihood that policy makers will make use of the GIS products and information generated by them in policy and decision making.
	The experiences of both the World Resources Institute and the Natural Capital Project were analyzed and incorporated into the design of ProEcoServ interventions at the pilot implementation level. Of central consequence is the early involvement of decision makers at all levels into the tool development, and not only a demonstration of tool application at a later stage of the project cycle. Similarly important will be to incorporate the concerns of resource users and key groups into tool development, as well as bringing resource users, other beneficiaries and decision makers together to ensure the formulation of a common vision. Therefore, nearly every output in each of the four pilot cases includes intensive stakeholder consultations and the involvement and information of decision makers from local to national levels. Further, a core set of activities under component 3 are dedicated to establish an outreach and engagement strategy to ensure that ProEcoServ outputs and tools are targeted, meaningful and relevant at both national as well as international levels.
All four case studies address, among others, issues of land-use and land-use planning and incorporated into their project interventions the analysis of other approaches so as to adequately attend to challenges such as legal shortcomings (Trinidad and Tobago), rangeland management (South Africa and Lesotho), the coordination of land- and water use (Chile), or broad land use conversion and relating conservation challenges (Viet Nam).

Trinidad and Tobago will utilize and test the InVEST tool-kit developed by the Natural Capital Project, and beyond a declaration of strong intent to closely cooperate, discussions are under way regarding direct co-funding for ProEcoServ through the Natural Capital Project .


	STAP: consent (further guidance), 11 November 2008
	UNEP Response

	STAP believes that the project is worthwhile, but emphasizes that there is no scientific consensus that this approach will succeed in positively affecting conservation outcomes. […] Thus indicators and a project design for evaluating the success of this initiative will be crucial to ensuring that this initiative is informative for the conservation community and the GEF portfolio. The full project proposal should clearly indicate how UNEP and its partners will determine that the GEF-funded activities have affected in-country (or global) conservation investments ad outcomes beyond what would have been achieved in the absence of these activities.
	During the preparatory phase, each country paid particularly close attention to establishing clear baselines and an M&E system that allows for tracing project outcomes beyond the pilot implementation sites. To this regard, the countries will at the outset of the project fine-tune their baseline on entry points, opportunities and challenges to influence key policy instruments for sectoral and development planning, and included quantitative as well as qualitative measures to also capture changes in perception of key stakeholder groups.

The joint planning workshop during the preparatory phase mainly focused on developing targets and indicators that allow for a substantive tracking of results at country level and beyond. Particularly at the international level, key mechanisms are identified with which engagement is sought so as to inform and influence the global conservation community through ProEcoServ tool development and implementation experiences.

The attention that was given to the formulation of targets and indicators, as well as the elaboration of a very detailed monitoring and evaluation framework reflects the further guidance from STAP.




Annex c: consultants to be hired for the project using gef resources
	Position Titles
	$/

person week*
	Estimated person weeks**
	Tasks to be performed

	For Project Management
	
	
	

	Local

	Chile Project Coordinator 
	972 
	227
	Component 4 

	South Africa Project Coordinator
	2,000
	88
	Component 4 and contributions to Comp 1 & 2

	South Africa Project Assistant
	1,000
	100
	Component 4 and contributions to Comp 1 & 2

	T&T Project Coordinator
	500
	111
	Component 4

	Viet Nam Project Manager
	625
	136
	Component 4

	Viet Nam Project Assistant
	375
	184
	Component 4

	Viet Nam Provincial Coordinator
	250
	180
	Component 4

	
	
	
	

	International

	Global Project Manager
	2,500
	169
	Component 4

	Justification for Travel, if any: Regular local and national project coordination meetings and annual global project coordination meetings

	For Technical Assistance
	
	
	

	Local
	
	
	

	Chile Lead Consultant
	769
	104
	Comp. 1 & 2

	Chile Short-term consultants
	602
	166
	Comp. 1 & 2, dissemination, communication

	Chile Univ. of La Serena (CEAZA)
	800
	869
	1.1.1 – 1.1.5

	Chile Aquaconsult
	1,200
	375
	1.1.1 – 1.1.5; 2.2.4

	Chile Univ. Diego Portales
	800
	319
	2.2.1; 2.2.2

	SA/L ES consultancies
	2,000
	464
	1.1.1 – 1.1.3; 1.1.5; 1.1.6; 1.1.8; 2.2.4

	SA/L hydrology consultancies
	2,000
	114
	1.1.1 – 1.1.3

	SA/L GIS and DSS consultancies
	2,000
	150
	1.1.1 – 1.1.6; 2.2.4

	SA/L ecosystem economy consult.
	2,000
	110
	1.1.4; 2.2.3

	SA/L resource use policy consult.
	3,000
	114
	1.1.5; 2.1.3; 2.2.1 – 2.2.4

	SA/L communication consult.
	2,500
	87
	1.1.6; 2.1.1; 2.1.3

	SA/L capacity building and stakeholder consult.
	2,500
	94
	1.1.1 – 1.1.8; 2.2.2 – 2.2.4

	SA/L scenario planning consult.
	2,500
	30
	1.1.7 – 1.1.9

	T&T Inst. of Marine Affairs
	1,000
	20
	1.1.1 – 1.1.3; 1.1.5

	T&T Univ. of the West Indies
	1,000
	440
	1.1.2 – 1.1.5; 1.1.7; 1.1.8; 1.2.1; 2.2.3

	T&T Envir. Managmnt. Authority
	1,000
	20
	1.1.2 ; 1.1.3 ; 2.2.4

	T&T The Cropper Foundation
	1,000
	135
	1.1.1 – 1.1.6; 1.1.8; 1.1.9; 1.2.1; 2.1.1; 2.1.3; 2.2.1; 2.2.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	680
	140
	1.1.1.1 - 1.1.1.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	630
	30
	1.1.1.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	625
	155
	1.1.2.1 - 1.1.2.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	625
	36
	1.1.2.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	650
	155
	1.1.3.1 - 1.1.3.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	600
	65
	1.1.3.5 - 1.1.3.6

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	630
	155
	1.1.4.1 - 1.1.4.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	600
	42
	1.1.4.5

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	625
	48
	1.1.5.1

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	625
	70
	1.1.5.2 - 1.1.5.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	625
	45
	1.1.6.1

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	620
	55
	1.1.6.2

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	600
	30
	1.1.6.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	600
	120
	1.1.6.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	650
	134
	1.1.7.1 - 1.1.7.2

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	600
	100
	1.1.7.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	625
	35
	1.1.7.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	650
	160
	1.1.8.1 - 1.1.8.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	625
	50
	1.1.8.5

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 1)
	625
	64
	1.1.9.1 - 1.1.9.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	625
	80
	2.1.1.1 - 2.1.1.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	625
	50
	2.1.1.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	625
	175
	2.1.2.1 - 2.1.2.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	600
	20
	2.1.2.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	625
	110
	2.1.3.1 - 2.1.3.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	650
	160
	2.1.3.4 -2.1.3.5

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	650
	150
	2.2.1.1 - 2.2.1.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	650
	150
	2.2.2.1 - 2.2.2.3

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	586
	40
	2.2.2.4

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	625
	142
	2.2.3.1 - 2.2.3.2

	Vie. Senior (External consulting - Comp. 2)
	650
	140
	2.2.4.1 - 2.2.4.4

	
	
	
	

	International
	
	
	

	Technical Advisor
	2,500
	501
	Comp. 1 & 2

	Consultants (environmental economy)
	2,500
	134
	Comp. 1 & 2

	Consultants (policy mainstreaming)
	2,500
	113
	Comp. 1 & 2

	Consultants (intl. BD and ES policy processes)
	2,500
	128
	Comp. 3

	Communication consultants
	2,500
	109
	Comp. 3

	Evaluation consultants
	2,500
	32
	Comp. 1-4

	Justification for Travel, if any:  Input to and guidance at the egular local and national project coordination meetings and annual global project coordination meetings


*  Provide dollar rate per person week.    **  Total person weeks  needed to carry out the tasks.
Annex d:  status of implementation of project preparation activities and the use of funds

A. explain if the ppg objective has been achieved through the ppg activities undertaken.  PPG funds were requested from GEF to conduct activities of stakeholder engagement, baseline development as well as data and document review at local and national levels instrumental in the formulation of a full sized project aiming to demonstrate how to best use the findings of ecosystem service assessments in policy and decision making. 

As per the original PPG proposal, for each of the four pilot sites in Chile. South Africa and Lesotho, Trinidad and Tobago and Viet Nam, individual PPG contracts were issued (budget lines 1-4 in the table below). They included the following activities:
· Formation of a national team for the PPG implementation, by identifying and engaging key stakeholders, including key representatives of the Government, and regular communication among them;
· Development of a detailed work plan for the PPG implementation. 

· SGA review and needs assessment through desk/field studies and coordination with the national SGA networks. 

· Development of a national proposal for inclusion in the full global proposal, with clear description on the situation analysis, project activities, deliverables, benchmarks and indicators, workplan, detailed budgeting (i.e. costing of i.e. activities, procurement, staffing) and timetable within the existing results framework for the global ProEcoServ project.

· Preparation a preliminary draft proposal based on the pre-assessment and national consultations, prior to a joint international workshop.

· Participation in the joint international workshop and contribution to the elaboration of the full proposal.

In addition, an international contract was issued (budget line 5 here below) to ensure coordination among the four pilot schemes, and that the proposal development was in line with UNEP and GEF requirements. Tasks under this international contract were:
· Maintenance of regular communication with national teams to provide overall support for implementing project preparation activities.

· Provision of guidance to national teams on GEF requirements for the full proposal development.

· Compilation of initial inputs from national teams and preparation of a preliminary draft proposal prior to the international workshop (date and venue to be decided).

· Participation in the international workshop and provide technical support in facilitating discussions and writing a proposal, with particular focus on results framework, monitoring and evaluation. 

· Fine-tuning of the full proposal based on the outcomes of the international workshop, ensuring that it is in line with GEF requirements and formats. 

· Provision of support in ensuring that the initial feedback from GEF Secretariat to the full proposal is fully reflected in the final version of the proposal
A joint workshop for the project preparation teams, the international consultant and UNEP/DEPI and UNEP/DGEF staff was held in Stellenbosch, South Africa, June 09-11 (budget line 6 hereafter), in order to 

· Present, discuss and compare the national approaches

· Review and adapt the results framework

· Set up an appropriate M&E framework including targets, indicators and benchmarks

· Establish the institutional implementation arrangements.

Each of the national teams prepared a brief PPG report including a detailed expenditure report. These are with the implementing agency and can be requested, should further questions arise.
B. describe findings that might affect the project design or any concerns on project implementation, if any:  
C. provide detailed funding amount of the ppg activities and their implementation status in the table below:
	Project Preparation Activities Approved
	Implementation Status
	GEF Amount ($)
	Co-financing

($)

	
	
	Amount Approved
	Amount Spent To date
	Amount Committed
	Uncommitted Amount*
	

	PPG contract for Chile
	Completed
	14,800
	4,440
	10,360
	
	

	PPG contract for South Africa and Lesotho
	Completed
	6,200
	
	6,200
	
	15,800

	PPG contract for Trinidad and Tobago
	Completed
	14,000
	4,200
	6,338
	
	

	PPG contract for Viet Nam
	Completed
	14,000
	4,200
	9,800
	
	

	International contract for PPG and project document coordination, and DEPI project preparatory missions 
	Completed
	18,000
	5,400
	16,062
	
	3,000

	Joint project planning workshop
	Completed
	
	
	
	
	26,200

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	
	
	
	
	

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	67,000
	18,240
	48,760
	
	45,000


* Any uncommitted amounts should be returned to the GEF Trust Fund.  This is not a physical transfer of money, but achieved  through reporting and netting out from disbursement request to Trustee.  Please indicate expected date of refund transaction to Trustee.     
annex e:  calendar of expected reflows 
Provide a calendar of expected reflows to the GEF Trust Fund or to your Agency (and/or revolving fund that will be set up)
Nat’l Mgmnt Unit�South Africa / Lesotho





Nat’l Mgmnt Unit�Chile





 Global Project Management


Based at and supported by UNEP/DEPI, Nairobi - Global Project Manager (full-time), liaising with 4 National Coordinators - periodic online and face to face meetings; PSC and Management Team meet annually for project steering








Nat’l Mgmnt Unit�Vietnam





Nat’l Mgmnt Unit�Trinidad and Tobago








National Executing Agency


(CEAZA) 








National Executing Agency


(ISPONRE) 








National Executing Agency


(UWI) 








National Executing Agency


(CSIR) 





Project Steering Committee


National Executing Agencies, UNEP DEPI & UNEP DGEF (+ technical experts as required)


Project oversight and guidance








� A detailed monitoring and evaluation plan is budgeted and included in components 1-3. For details see Section 6 and particularly Appendix 7 of the project document.
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