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Sustainable Management of Wooded Production Landscapes for Biodiversity Conservation

Part I: Project Information

GEF ID
9777

Project Type
FSP

Type of Trust Fund
GET

Project Title

Sustainable Management of Wooded Production Landscapes for Biodiversity Conservation

Countries
Haiti

Agency(ies)
UNDP

Other Executing Partner(s)
FAO

Executing Partner Type
GEF Agency

GEF Focal Area
Multi Focal Area

Taxonomy

Focal Areas, Land Degradation, Sustainable Land Management, Integrated and Cross-sectoral approach,
Community-Based Natural Resource Management, Income Generating Activities, Sustainable Agriculture,
Sustainable Livelihoods, Ecosystem Approach, Restoration and Rehabilitation of Degraded Lands,
Biodiversity, Mainstreaming, Ceritification - International Standards, Agriculture and agrobiodiversity,

Protected Areas and Landscapes, Community Based Natural Resource Mngt, Productive Landscapes, Species,



Threatened Species, Influencing models, Convene multi-stakeholder alliances, Strengthen institutional
capacity and decision-making, Deploy innovative financial instruments, Demonstrate innovative approache,
Stakeholders, Civil Society, Community Based Organization, Non-Governmental Organization, Type of
Engagement, Participation, Partnership, Information Dissemination, Consultation, Beneficiaries, Local
Communities, Communications, Awareness Raising, Private Sector, Financial intermediaries and market
facilitators, SMEs, Individuals/Entrepreneurs, Gender Equality, Gender Mainstreaming, Sex-disaggregated
indicators, Women groups, Gender-sensitive indicators, Gender results areas, Access to benefits and services,
Capacity Development, Participation and leadership, Knowledge Generation and Exchange, Access and
control over natural resources, Capacity, Knowledge and Research, Knowledge Generation, Knowledge
Exchange, Targeted Research, Learning, Indicators to measure change, Adaptive management, Theory of
change, Climate Change, Climate Change Mitigation, Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use, Climate
Change Adaptation, Community-based adaptation, Climate resilience, Small Island Developing States, Least

Developed Countries, Livelihoods

Rio Markers
Climate Change Mitigation
Climate Change Mitigation 1

Climate Change Adaptation
Climate Change Adaptation 1

Duration
84In Months

Agency Fee(S)
587,761.00



Objectives/Programs

BD-4 P9

LD-1 Pl

LD-3 P4

A. Focal Area Strategy Framework and Program

Focal Area
Outcomes

Outcome 9.1 Increased
area of production
landscapes and
seascapes that integrate
conservation and
sustainable use of
biodiversity into
management

Outcome 1.2:
Functionality and cover
of agro-ecosystems
maintained

Outcome 3.2: Integrated
landscape management
practices adopted by
local communities based
on gender sensitive
needs

Trust
Fund

GET

GET

GET

GEF
Amount($)

5,299,540.00

443,712.00

443,712.00

Total Project Cost($) 6,186,964.00

Co-Fin
Amount($)

40,596,426.00

3,398,997.00

3,398,997.00

47,394,420.00



B. Project description summary

Project Objective
The generation of multiple environmental and social benefits through the integrated and sustainable
management of wooded production landscapes with globally significant biodiversity in the North and

North East Departments of Haiti

Project Financi Expected Expected Outputs Tru GEF Confirmed
Compone ng Type Outcomes st Project Co-
nt Fun Financing( Financing($

d $)



Project
Compone
nt

1: Creation
of enabling
conditions
for
application
and scaling-
up of
landscape
managemen
t model

Financi
ng Type

Technical
Assistanc
e

Expected
Outcomes

1.1
Harmonize
d planning
at
landscape
level
favours
connectivity
and BD-
friendly
production
systems
(e.g.
diversified
shade coffee
and cocoa,
diverse tree-
rich annual
production
systems and
home-
gardens,
enriched
fallows
based on
assisted
natural
regeneration
), indicated
by:

? 30,120 ha
prioritised
in land use
plans
(produced
through
inter-sector
processes
and
accords)
across the
project area
for
production
systems on
the basis of
their
importance
for
connectivity
? 3,500 ha
prioritised
in land use
plans across
the project
area for

Expected Outputs

1.1 Decision making
tools developed and
operationalised to
optimize the
configuration of
landscape elements
in relation to spatial
aspects of
connectivity,
biological
importance,
production potential,
vulnerability and
flows of ecosystem
services including a
robust biodiversity
monitoring protocol
and implementation
structure:

? Region-wide
framework for
harmonizing
interventions in
relation to the
promotion of
sustainable
production and
management systems
? Social and
economic
development plans
formulated and
implemented by local
governments that
include provisions
for the promotion of
BD-friendly
production systems
? Systems for
environmental
monitoring and
information
management at
landscape level
established and
operationalised in
Department and
Commune
governments
(including Commune
Agricultural Offices),
permitting
management of
landscapes in favour
of environmental
benefits to respond

Tru

Fun

GET

GEF
Project
Financing(

$)

1,911,580.
00

Confirmed
Co-
Financing($

)

11,932,599.
00



Project
Compone
nt

2:
Conservatio
n
compatible
tree-based
production
systems as
part of
sustainable
landscape
mosaics

Financi
ng Type

Technical
Assistanc
e

Expected
Outcomes

2.1

? 4,740
farmers
apply and
maintain
modificatio
ns to their
farms as a
result of
knowledge
gained
through
participation
in Farmer
Field
Schools

? 7,500
farming
families
with
improved
access to
reliable
sources of
technical
support for
the
application
of
sustainable
production
systems for
a post
COVID-19
recovery

9
Improved
manageme
nt of
agroforests
that favours
BD habitat
and
connectivity
(e.g.
increased
diversity of
structure
and
composition
), increases
overall
economic
viability,

Expected Outputs Tru

Fun

2.1 Improved GET
service delivery
systems for technical
assistance:

? Mechanisms for
the generation and
transfer of
knowledge on the
application of tree-
based systems
generating multiple
environmental
benefits for a post
COVID-19 recovery

Technical guidelines
and extension
materials developed
on management
practices for BD-
friendly tree-based
production systems,
which provide for the
ecological
requirements of
priority BD specific
to the target localities
and uptake of the
materials supported.
2.2 Improved
financing
mechanisms for
tree-based production
systems

? Analysis and
guidance materials
on creditworthiness
of businesses related
to tree-based
production systems
? Tree-based
businesses with
capacities to take on
and manage finance
Credit packages
developed and
offered by diverse
financing sources

2.3 Capacities for
generating revenue
from tree-based
systems on farm

?  Producer
organisations,
businesses and

GEF
Project
Financing(

$)

2,528,000.
00

Confirmed
Co-
Financing($

)

26,291,522.
00



Project
Compone
nt

3:
Knowledge
managemen
t and
learning

Financi
ng Type

Technical
Assistanc
e

Expected
Outcomes

Lessons
learned by
the project
through
participato
ry M&E
are used to
guide
adaptive
manageme
nt, collate
and share
lessons, in
support of
upscaling,
indicated
by:

- 100% of
project
indicators
measured as
stipulated in
M&E plan,
with results
being fed
back into
project
managemen
t decisions
- 5 other
projects
incorporatin
g project
approaches
in their
operations
75% of
members in
key
stakeholder
categories
with
adequate
knowledge
and
understandi
ng of
project
objectives,
concepts,
principles
and
progress

Expected Outputs

3.1 Knowledge
management and
dissemination/scalin
g up strategy to
ensure that lessons
learned are
incorporated in
project management
and scaled up
elsewhere

3.2 Communication
strategy

3.3 Monitoring and
evaluation strategy,
to ensure that the
project is managed in
an informed,
adaptive and
effective manner

Tru

Fun

GET

GEF
Project
Financing(

$)

1,452,767.
00

Confirmed
Co-
Financing($

)

6,913,425.0
0



Project Financi Expected
Compone ng Type Outcomes
nt

Project Management Cost (PMC)

GET

Sub Total($)

Total Project Cost($)

Expected Outputs Tru

Fun

Sub Total ($)

294,617.00

294,617.00

6,186,964.00

GEF Confirmed
Project Co-
Financing( Financing($
$) )
5,892,347. 45,137,546.
00 00
2,256,874.00
2,256,874.00
47,394,420.00



C. Sources of Co-financing for the Project by name and by type

Sources of Co-
financing
Donor Agency

GEF Agency

Donor Agency

Name of Co-financier Type of Co-
financing

Interamerican Development Loan

Bank

United Nations Development Grant

Programme

Food and Agriculture Grant

Organisation

Total Co-Financing($)

Amount($)

43,479,737.00

2,093,111.00

1,821,5672.00

47,394,420.00



D. Trust Fund Resources Requested by Agency(ies), Country(ies), Focal Area and the Programming of Funds

Agenc
y

UNDP

UNDP

Trust
Fund

GET

GET

Country

Haiti

Haiti

Focal Programmin NGI
Area g of Funds
Biodiversity No
Land No
Degradation

Total Grant Resources($)

Amount($)

5,299,540

887,424

6,186,964.00

Fee($)

503,456

84,305

587,761.00



E. Non Grant Instrument

NON-GRANT INSTRUMENT at CEO Endorsement

Includes Non grant instruments? No
Includes reflow to GEF? No



F. Project Preparation Grant (PPG)
PPG Required

[]

PPG Amount ($)

180,000

PPG Agency Fee ($)

17,100
Agenc Trus Countr
y t y

Fund

UNDP GET Haiti
FAO GET Haiti
FAO GET Haiti

Focal
Area

Biodiversit
Yy

Biodiversit
y

Land
Degradatio
n

Programmin NG

g of Funds |
No
No
No

Total Project Costs($)

Amount($
)

101,827

52,355

25,818

180,000.0
0

Fee($)

9,674

4,973

2,453

17,100.0



Core Indicators

Indicator 1 Terrestrial protected areas created or under improved management for conservation and

sustainable use

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at

PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Indicator 1.1 Terrestrial Protected Areas Newly created
Ha (Expected at Total Ha

Ha (Expected at CEO (Achieved at Total Ha

PIF) Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Ha

Name of (Expected at

the IUCN Total Ha CEO Total Ha Total Ha
Protecte WDP Categor (Expecte Endorsement (Achieve (Achieve
d Area AID y d at PIF) ) d at MTR) d at TE)
Akula 125689 Select

National

Park

Indicator 1.2 Terrestrial Protected Areas Under improved Management effectiveness

Ha (Expected at Total Ha

Ha (Expected at CEO (Achieved at Total Ha

PIF) Endorsement) MTR) (Achieved at TE)
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total METT METT

Name Ha Ha Ha Total score score METT
of the W (Expe (Expecte (Achi Ha (Baselin (Achi score
Prote DP IUCN cted d at CEO eved (Achi e at CEO eved (Achi
cted A Cate at Endorse at eved Endorse at eved

Area ID gory PIF) ment) MTR) at TE) ment) MTR) at TE)


javascript:void(0);

Indicator 3 Area of land restored

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
0.00 138.00 0.00 0.00

Indicator 3.1 Area of degraded agricultural land restored

Ha (Expected at
Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)

Indicator 3.2 Area of Forest and Forest Land restored

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
138.00

Indicator 3.3 Area of natural grass and shrublands restored

Ha (Expected at
Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)

Indicator 3.4 Area of wetlands (incl. estuaries, mangroves) restored

Ha (Expected at
Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)

Indicator 4 Area of landscapes under improved practices (hectares; excluding protected areas)

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
0.00 14113.00 0.00 0.00

Indicator 4.1 Area of landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity (hectares,

qualitative assessment, non-certified)

Ha (Expected at
Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)

5,700.00



Indicator 4.2 Area of landscapes that meets national or international third party certification that

incorporates biodiversity considerations (hectares)

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
2,575.00

Type/Name of Third Party Certification

Organic Certification: 2,575 ha

Indicator 4.3 Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production systems

Ha (Expected at

Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
5,838.00

Indicator 4.4 Area of High Conservation Value Forest (HCVF) loss avoided

Ha (Expected at
Ha (Expected at CEO Ha (Achieved at Ha (Achieved at
PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)

Documents (Please upload document(s) that justifies the HCVF)

Title Submitted

Indicator 6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigated

(At (At CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
Expected metric tons of 0 782011 0 0
CO?e (direct)
Expected metric tons of 0 0 0 0

CO?e (indirect)
Indicator 6.1 Carbon Sequestered or Emissions Avoided in the AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and
Other Land Use) sector

(At (At CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
Expected metric tons of 782011

CO?e (direct)
Expected metric tons of
CO?e (indirect)



(At (At CEO (Achieved (Achieved

Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)
Anticipated start year of 2019

accounting

Duration of accounting 5

Indicator 6.2 Emissions Avoided Outside AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use) Sector

(At (At CEO (Achieved (Achieved
Total Target Benefit PIF) Endorsement) at MTR) at TE)

Expected metric tons of
CO?e (direct)

Expected metric tons of
CO?e (indirect)
Anticipated start year of
accounting

Duration of accounting

Indicator 6.3 Energy Saved (Use this sub-indicator in addition to the sub-indicator 6.2 if applicable)

Energy Energy (MJ) (At Energy (MJ) Energy (MJ)
Total Target (MJ) (At CEO (Achieved at (Achieved at
Benefit PIF) Endorsement) MTR) TE)
Target
Energy
Saved (MJ)

Indicator 6.4 Increase in Installed Renewable Energy Capacity per Technology (Use this sub-indicator
in addition to the sub-indicator 6.2 if applicable)

Capacity Capacity Capacity

(MW) Capacity (MW) (Mw) (MW)
Technolog (Expected at (Expected at CEO (Achieved at (Achieved
y PIF) Endorsement) MTR) at TE)

Indicator 11 Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gender as co-benefit of GEF investment

Number Number Number
(Expected at Number (Expected at (Achieved at (Achieved
PIF) CEO Endorsement) MTR) at TE)
Female 49,309
Male 49,506

Total 0 98815 0 0



PART II: Project JUSTIFICATION

1. Project Description

1) Global environmental and/or adaptation problems, root causes and barriers that need to be
addressed

1. No significant changes to the PIF.

2) The baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects

2. The anticipated AFD/GCF project in the proposed southern area of operation of the project has not
materialized. Compounding this baseline scenario, the impacts of COVID-19, affecting all economic
activities in the country for several months, will contribute to accelerate the pressure on the country's
natural resources.

3) The proposed alternative scenario, GEF focal area strategies, with a brief description of
expected outcomes and components of the project

3. An updated review during the PPG phase revealed that there are insufficient co-financing
opportunities in the proposed southern area of operation for the project to operate effectively in an

incremental manner, in accordance with GEF principles.

4. The project will therefore operate solely in the north of the country, but its area of operation there
will be greater than that proposed in the PIF, covering 16 communes in the North and North-East
Departments.

5. Given that there are no protected areas or other significant areas of intact habitat in the northern area of
operation, the project will no longer include elements focused on buffer zone management. Its focus,
instead, on connectivity in production landscapes, has a far wider replication potential given the highly
modified condition of landscapes over much of Haiti.

6. The proposal in the PIF to strengthen ?community-based systems? to provide adequate security of
occupancy and use rights for the establishment of perennial-based production systems, despite poorly
defined situation regarding formal land tenure? is no longer included: an extensive review of literature and
community consultations suggest that in fact the definition of tenure is not a significant prerequisite for the
establishment of trees.

7. The output proposed in the PIF of ?Eligibility criteria, in the form of harmonized industry-wide
environmental standards, with clear definitions of the corresponding management requirements to be
adhered to by producers, refined for access to green value chains and certification systems, based on the
ecological requirements of priority BD specific to the target localities?? has been eliminated. Studies of
market conditions during the PPG phase suggest that, at least in the case of cacao, demand significantly
outstrips supply (a ?seller?s market?), which means that there will be little incentive for private sector

value chain actors to impose conditions on their suppliers.

8. The project will instead focus on (as proposed in the PIF) third-party certification schemes (which
already have environmental criteria that are compatible with many of the conditions required by the target
BD, and which have been shown to yield very favourable benefits for farmers), together with the



development of knowledge and awareness among farmers of the benefits (in terms of income
diversification, livelihood sustainability and resilience) of diversifying their production systems (with
collateral benefits for BD), and ensuring the sustainable provision of technical and financial support to
allow them to sustain and scale up these practices in the long term.

9. The project will foresee cooperation on the field with USAID reforestation project which is being
implemented in the same area. Even though USAID has not officially signed any cofinancing letter, the
technical teams have explored this collaboration to include the improvement of the social, economic and
environmental sustainability of the reforestation actions, and their compatibility with the local context and
needs.

4) Incremental/additional cost reasoning and expected contributions from the baseline, the
GEFTF, LDCF, SCCF, CBIT and co-financing

10.  In addition to the co-financing from the Interamerican Development Bank (IDB) indicated in the PIF
(the amount of which has been reviewed and is now significantly greater than that originally indicated), a
major additional partnership has been identified in the form of the USAID-funded Restoration Project,
which will operate over most of the area of operation of the project in the North and North-East

Departments.

11.  These arrangements with the IDB-funded PITAG programme and the USAID-funded Reforestation
Project will constitute concrete partnership arrangements, which will involve the teams of the partner
projects collaborating in real terms on the ground: these partnerships will allow the GEF project to
contribute to the environmental and social sustainability of the impacts of these two partner projects, and to
use them as vehicles for delivering environmental benefits at scale, in accordance with GEF incremental

logic.
5) Global environmental benefits (GEFTF) and/or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF)

12.  Forecasts already show an increase in the level of poverty in the country due to the COVID-19
pandemic impacts. This situation will also affect the food security of the country. Taking into account the
impact of COVID -19 and given the interrelation between the socio-economic conditions of the
populations and the conservation of biodiversity, deepened analysis on sustainable conservation of BD will
be developed through this project. Further analyses of BD values and status in the north of the country,
during the PPG phase, suggest that focusing only on the north will allow the generation of comparable
levels of BD to those foreseen in the PIF: there are large numbers of globally threatened and binationally
endemic species which have highly fragmented and isolated outlying areas of distribution in northern Haiti,
and through the enrichment of the production landscape running along the northern slopes of the country
the project will connect these, via a regional corridor, with their core populations in the neighbouring
Dominican Republic. According to principles of island biogeography, this connectivity will significantly
reduce the risk of local extinctions of these species, thereby helping to safeguard them against the eventual
risk of complete extinction given their limited geographical ranges.

13.  There have been the following changes in quantitative targets in relation to the PIF:

- The PIF target of ?6,000ha identified and managed as biological corridors prioritized for
connectivity-friendly production systems? has been increased to 730,120 ha prioritised in land use plans



(produced through inter-sector processes and accords) across the project area for production systems on the
basis of their importance for connectivity?

The PIF targets of ?3,000ha of buffer zones with planning and management provisions for the
stabilization of landscape-level threats to PAs? and ?500ha identified for establishment of new PA(s), with
initial consultations and feasibility studies, considering community-based low investment models? have
been replaced by the target 73,500 ha prioritised in land use plans across the project area for protective
management and restoration as forest cover?

The PIF targets of ?Increased area of shade coffee (1,000ha) and cacao (1,000ha) in the target
localities managed in accordance with the generation of multiple environmental benefits? has been
replaced by the targets ?Improved management of agroforests that favours BD habitat and connectivity
(e.g. increased diversity of structure and composition), increases overall economic viability, contributes to
food security, and responds to provisions of spatial plans that provide for BD connectivity and ecosystem
services: 5,040 ha of cacao agroforests, 30 ha of coffee agroforests and 630 ha of home gardens, annual
cropping and grazing areas with agroforestry?.

)

) Innovativeness, sustainability and potential for scaling up.

—_

4.  Two key innovative elements of the project are:

Its application of a landscape-wide approach to the delivery of GEBs, that takes into account the
landscape-level nature and spatial dynamics of the social and biological processes that determine
environmental values, such as the need for connectivity of different kinds, and the indirect implications of
land use and social changes in terms of landscape instability and pressures on natural resources.

Its application of an integrated farming system and livelihood approach to the promotion of tree cover
in productive landscapes, in order to maximize the likelihood of uptake and sustainability, and generate
favourable outcomes in terms of gender equity and food security.






1b. Project Map and Geo-Coordinates.

Approximate
project area

o

Cagsianile Syate i GCS WEE 1384
Datorm WES 193

Units Degran
Date: PAMS00




Department Commune Area

North-East (Nord-Est) Carice 11,500
Mont-Organis? 9,449

Valli?res 15,846

Sainte Suzanne 12,791

Mombin-Crochu 19,151

North (Nord) Bahon 14,750
Port-Margot 14,750

Pilate 12,080

Plaisance 12,152

Grande-Rivi?re 12,815

Dondon 12,036

Milot 7,164

Plaine du Nord 10,069

Limb? 12,580

Borgne 20,209

Artibonite Marmelade 10,894
Total 175,991

A.2. Child Project?

If this is a child project under a program, describe how the components contribute to the overall
program impact.

A.3. Stakeholders
Please provide the Stakeholder Engagement Plan or equivalent assessment.

Please see file inserted at link below - Prodoc Annex O Stakeholder Engagement Plan

Documents

Title Submitted

PIMS 5765 Annex O Stakeholder Engagement Plan 08

In addition, provide a summary on how stakeholders will be consulted in project execution, the
means and timing of engagement, how information will be disseminated, and an explanation of
any resource requirements throughout the project/program cycle to ensure proper and
meaningful stakeholder engagement.

18. A project inception workshop will be held during the first quarter of project implementation in
which key stakeholders will participate in the validation of the results framework and of the proposed
arrangements for project implementation and stakeholder participation. During PY1, the stakeholder




and gender strategies developed during the PPG phase will be updated, validated and finalized, in the
specific context of the target localities and in full consultation with the relevant project stakeholders.

19. In order to ensure that stakeholders? interests are adequately considered in the strategic
decisions of the project, a Local Advisory Committee (LAC) will be established in the project area, in
which representatives of all main stakeholder groups will be invited to participate. The chair of the
LAC will be a representative of one the three Departmental Governments covered by the project, on a
rotating basis between the three Departments. In meetings of the Project Board, one representative of
the LAC will participate to communicate the decisions and recommendations of the LAC. This
representative will participate with voice but no vote: the representative will be nominated on each
occasion by the members of the LAC through procedures to be defined by the LAC at the time of its
first meeting (either by election or on a rotating basis). The Project Board will not be bound by the
recommendations of the LAC, but will be obliged to give them reasonable consideration in its

decisions.

Select what role civil society will play in the project:

Consulted only;

Member of Advisory Body; Contractor;

Co-financier;

Member of project steering committee or equivalent decision-making body; Yes
Executor or co-executor;

Other (Please explain)

A.4. Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment

Please briefly include below any gender dimensions relevant to the project, and any plans to
address gender in project design (e.g. gender analysis).

20. Project Document Annex P The Gender Analysis and Action Plan is uploaded at the link below.

Documents

Title Submitted

PIMS 5765 Annex P Gender Analysis and Action Plan



Does the project expect to include any gender-responsive measures to address gender gaps or
promote gender equality and women empowerment?

Yes
If yes, please upload document or equivalent here

If possible, indicate in which results area(s) the project is expected to contribute to gender
equality:

Closing gender gaps in access to and control over natural resources; Yes
Improving women's participation and decision making Yes

Generating socio-economic benefits or services or women Yes

Will the project?s results framework or logical framework include gender-sensitive indicators?

Yes

A.5. Risks

Elaborate on indicated risks, including climate change, potential social and environmental risks that
might prevent the project objectives from being, achieved, and, if possible, the proposedmeasures
that address these risks at the time of project implementation.

4. Private Sector Engagement. Elaborate on the private sector?s engagement in the project, if any.
21. The private sector will be involved in the project as follows:

- The project will support actors along the whole length of the value chains for the products to be
promoted through the project (produced in sustainably-management BD-friendly production systems),
strengthening linkages between value chain actors and supporting them in the development of branding and
of market strategies, and in product placement. These actors will include local chambers of commerce,
processing companies, trade intermediaries and retailers.

- The project will orient and strengthen the capacities of private sector service providers (including
local technicians and professionals, and representatives of coffee and cocoa purchasing companies), in
order to enable them to provide coffee and cacao farmers, and local value-adding businesses, with

technical support in the long term.



- The project will work with national financial sector entities in order to increase the availability of
financing options that meet the needs and conditions of small businesses involved in the production,

processing and marketing of products from sustainably-managed BD-friendly farming systems.

5. Risk

Type Probability | Risk Owner
(Risk & Impact
category) (1-5)

Description of Sienificanc Risk Treatment /
the risk g Management Measures

1 | Government High The project will involve Financial |I=4 UNDP/

may not have formulating mechanisms P=3 FAO/

funds to sustain for scaling up investments Project Team
the national and addressing financial
arrangements, gaps. This will guide:

once the project - Awareness raising
ends among decision-makers;

- Development of an
investment strategy;

- QOutreach to potential
donors and private sector
investors;

- Collaboration with other
co-financing projects
which will help to assure
synergies among actions
on the ground.

T
1N

Project
Officer

2 | Weaknesses in Regular meetings with Political
Political High counterparts will be held to | and
governance reduce risks of organi-
discontinuity and increase | zational
effectiveness of project
monitoring

T
~

Frequent workshop to
sensitize the elected local
and national officials to
promote biodiversity and
natural resources
preservation

Regular technical training
organized for technical
officers to ensure continuity
through political instability




Description of - Risk Treatment / Ty.pe Probability | Risk Owner
. Significanc (Risk & Impact
the risk Management Measures
category) (1-5)
Weak capacities | High Strengthening of socially- | Organi- =4 Project Team
in Government and institutionally zational P=5

institutions

sustainable mechanisms for
governance in support of
tree-rich production
systems (Output 1.2), to
complement weak State
capacities for governance

Support to farmer-based
technology generation and
transfer under Output 2.1,
to complement to weak
State-managed extension
services

Support (under Output 2.1)
to the private sector in the
development and
consolidation of systems
for the provision of
technical assistance (TA) to
their supplying farmers,
including environmental
considerations, to address
their concerns regarding the
lack of continuity of the TA
typically provided by short-
term development projects.




Description of - Risk Treatment / Ty.pe Probability | Risk Owner
. Significanc] (Risk & Impact
the risk Management Measures
category) (1-5)
Limited Moderate | Awareness-raising in Economic |I-3 Project Team
willingness of private sector on the P=3
purchasers, benefits of sound

retailers and
exporters to
reward
producers for
delivering GEBs
through the
provision of
price premiums
and/or
preferential
access to
markets, and of
producers to
assume the costs
of compliance in
the expectation
of uncertain
price and market
benefits. There is
also a risk of
intended
industry-wide
standards being
undermined by
non-compliant
private sector
actors.

environmental management
for ensuring reliability of
product supply (under
output 1.3, the project will
emphasize to both
purchasers and producers
the tangible benefits that
can be expected from
compliance with market-
based environmental
standards, such as
ecological and productive
sustainability and the
buffering of crop
production against the
impacts of climate change).

Awareness-raising among
producers regarding the
benefits of sound
environmental management
for productive and
livelihood sustainability, as
alternative motivations in
addition to market-based
instruments

Support to farmer-based
technology generation and
transfer in order to reduce
reliance on private sector
support




Description of
the risk

Significanc

Risk Treatment /
Management Measures

Type
(Risk
category)

Probability
& Impact
a-s)

Risk Owner

Variations or
weakness in
markets and
value chains for
target products

Moderate

Promotion of productive
diversification in order to
buffer variations in
individual components,
through participatory farm
planning, the
systematization and
dissemination of traditional
knowledge on diverse
farming systems, and the
inclusion of diversified
systems in the TA packages
to be supported through the
project.

Complementary emphasis
on non-market benefits
such as provision of
subsistence products, food
security and CC resilience

Economic
and
organi-
zational

P=3

Project Team

The existence of
inadequate
conditions of
land tenure
security is given
by private sector
actors as a
disincentive for
their investment
in significant
areas of
perennial cash
crop production,
such as coffee
and cacao
plantations.

Low

While it is beyond the
scope of the project to
resolve land tenure issues,
it will work with local
communities to explore
options for developing
customary-based
mechanisms which provide
sufficient social sanction of
occupancy and use rights to
allow farmers to invest in
such production systems.

Research suggests that poor
levels of development of
social capital resources are
more significant than tenure
as a determinant of
smallholders? willingness
to adopt agricultural
technologies, including
agroforestry and tree
planting[1], and to this end
the project will invest in
strengthening social and
capital.

Social and
legal

P=3

Project Team
/ Ministry of
Environment




Description of - Risk Treatment / Ty.pe Probability | Risk Owner
. Significanc (Risk & Impact
the risk Management Measures
category) (1-5)

The pandemic of | Medium Establish alternative Health =3 Project Team
COVID19 implementation scenario and P=3 / Ministry of
prevents travels with local association that | organi- Environment
which may might be able to execute the | zational
impact the activities with no travel
project involved through the

implementation country.

SESP RISKS




Description of - Risk Treatment / Ty.pe Probability | Risk Owner
. Significanc] (Risk & Impact
the risk Management Measures
category) (1-5)

The Project Moderate | Analyses of gender a Social =3 Project Team
would differentiation in economic P=2 / Gender
potentially and productive roles has Specialist
reproduce been carried out during the
discriminations PPG phase and

against women
based on gender
(SESP Risk 1,
please see
Annex F)

comprehensive Gender
Assessment and Action
Plan (GAPP) prepared
accordingly. The GAAP
has informed the design of
the project activities,
including a focus on a
diversity of value chains,
including support for
household creole gardens in
which women dominate, as
well as support of fruit, and
medicinal plant value
chains and the
transformation of products
(such as creating sweets
with coconut using
traditional methods), in
which women can play a
leading role. As part of
monitoring of the GAAP
the following indicators are
included:

- Percentage of
participatory activities
promoting production in
gardens, diversified and
nutritious varieties, and
crops for sale in domestic
markets

- Number/% of women
and men participating in
activities targeting
commercialization of tree

products, small-scale
processing,
transformation of

products into handicrafts
9

- Total/% of participatory
activities

Various other gender-
specific activities and
indicators have also been
identified and promoted to
ensure equitable
opportunities for women to
benefit from the target
production systems and
their value chains, or from
productive alternatives. Of
particular significance is
that the baseline situation is
characterized by cash tree




Description of - Risk Treatment / Ty.pe Probability | Risk Owner
. Significanc (Risk & Impact
the risk Management Measures
category) (1-5)
The potential Moderate | Haiti is one of the countries | Environ- |1=2 Project Team
outcomes of the most vulnerable to the mental P=3

Project would be
sensitive or
vulnerable to
potential impacts
of climate
change (SESP
Risk 2, please
see Annex F)

impacts of climate change
on agricultural production
systems, so any
interventions will carry this
risk. The project however
will promote production
systems with high levels of
structural and
compositional diversity, the
use of climate-resistant
varieties, and the
maintenance of overall
diversity of livelihood
support options and farm
systems, in order to
maximize climate
resilience, and therefore
improves overall
vulnerability to climate
change compared to the
baseline situation. The
interventions also draw on
the extensive experience of
FAO on climate resilient
agricultural interventions,
in regards to species
selection. Species that show
the most resistance to
changing environmental
conditions will be used.




Description of - Risk Treatment / Ty.pe Probability | Risk Owner
. Significanc (Risk & Impact
the risk Management Measures
category) (1-5)
The proposed Moderate | Haiti is one of the countries | Environ- |1=2 Project Team
Project would be most vulnerable to the mental P=3

susceptible to
earthquakes,
subsidence,
landslides,
erosion, flooding
or extreme
climatic
conditions
(SESP Risk 3,
please see
Annex F)

impacts of extreme climatic
conditions, so any
interventions will carry this
risk. The project activities
however will support the
maintenance of diverse, as
well as robust/resilient
livelihood support and
farming systems in order to
minimize the livelihood
implications of the failure
of individual productive
components due to natural
disasters. As mentioned
above, the interventions
will also draw on the
extensive experience of
FAO on climate resilient
agricultural interventions,
in regards to species
selection, time and location
of planting, to minimize
any possible losses.




Description of - Risk Treatment / Ty.pe Probability | Risk Owner

# . Significanc (Risk & Impact

the risk Management Measures
category) (1-5)

10 | The Project Low It is expected that ?naturel? | Environ- |[1=2 UNDP/
would production will continue to | mental P=1 FAO/
potentially result predominate: wet milling Project Team
in the release of will not be actively
pollutants to the promoted, but in cases
environment due where producers choose to
to routine or use this method the project
non-routine will support the use of
circumstances ?ecological? washing and
with the milling facilities in order to
potential for minimize environmental
adverse impacts impacts.

(there . the To be further assessed prior
potential for wet S .
1 to project inception and
coffee milling to .
. captured in subsequent
result in the .
management plan(s), if
release of . .
. determined necessary in the
organic
assessment.
pollutants to
water courses if
inadequately
managed). This
release may lead
to adverse
impacts to
habitats and/or
ecosystems
(SESP Risk 4,
please see
Annex F)

11 | Potential child Low To be further assessed prior | Social [=2 UNDP/
labour in to project inception and P=2 FAO/
promoted captured in subsequent Project Team

agroforestry for
coffee, cacao
and home
gardens

(SESP Risk 5,
please see
Annex F).

management plan(s)




Description of - Risk Treatment / Ty.pe Probability | Risk Owner
# . Significanc (Risk & Impact
the risk Management Measures
category) (1-5)
12 | The Project Moderate | Analyses of gender a Social =3 Project Team
would differentiation in economic | Environ- [P =2 / Gender
potentially limit and productive roles has mental Specialist

women?s ability
to use, develop
and protect
natural
resources, taking
into account
different roles
and positions of
women and men
in accessing
environmental
goods and
services

(SESP Risk 6,
please see
Annex F)

been carried out during the
PPG phase and
comprehensive Gender
Assessment and Action
Plan (GAPP) prepared
accordingly. The GAAP
has informed the design of
the project activities,
including a focus on a
diversity of value chains,
including support for
household creole gardens in
which women dominate, as
well as support of fruit, and
medicinal plant value
chains and the
transformation of products
(such as creating sweets
with coconut using
traditional methods), in
which women can play a
leading role. As part of
monitoring of the GAAP
the following indicators are
included:

- Percentage of
participatory activities
promoting production in
gardens, diversified and
nutritious varieties, and
crops for sale in domestic
markets

- Number/% of women
and men participating in
activities targeting
commercialization of tree

products, small-scale
processing,
transformation of

products into handicrafts
- Total/% of participatory
activities

Various other gender-
specific activities and
indicators have also been
identified and promoted to
ensure equitable
opportunities for women to
benefit from the target
production systems and
their value chains, or from
productive alternatives. Of
particular significance is
that the baseline situation is
characterized by cash tree
crops (cacao and coffee)




Description of
the risk

Significanc

Risk Treatment /
Management Measures

Type
(Risk
category)

Probability
& Impact
a-s)

Risk Owner

The Project
could potentially
cause adverse
impacts to
habitats (e.g.
modified,
natural, and
critical habitats)
and/or
ecosystems and
ecosystem
services

(SESP Risk 7,
please see
Annex F)

Low

To be further assessed prior
to project inception and
captured in subsequent
management plan(s)

Environ-
mental

=2
P=1

Project Team

Risk to have any
Project activities
proposed within
or adjacent to
critical habitats
and/or
environmentally
sensitive areas,
recognized as
such by
authoritative
sources and/or
indigenous
peoples or local
communities
(SESP Risk 8,
please see
Annex F)

To be further assessed prior
to project inception and
captured in subsequent
management plan(s)

Environ-
mental

’-u P
TR
— N

Project Team

ULand tenure and the adoption of agricultural technology in Haiti. Glenn R. Smucker, T. Anderson White
and Michael Bannister. CAPRi Working Paper No. 6, CGIAR System-wide Program on Property Rights
and Collective Action. October 2000.
['"Land tenure and the adoption of agricultural technology in Haiti. Glenn R. Smucker, T. Anderson White
and Michael Bannister. CAPRi Working Paper No. 6, CGIAR System-wide Program on Property Rights

and Collective Action. October 2000.

A.6. Institutional Arrangement and Coordination

Describe the Institutional arrangementfor project implementation. Elaborate on the planned

coordination with other relevant GEF-financed projects and other initiatives.




[\

Governance of the Project

v

The organizational structure of the project is shown in Figure 1.



Figure 1. Organisational structure of the project

[ Project Organization Structure ]

I ] I
Project Assurance
UNDP CO
UNDP Regional Office/
Regional Technical Advisor
UNDP HQ Principal m'mlm Project Management
Techmical Advisor r(MaE) Umrﬂ{%ﬁm

1. The project oversight role will be provided by the UNDP Country Office. Additional quality
assurance will be provided by the UNDP Regional Technical Advisor as needed. UNDP provides a
three?tier supervision, oversight and quality assurance role ? funded by the GEF agency fee ? involving
UNDP staff in Country Offices and at regional and headquarters levels. Project Assurance must be totally
independent of the Project Management function. The quality assurance role supports the Project Board
and Project Management Unit by carrying out objective and independent project oversight and monitoring
functions. This role ensures appropriate project management milestones are managed and completed. The
Project Board cannot delegate any of its quality assurance responsibilities to the Project Officer. This
project oversight and quality assurance role is covered by the GEF Agency.

2. Within the UNDP Country Office, the Internal Control Framework will be strictly followed, through
which roles and responsibilities are explicitly differentiated among staff members. In this sense, at the
request of the government of Haiti and in accordance with UNDP?s Operational Policies and Procedures,
UNDP will provide operational and programmatic support as described in the ProDoc). At the same time,
UNDP will fulfill its role as project assurance and service provider according to the project?s governance
structure.

3. -, as project executive; will appoint the chair of the Project Board and the National Project
Director (see below).



4. FAO, as Executing Agency and Implementing Partner will be responsible and accountable for the
daily management of the project, including the monitoring and evaluation of project interventions,
achieving project outcomes, and the effective use of GEF resources.

5. The project will be governed by a National Steering Committee, known as the Project Board. The
Board shall be composed of the Minister of Environment or his/her representative, in the role of Executive;
UNDP, in its role as Implementing Agency and _
Other core members will include the Ministry of Agriculture and representatives of private sector and
beneficiaries. The Project Board will approve the annual work plan, the budget structure and the reports on
project advances. It will meet annually.

6. Terms of reference shall frame the Committee? functions and ensure that its focus remains on issues

directly associated with the Project.

7. The Project Board (also called Project Steering Committee) will be the project coordination and
decision-making body, responsible for making executive decisions for the project, in particular when
guidance is required by the PO. It will meet annually and may be convened extraordinarily by the Chair, on
the request of individual members. The responsibility of the Board is to see that project activities lead to
the required outcomes as defined in the Project Document. It will play a critical role in facilitating inter-
ministerial coordination, project monitoring and evaluations by quality assuring these processes and
products, and using evaluations for performance improvement, accountability and learning. The Board will
oversee project implementation, approve work plans and budgets as supplied by the Project Officer,
approve any major changes in project plans, approve major project deliverables, arbitrate any conflicts
which might arise, and be responsible for the overall evaluation of the project. In order to ensure UNDP?s
ultimate accountability, Project Board decisions will be made in accordance with standards that shall
ensure management for development results, best value money, fairness, integrity, transparency and

effective international competition. [iCASGHCONSCRSUSICANNOLIDENIACHEANItHNNENB0AIaNHENUNDE

8. The Project Board will be comprised as follows (the make-up and TORs of the Board will be
finalized in the Project Inception Workshop):

- The Executive, who will chair the Board. This role will be filled by a representative of MoE.

- A representative of the _, who will provide guidance regarding the technical
feasibility of the project. This role will be filled by UNDP.

- FAO, as _ Agency

- The Project Officer, who will have voice but without voting rights.

- Senior Beneficiary: a representative of the Local Advisory Committee (see below) who will also
participate with voice but without voting rights.

9. The project will be under the overall leadership of a National Project Director (NPD), who will be
a representative of MoE and will be responsible for orienting and advising the Project Officer (PO) on
Government policy and priorities. The NPD will also be responsible for maintaining regular
communication with the lead institutions in the agriculture and livestock sectors and ensuring that their
interests are communicated effectively to the PO. The National Project Director will be represented on the
Project Board, as Secretary.



10.  The project will be executed in practice, on behalf of the Implementing Partner within the constraints
laid down by the Board, by a Project Management Unit (PMU).

11.  The PMU will be led by a Project Officer (PO), who will be hired through a competitive process
and will coordinate directly with the National Director. The PO function will end when the final project
terminal evaluation report and corresponding management response, and other documentation required by
the GEF, FAO and UNDP, have been completed and submitted to UNDP (including operational closure of
the project).

12.  The PO will be responsible for the implementation of the project, providing technical expertise,
reviewing and preparing TOR?s and reviewing the outputs of consultants and other sub-contractors. The
PO will:

- Ensure the logistical, administrative and financial effectiveness of the IP in fulfilling its roles set out
above

- To this end, provide monitoring, supervision and guidance to the technical teams based in the project area
- Promote incidence in and coordination with MoE, UNDP, FAO and the donor agencies that are
supporting them.

13.  In addition, the PO will manage the following:

1) preparation of project reports, work plans, budgets and accounting records,

2) drafting of TORs, technical specifications and other documents,

3) identification of consultants and supervision of consultants and suppliers,

4) overseeing the implementation of project activities in a timely and efficient way,

5) maintaining contacts with project partners at the national, state and local level,

6) organization of seminars, workshops and field trips which are linked to project activities.

14.  The PO will produce in a timely fashion annual work plans and budgets to be approved by the
Project Board and quarterly operational and annual progress reports for submission to the Board. The
reports will provide details about the progress made, any shortcomings and the necessary adjustments
made to achieve project outcomes. The PO will also be responsible for any national or international service
provider and the recruitment of specialist services (with due consultation with the Board).

Governance role for project target groups:

16.  The project will make concrete provisions to ensure that target groups are engaged in decision
making for the project. The stakeholders of the project at local level will include all of the inhabitants of
the target area whose livelihood support and productive actions have implications for the condition of the
targeted global environmental values, those whose livelihoods might potentially be affected by the
proposed conservation strategies, and those with the potential to participate in the conservation strategies
(for example, through the adoption of BD-friendly production systems).

17.  Regional and Local Governments will play a particularly significant role as facilitators of the
participation of different local stakeholder groups, and will be important partners of the project in this

regard.

18.  In order to ensure that stakeholders? interests are adequately considered in the strategic decisions of
the project, a Local Advisory Committee (LAC) will be established in the project area, in which
representatives of all main stakeholder groups will be invited to participate. The chair of the LAC will be a



representative of one the three Departmental Governments covered by the project, on a rotating basis
between the three Departments. In meetings of the Project Board, one representative of the LAC will

be obliged to give them reasonable consideration in its decisions.

Coordination with other initiatives

—_

9.  There will be significant opportunities for coordination and complementarity between this project
and the CCA/BD project 5380 ?Increasing Resilience of Ecosystems and Vulnerable Communities to
CC and Anthropic Threats Through a Ridge to Reef Approach to BD Conservation and Watershed
Management?. Lessons on resource management practices will be exchanged: this project will benefit
from the lessons that will have been learned, by the time it starts, through Project 5380 in relation to CC
resilient production systems, and this project will then feed lessons on tree-based production systems into
project 5380. The projects will also learn from each other in relation to interactions with community-based
organizations and local and regional governments. There will be valuable opportunities for exchanges of
lessons learned given that Project 5380 will operate in similar landscapes in the watershed of Grande
Riviere du Nord and the watersheds draining into the Three Bays, which also include cocoa production
areas.

Additional Information not well elaborated at PIF Stage:

A.7. Benefits



Describe the socioeconomic benefits to be delivered by the project at the national and local levels.
How do these benefits translate in supporting the achievement of global environement benefits (GEF
Trust Fund) or adaptaion benefits (LDCF/SCCF)?

(in word document this is section 10. Benefits)

90. The following socioeconomic benefits are expected as a result of the project:

- 22,458 families (men and women) will have increased levels of household income as a result of the
integrated and sustainable management of wooded production landscapes. These will consist of 25% of the
4,200 members of the cacao cooperative federation FECCANO, 70% of the 4,740 families with improved
management of cacao, coffee and other agroforests, 500 members of 20 value-adding businesses, 1,000
employees of value-adding business and 16,590 value chain actors (assuming an economic multiplier
factor of 5, based on the number of farms adopting improved practices).

- Between 3,480 and 4,740 farm families (depending on the degree of overlap between farmers with
cacao, coffee and other agroforests) will have improved food security and resilience to economic and
climatic shocks as the result of their management of diverse agroforests capable of generating multiple
crops for consumption and sale.

91. The generation of socioeconomic benefits is directly linked to the generation of environmental
benefits: the uptake of BD-friendly production systems is completely dependent on their potential to
generate socioeconomic benefits for farmers. As shown in Figure 8 of the Project Document (see also
below), diversified agroforests have the potential simultaneously to improve environmental and
socioeconomic conditions, relative to baseline conditions: the cocoa yields in diversified cacao agroforests
may be lower than in baseline plantations focused solely on productivity, but the net socioeconomic
benefits taking into account other products, as well as food security and resilience benefits, are likely to be
greater; and while the biodiversity values in even diverse agroforests are likely to be less than in putative
intact ecosystems, they are likely to be greater than in the realistic baseline alternative scenarios of

simplified agroforests or annual cropping.
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A.8. Knowledge Management

Elaborate on the knowledge management approach for the project, including, if any, plans for the
project to learn from other relevant projects and initiatives (e.g. participate in trainings.
conferences, stakeholder exchanges, virtual networks, project twinning) and plans for the project to
assess and document ina user- friendly form (e.g. lessons learned briefs, engaging websites,
guidebooks based on experience) and share these experiences and expertise (e.g. participate in
community of practices, organize seminars, trainings and conferences) with relevant stakeholders.

8. Knowledge Management. Elaborate the ?Knowledge Management Approach? for the project, including
a budget, key deliverables and a timeline, and explain how it will contribute to the project?s overall impact.

1. Component 3 of the project, with a total GEF budget of USD 1,396,267, will focus specifically on

knowledge management. [This outcome is key:to ensure the achievement of project resuls: as'such. FAO

levels: The key deliverables under this component will be as follows:

Output 3.1 Knowledge management and dissemination/scaling up strategy

Output 3.2 Communication strategy

W

A communication strategy will be developed and applied, including provisions to ensure that project
objectives, concepts, principles and progress are effectively communicated to all key stakeholder
categories. The specific provisions of the strategy will be defined on the basis of an in-depth analysis of the
characteristics and needs of the different target groups at project start-up.

b

Messages of particular importance to be covered by the strategy will include, for example, the
benefits of tree-based production systems for climate change resilience and livelihood sustainability, the
importance of biodiversity for maintaining functioning ecosystems and productive sustainability, the net
economic benefits of productive diversification, and the existence and potential of green value chains ?
providing value chain actors, especially smallholder farmers and small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs), with the awareness, knowledge, technology and expertise required to make the move towards
sustainable and resilient value chains, as well as developing communication systems and networks
(including education and media) that allow information and knowledge to be strengthened, harmonized and
shared, as well as progress to be monitored. Information supply is one of the central pillars on which the
promotion and scaling up of environmentally sustainable and resilient value chains depends.

Output 3.3 Monitoring and evaluation strategy

5. Project indicators confirmed and iaitiicaNGUNNEISEKCHOIGCISANCOnSUltations andNTIcIaNaCHVAties]

validated during project PPG

and - developed into a comprehensive M&E strategy during the first months of the implementation



Describe the consistency of the project with nation strategies and plans or reports and assessements
under relevant conventions such as NAPAs, NAPs, ASGM NAPs, MIAs, NBSAPs, NCs, TNAs,
NCSAs, NIPs, PRSPs, NPFE, BURs, INDC:s, etc.

7. Consistency with National Priorities. Describe the consistency of the project with national strategies
and plans or reports and assessments under relevant conventions from below:
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The project will contribute to the DSNCRP through the generation of income and employment
activities based on sustainable agriculture, in accordance with principles of food security and

environmental sustainability.

Agricultural development policy and triennial programme for agricultural revival

b

The Agricultural Development Project (2010-2020) published by MARNDR in 2010, contained
provisions for the sustainable development of agricultural productivity, with the aim of protecting natural
resources (soils, water, forests) through the practice of integrated, conservationist and intensive agriculture,
capable of reducing the vulnerability of the population to natural cataclysms. Priority axis 5 of this policy
concerns the preservation and management of natural resources, - the accelerate adjustment of




watershed management in humid and semi-arid mountains, and the protection of economic activities in the

face of natural catastrophes.

5. The project is fully aligned with the policy and programme, given its focus on sustainable and

resilient agriculture that respects and promotes natural resources.

Strategic Plan for the Development of Haiti (PSDH)

6. The PSDH is - around four major issues, which ar divided into a number of programmes:

a) Territorial reestablishment: this concerns the identification, planning and management of new
poles of development within a framework of territorial planning. The environmental programme
focuses on the protection of the environment through a collection of oversight and normative
measures, the establishment of a network of protected areas and the good management and
utilisation of forests.

b)  Economic reestablishment: the agricultural and livestock modernisation programme stresses
the use of agricultural practices capable of protecting the environment, and the construction and
bringing back into operation of irrigation systems.

c)  Social reestablishment: this prioritises the creation of modern social and educational networks,
the protection of cultural resources, the development of civic action, and the establishment of a
gender equality programme.

d)  Institutional reestablishment: this focuses on achieving deconcentration and decentralisation du
pays, reviewing judicial frameworks, strengthening legislative and judicial administrations as well
as independent institutions, and consolidating territorial collectivities and civil society.

7. The project is aligned with the PSDH by virtue of its focus on spatial planning, the promotion of
agricultural production systems capable of protecting the environment, and the strengthening of local

environmental governance and institutions.

National Action Plan for the Environment (PANE) and Triannual Intervention Plan for the Sector

8. The objectives of the PANE are to i) reinforce and _ the management of the
environment; ii) reestablish the ecological equilibrium of watersheds through the implementation of
management norms and best practices; iii) improve quality of life through improved management of urban
and rural areas, and the valuation of the conservation of natural and cultural heritage; iv) propose a
framework for improving the coherence of different environmental action plans and programmes.

9. The project is fully aligned with the PANE, by virtue of its focus on production systems that are

environmentally sustainable and generate environmental services, including watershed protection.

National Programme for the Combat of Desertification (NPCD)

10. The NPCD deals in a cross-cutting manner with the phenomenon of desertification and provides for
a strengthening of the links between the struggle against poverty and the struggles against desertification. It
has the following priorities: i) Strengthening of national capacities for the management of desertification,
notably for the transfer of responsibilities to territorial collectivities, through the establishment of databases
and the _ of a decentralized system for monitoring and evaluation; ii) Ensuring the



sustainable management of natural resources, notably by protecting ecologically fragile zones and those
with high levels of biodiversity; iii) Restoration/rehabilitation of degraded soils and ecosystems, notably by
promoting plant species and varieties that are adapted to climate change and to the evolution of
ecosystems, by _ agroforestry and the management of crops in fallows, carrying out research, and
perfecting locally developed practices; iv) Improvement of living conditions, incomes, and links with local
development, favouring the creation of employment along the length of agricultural value chains,
encouraging the creation of rural businesses and improving market access.

11. The project is aligned with the NPCD through its support to the strengthening of the capacities of
local institutions for environmental management with implications for land degradation, its focus on
environmentally sustainable production systems in areas of high environmental importance, the promotion
of agroforestry and the restoration of productive ecosystems, and the promotion of employment generation
along the length of agricultural value chains.

National Programme for Adaptation and Strategy for Response to Climate Change

12. A National Adaptation Plan corresponding to the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) has been developed for Haiti, with eight priority actions:

- Conservation of watersheds and lands;

- Coastal zone management;

- Promotion and preservation of natural resources;

- Preservation and improvement of food security;

- Protection and conservation of water;

- Construction and rehabilitation of infrastructure;

- Waste management;

- Awareness raising through education and information.

13. The project is aligned with the _ through its focus on sustainable

management of watersheds, natural resources and production systems, especially diverse agroforests with
high levels of resilience to climate change.

U1 Minist?re de la Planification et de la Coop?ration Externe (MPCE). (2008). Document de Strat?gie
Nationale pour la Croissance et la R?duction de la Pauvret? (DSNCRP). 131p
C. Describe The Budgeted M & E Plan:


file:///C:/Users/handan.bezci/OneDrive%20for%20Business/EBD/Portfolio/Latin%20America/PIMS%205765%20Haiti/Review%20Sheet_March%202021/PIMS%205765%20Haiti%20BD%20Haiti%20Productive%20landscapes%20CEO%20Endorsement%20Request%20April%202021%20for%20re-submission.doc#_ftnref1

w

In addition to these mandatory UNDP, FAO and GEF M&E requirements, other M&E activities
deemed necessary to support project-level adaptive management will be agreed during the Project
Inception Workshop and will be detailed in the Inception Report.

M&E Oversight and monitoring responsibilities:

>

Project Officer (PO): The PO will be responsible for day-to-day project management and regular
monitoring of project results and risks, including social and environmental risks. The PO will ensure that
all project staff maintain a high level of transparency, responsibility and accountability in M&E and
reporting of project results. The PO will inform the Project Director, the Project Board, the UNDP Country
Office, the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor (RTA) and the FAO Country Representation of any
delays or difficulties as they arise during implementation so that appropriate support and corrective
measures can be adopted.

9]

The PO will develop annual work plans based on the multi-year work plan included in Annex 2,
including annual output targets to support the efficient implementation of the project. The PO will ensure
that the standard M&E requirements are fulfilled to the highest quality. This includes, but is not limited to,
ensuring the results framework indicators are monitored annually in time for evidence-based reporting in
the GEF PIR, and that the monitoring of risks and the various plans/strategies developed to support project
implementation (e.g. gender strategy, knowledge management strategy etc.) occur on a regular basis.

&

Project Board: The Project Board (Project Steering Committee) will take corrective action as
needed to ensure the project achieves the desired results. The Project Board will hold project reviews to
assess the performance of the project and appraise the Annual Work Plan for the following year. In the
project?s final year, the Project Board will hold an end-of-project review to capture lessons learned and
discuss opportunities for scaling up and to highlight project results and lessons learned with relevant
audiences. This final review meeting will also discuss the findings outlined in the project terminal
evaluation report and the management response.

~

Project Implementing Partner: FAO will be the Implementing Partner (IP) of the project. The IP
will be responsible for providing any and all required information and data necessary for timely,
comprehensive and evidence-based project reporting, including results and financial data, as necessary and
appropriate. The Implementing Partner will strive to ensure project-level M&E is undertaken by national
institutes, and is aligned with national systems so that the data used by and generated by the project
supports national systems.

*

UNDP and FAO Country Offices: The UNDP and FAO Country Office will support the Project
Officer and project team members (under the responsibility of each agency as shown in Figure 18 below)



http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/accountability/programme_and_operationspoliciesandprocedures.html
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/accountability/evaluation/evaluation_policyofundp.html
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/GEF-C.56-03,%20Policy%20on%20Monitoring.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/GEF-C.56-03,%20Policy%20on%20Monitoring.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.ME_C56_02_GEF_Evaluation_Policy_May_2019_0.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/documents/policies-guidelines

as needed, including through annual supervision missions. The annual supervision missions will take place
according to the schedule outlined in the annual work plan. Supervision mission reports will be circulated
to the project team and Project Board within one month of the mission. The UNDP Country Office, as
Implementing Agency (IA), will initiate and organize key GEF M&E activities including the annual GEF
Project Implementation Report (PIR), the independent mid-term review and the independent terminal
evaluation. The UNDP and FAO Country Offices will also ensure that the standard UNDP, FAO and GEF
M&E requirements are fulfilled to the highest quality.

9. The UNDP Country Office and FAO Country Representation will be responsible for complying
with all UNDP and FAO project-level M&E requirements as outlined in the UNDP Programme and
Operations Policies and Procedures (POPP) and FAO Evaluation Policy. This includes ensuring the UNDP
Quality Assurance Assessment during implementation is undertaken annually; that annual targets at the
output level are developed, and monitored and reported using UNDP corporate systems; the regular
updating of the ATLAS risk log; and, the updating of the UNDP gender marker on an annual basis based
on gender mainstreaming progress reported in the GEF PIR and the UNDP Results Oriented Annual
Report (ROAR). Any quality concerns flagged during these M&E activities (e.g. annual GEF PIR quality
assessment ratings) will be addressed by the UNDP Country Office and the Project Officer.

10. The UNDP Country Office will retain all M&E records for this project for up to seven years after
project financial closure in order to support ex-post evaluations undertaken by the UNDP Independent
Evaluation Office (IEO) and/or the GEF Independent Evaluation Office (IEO).

11. UNDP-GEF Unit: Additional M&E and implementation quality assurance and troubleshooting
support will be provided by the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor and the UNDP-GEF Directorate
as needed.

Audit:
12.  The project will be audited according to UNDP Financial Regulations and Rules and applicable audit

policies DllAZSHEYIMplementationIodality implemented projects(2].

Additional GEF monitoring and reporting requirements:

Inception Workshop and Report: [SipROjeCHiNCEptONMWOIKSHOP Il DENICIdNWithin60/daySIOF ProjectCE0



http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/accountability/programme_and_operationspoliciesandprocedures.html
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/accountability/programme_and_operationspoliciesandprocedures.html

—_

3. The PO will prepare the inception report no later than one month after the inception workshop. The
inception report will be cleared by the UNDP Country Office and the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical
Adviser and will be approved by the Project Board.

—_

4.  GEF Project Implementation Report (PIR): The PO, the UNDP Country Office, the FAO Country
Office and the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor will provide objective input to the annual GEF
PIR covering the reporting period July (previous year) to June (current year) for each year of project

implementation. The Project Officer will ensure that the indicators included in the project results
framework are monitored annually in advance of the PIR submission deadline so that progress can be
reported in the PIR. Any environmental and social risks and related management plans will be monitored
regularly, and progress will be reported in the PIR.

—_

5. The PIR submitted to the GEF will be shared with - the Project Board. The UNDP Country
Office will coordinate the input of the GEF Operational Focal Point and other stakeholders to the PIR as
appropriate. The quality rating of the previous year?s PIR will be used to inform the preparation of the
subsequent PIR.

—_

7.  Lessons learned and knowledge generation: Results from the project will be disseminated within

and beyond the project intervention area through existing information sharing networks and forums. The
project will identify and participate, as relevant and appropriate, in scientific, policy-based and/or any other
networks, which may be of benefit to the project. The project will identify, analyze and share lessons


https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/Results_Guidelines.pdf

learned that might be beneficial to the design and implementation of similar projects and disseminate these
lessons widely. There will be continuous information exchange between this project and other projects of
similar focus in the same country, region and globally.

—_

8. Independent Mid-term Review (MTR):

—_

9.  Independent Terminal Evaluation (TE):
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http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guidance.shtml#gef
http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guidance.shtml#gef

Mandatory GEF M&E Requirements and M&E Budget:

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget:

GEF M&E requirements Responsible Parties Indicative | Time frame

costs

(USS)
Inception Workshop UNDP Country Office | 2,000 Within two months of project

document signature
Inception Report FAO Country Office None One month after the inception
workshop

Monitoring of indicators in UNDP Country Office | 50,000 Annually
project results framework
GEF Project Implementation UNDP Country Office | None Annually
Report (PIR) and UNDP-GEF team
Monitoring all risks (UNDP UNDP Country Office | None Quarterly, annually
risk register)
Monitoring of environmental UNDP Country Office | USD On-going.
and social risks, and and FAO 35,000
corresponding management plans part of
as relevant ESMF

National

consultant

fees
Supervision missions UNDP Country Office | Nonel! Annually
Oversight/troubleshooting RTA and BPPS/GEF None'4 Troubleshooting as needed
missions
Mid-term GEF Core indicators FAO Country Office None Before mid-term review
and METT or other required UNDP Country Office mission takes place.
Tracking Tools
Independent Mid-term Review Independent evaluators | USD Between 2nd and 3rd year
(MTR) 56 45,000
Terminal GEF Core indicators | FAO Country Office None Before terminal evaluation
and METT or other required UNDP Country Office mission takes place
Tracking Tools
Independent Terminal Independent evaluators | USD At least three months before
Evaluation (TE) 45,000 operational closure
TOTAL indicative COST USD

177,000

[1] See https://www.thegef.org/gef/policies guidelines

[2] See guidance here: https://info.undp.org/global/popp/frm/pages/financial-management-and-execution-

modalities.aspx

[3] See http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/transparency/information_disclosurepolicy/



https://www.thegef.org/gef/policies_guidelines
https://info.undp.org/global/popp/frm/pages/financial-management-and-execution-modalities.aspx
https://info.undp.org/global/popp/frm/pages/financial-management-and-execution-modalities.aspx

[4] See https://www.thegef.org/gef/policies guidelines
5] The costs of UNDP CO and UNDP-GEF Unit?s participation and time are charged to the GEF Agency
Fee.



PART III: Certification by GEF partner agency(ies)

A. GEF Agency(ies) certification

GEF Agency
Coordinator

UNDP Pradeep
Kurukulasuriya

Food and
Agriculture
Organization of
the UN

Date

7/24/2019

7/24/2019

Project
Contact
Person

Lyes
Ferroukhi

Nathanael
Hishamunda

Telephon
e

5092941031

Email

lyes.ferroukhi@undp.org

Nathanael.hishamunda@fao.or
g



VL

ANNEX A: PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK (either copy and paste
here the framework from the Agency document, or provide reference

to the page in the project document where the framework could be
found).

The Project Results Framework is presented in Section VI of the Project Document - pages 66-70

PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK

Goal 1: No poverty
Goal 2: Zero hunger
Goal 5: Gender equality

Goal 8: Decent work and economic growth

Goal 12: Responsible production and consumption

Goal 15: Life on land

This project will contribute to the following Sustainable Development Goal (s):

This project will contribute to the following country outcome (UNDAF/CPD, RPD, GPD):
National, regional and local institutions and civil society improve the management of rural and urban
areas, agriculture and the environment, and mechanisms for preventing and reducing risks in order to
improve the resilience of the population to natural disasters and to climate change.

Objective and
Outcome
Indicators

(no more than
a total of 20
indicators)

Baseline

Mid-term
Target

End of Project Target




Project
Objective: The
generation of
multiple
environmental
and social
benefits
through the
integrated and
sustainable
management of
wooded
production
landscapes in
the Massif du
Nord with
globally
significant
biodiversity

0O.1. Area of
deforested
land restored
to forest, and
forested land
with improved
tree cover,
favouring the
delivery of
multiple
environmental
benefits

GEF Core
Indicator 3.2:
Area of forest
and forest land
restored
(hectares)

IRRF output
Indicator
1.4.1.2:
Natural
resources that
are managed
under a
sustainable
use,
conservation,
access and
benefit-sharing
regime: d)
Area under
sustainable
forest
management
(hectares)

0 ha

50 ha

138 ha (total of indicators
01, 02, O3 and O4 are not
measured separately)




Areas of
agroforests
(managed by
men and
women) in
project target
communities
with improved
management
that favours
BD habitat
and
connectivity
(e.g. increased
diversity of
structure and
composition),
increases
overall
economic
viability,
contributes to
food security,
generate
specific
benefits for
women, and
responds to
provisions of
spatial plans
that provide
for BD
connectivity
and ecosystem
services

0.2. Cacao
agroforests

0.3. Coffee
agroforests

0.4. Home
gardens,
annual
cropping and
grazing areas
with
agroforestry
Total for GEF-
7 Core
Indicator 4.1:
area of
landscapes
under
improved
management to
benefit
biodiversity

0 ha
0 ha
0 ha

2,000 ha
10 ha
250 ha

5,040 ha
30 ha
630 ha

5,700 ha (total of
indicators O1, O2, O3 and
04 are not measured
separately)




0.5. Area of
cacao
plantations in
the overall
project area
certified
under
certification
schemes with
requirements
that coincide
with those of
target BD

0.6. Area of
coffee
plantations in
the overall
project area
certified
under
certification
schemes with
requirements
that coincide
with those of
target BD

GEF-7 Core
Indicator 4.2:
Area of
landscapes that
meet national
or
international
third-party
certification
that
incorporates
biodiversity
considerations
(hectares)

2,250 ha

0 ha

100 ha

40 ha

225 ha (total of indicators
01, 02, O3 and O4 are not
measured separately)

100 ha

325ha




0.7. Total
area of land in
target
communities
with improved
tree cover,
delivering
SLM benefits

GEF-7 Core
Indicator 4.3:
Area of
landscapes
under
sustainable
land
management in
production
systems

IRRF output
indicator
1.4.1.2:
Natural
resources that
are managed
under a
sustainable
use,
conservation,
access and
benefit-
sharing
regime: e)
Area of land
under
sustainable
land
management
regime
(hectares)

N/A

2,310 ha

5,838 ha




0.8. Net 0 tCO2¢q 728,001 tCO2eq
carbon
balance as a
result of
reduced loss
of tree-rich
production
systems, and
enrichment of
tree cover on
agricultural
and forest
lands

GEF-7 Core
Indicator 6.1:
Carbon
sequestered or
emissions
avoided in the
AFOLU sector

0.9. 0 families 10,000 21,198 - 22,458 families
Number of families (of | (of which 30% female led)
households which 30%
(led by men female led)
and women)
with increased
levels of
household
income as a
result of the
integrated and
sustainable
management
of wooded
production
landscapes

GEF-7 Core
Indicator 11:
Number of
direct
beneficiaries
disaggregated
by gender as
co-benefit of
GEF
investment

Project Creation of enabling conditions for application and scaling-up of landscape
component 1 management model




Project
Outcome 1 :
Harmonized
inter-sector
planning at
landscape level
favours
connectivity
and BD-
friendly
production
systems (e.g.
diversified
shade coffee
and cocoa,
diverse tree-
rich annual
production
systems and
home-gardens,
enriched
fallows based
on assisted
natural
regeneration)

1.1. Area
prioritised in
land use plans
(produced
through inter-
sector
processes and
accords)
across the
project area
for production
systems on the
basis of their
importance
for
connectivity

IRFF Output
Indicator
2.4.1.1.
Number of
countries with
gender-
responsive
measures in
place for
conservation,
sustainable
use, and
equitable
access to and
benefit sharing
of natural
resources,
biodiversity

and ecosystems

0 ha

30,118.75 ha

30,120 ha (25% of project
area)




1.2. Area
prioritised in
land use plans
across the
project area
for protective
management
and
restoration as
forest cover

IRRF output
indicator
1.4.1.2:
Natural
resources that
are managed
under a
sustainable
use,
conservation,
access and
benefit-sharing
regime: a)
Area of land
and marine
habitat under
protection
(hectares)

0 ha

3,500 ha

3,500 ha

Improved conditions of community governance addressing threats to tree cover

and the sustainability of management

1.3.

Number of
communities
with improved
mechanisms
for natural
resource
governance

0 communities

16
communities
(25,600 ha)
in 8
communes

32 communities (51,200
ha) in 16 communes

Value chains incentivizing production systems in the target localities that

generate multiple environmental benefits, indicated by:




1.4.

Number of
value chains,
based on
products of
sustainable
production
systems,
functioning
consistently
and
generating
equitable
benefits for
producers
(producers
receive at least
80% of the
final sale price
in the case of
crops and
70% in the
case of value-
added
products)

3 value 5 value chains

chains

0 value chains

Outputs to
achieve
Outcome 1

1.1 Decision making tools developed and operationalised to optimize the
configuration of landscape elements in relation to spatial aspects of connectivity,
biological importance, production potential, vulnerability and flows of ecosystem
services including a robust biodiversity monitoring protocol and implementation
structure

1.2 Socially- and institutionally sustainable mechanisms for governance
established and operationalised_in support of tree-rich production systems

1.3 Market-based instruments established for safeguarding biodiversity in
production landscapes

Project
component 2

Conservation compatible tree-based production systems as part of sustainable
landscape mosaics

Outcome 2:
Improved
access to
mechanisms
for knowledge
and capacity
development
and financial
support for
the sustainable
management
of tree-based

2.1 Number of
farming
families with
improved
access to
reliable sources
of technical
support for the
application of
sustainable
production
systems

3,750
families (of
which at
least 20%
female led)

0 families 7,500 families

(of which at least 20%
female led)




production
systems,
generating
multiple
environmental
benefits

2.2 Number of
farmers  who
have  applied
and maintained
modifications
to their farms
as a result of
knowledge and
skills  gained
through
participation in
Farmer Field
Schools

0 families

2,500
families

(of which at
least 20%
female led)

4,740 families (of which at
least 20% female led)

2.3 Number of
families  with
businesses
based on
sustainable
production
systems,
improved
access to
reliable sources
of financial
support

with

0 families

30 families
(of which at
least  20%
female led)

75 families (HTG 250,000
=USD 3,193 each) (of
which at least 20% female
led)

Outputs to
achieve
Outcome 2

2.1 Improved service delivery systems for technical assistance

2.2 Improved financing mechanisms for tree-based production systems

2.3 Capacities for generating revenue from tree-based systems on farm

Project
component 3

Knowledge management and learning

Outcome 3:
Knowledge
management
supports
adaptive
project
management
and upscaling

3.1 Number of
other projects
incorporating
project
approaches in
their operations

3.2 Proportion
of members in
key stakeholder
categories with
adequate
knowledge and
understanding
of project
objectives,
concepts,
principles and
progress

40%

75%

Outputs to
achieve
Outcome 3

3.1 Knowledge management and dissemination strategy to ensure that lessons learned
are incorporated in project management and scaled up elsewhere

3.2 Communication strategy to ensure that project objectives, concepts, principles and
progress are effectively communicated to all key stakeholder categories

3.3 Monitoring and evaluation strategy, to ensure that the project is managed in an
informed, adaptive and effective manner taking into account environmental and
safeguards considerations




[ Not measured separately: total of indicators O1, 02, O3 and O4.

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).

PIMS: 9777

GEF SEC ID: 5765

Project Title: Sustainable management of wooded production landscapes for biodiversity
conservation

Date of STAP Comment: November 08, 2017

STAP Advisory Response: Concur

STAP Comment Response at  Response at

time of PIF CEO
submission endorsement

STAP welcomes UNDP's and FAO's project in Haiti on "Sustainable management of wooded production
landscapes for biodiversity conservation". The project aims to provide an integrated vision for managing and
strengthening biodiversity conservation, and natural resource management. STAP believes there is a solid
rationale for the project's incremental reasoning, and for the expected multiple benefits. STAP encourages
UNDP and FAO to monitor and assess closely the project's impact through the selection of appropriate metrics,
and indicators. STAP also is pleased with the project's intention to develop a knowledge management strategy,
and recommends that it includes adaptive management. Further advice on these issues, and other project design
elements, are detailed below.

1. Component 1 is focused on spatial planning for enabling the generation of multiple benefits through
biodiversity conservation, and sustainable agricultural production of coffee and cocoa through green value
chains.




STAP Comment

a) STAP encourages UNDP and FAO to detail the spatial planning, or
landscape framework, in the project document. This includes describing
the theory underpinning the landscape approach, the proposed actions
and how they support the approach, and the assumptions that may
influence its implementation.

Response at
time of PIF
submission

The
landscape
framework,
supported by
spatial
planning,
will take into
account 1)
needs for
biological
connectivity
at local and
regional
levels
(remnant
vegetation in
the target
landscape is
highly
fragmented
and the
viability of
remnant
populations
of globally
important
species
depends on
landscape-
wide
connectivity
between
these
remnants, to
which tree-
based
production
systems have
the potential
to contribute,
and at
regional level
the project
areas also
constitute
key links in
the
Mesoamerica
n Biological
Corridor); ii)
the spatial
dimensions
of threats to
remnant
vegetation,
including
deforestation
and edge-
effect
degradation,
which are
determined
by the spatial
confiouration

Response at
CEO
endorsement
he validity of

he response
provided at the
ime of PIF
submission
stage has been

field studies
and literature
review.

iterature

species, which
have the bulk

populations in
neighbouring
Dominican

populations in
he target area

studies also
onfirmed that
he middle
altitude belt,
running along
he northern
slopes of the
Massif du Nord
as far as the
border with the
[Dominican
epublic, is
dominated by
ree-rich

plantations
grown under
shade, and
smallholder
home gardens),

hich currently
or potentially
exhibit

acolooical




STAP Comment

b)  Furthermore, STAP recommends identifying trade-offs between
improving biodiversity conservation, and achieving sustained, or
compatible, socio-economic  development through cocoa-coffee
production. Managing multiple stakeholders' interests in landscape
management often implies there will be trade-offs in meeting these needs.
Understanding these trade-offs and opportunities for complementarities
is important when operating at the landscape scale.

Response at
time of PIF
submission

We
appreciate
that, while
coffee and
cacao are
normally
relatively
BD-friendly
compared to
non tree-
based crops,
in general
productive
intensificatio
nto
maximize
yields can
result in
reduced BD,
while some
BD-friendly
management
practices
(such as
using shade
trees that
have habitat
value but are
not optimal
in agronomic
terms) may
have yield
trade-offs.
During the
PPG phase,
consultations
will be held
with coffee
and cacao
growers, and
their
organizations
, to define
how far
management
can be made
BD-friendly
while still
remaining
agronomicall
y and
economically
viable. At the
same time,
expert
consultation,
literature
review and
where
necessary
field studies
will be
carried out to
determine the

Response at
CEO
endorsement

One of the
findings of the
extensive
onsultations

during the PPG
phase, was that

especially the
poorest, were
in general
resistant to
accepting
rade-offs
between
economic/liveli
hood benefits
and benefits for
biodiversity per]

However, the
studies also
suggest that it
practice the
delivery of
livelihood and
biodiversity
benefits need
not involve
such trade-offs:
as shown in

management
are expected to
optimize
overall
economic/liveli
hood benefits
hile also
being better for
biodiversity
elative to the
baseline
alternatives of
onversion to
annual crops or
productive
intensification
as MonoCrops.
Literature
review and




STAP Comment Response at  Response at
time of PIF CEO

submission endorsement

1. Also in Component 1, STAP notes the intention to develop an ecosystem health index during the
PPG phase as part of the whole process of building an enabling environment for biodiversity
conservation. Ecosystem health indicators are mentioned twice in the PIF text but no information is

supplied on the approach towards an index.




STAP Comment

Response at
time of PIF
submission

Response at
CEO
endorsement

a) STAP encourages this project to use experience elsewhere on
developing a purpose-built index for Haiti's ecosystems. A useful starting
point is a recent review paper by Allyson O'Brien, Kallie Townsend,
Robin Hale, David Sharley and Vincent Pettigrove (2016). How is
ecosystem health defined and measured? A critical review of freshwater
and estuarine studies. Ecological Indicators Volume 69, pages 722-729.
Although focused on estuarine and freshwater ecosystems, the paper
reviews a number of indices and their effectiveness.

The paper by
O?Brien et al
will be very
useful. We
recognize the
need for
multi-variate
indices of
ecosystem
health which
take into
account not
only static
consideration
s such as
species
richness,
structural
diversity etc.
but also
resilience. To
this end
expert
consultations
, literature
review and
where
necessary
field studies
will be
carried out
during the
PPG stage to
identify the
key
determinants
and measures
of BD value
and
resilience in
the specific
target
ecosystems:
on the basis
of this
indices will
be selected
from the
options
presented in
paper, and
adjusted to
local
conditions.

On further
analysis and
field inspection
of the target
sites, we have
oncluded that
ecosystem
health indices
of the type
discussed by
O?Brien et al
are of limited
relevance to the
global
environmental
alues that will
be targeted by
he project. As
pointed out by
he reviewer,
he target area
is composed
almost entirely
of highly
modified
production
landscapes. The
project will not
herefore be

ccosystems as
its target
?objects of
onservation?,
or the
maintenance of
heir biological
and ecological
intactness and
integrity as its
objective; nor,
herefore, will
it be using
direct or proxy
indicators of
intactness, such
as those
proposed on
page 15 of the

and butterflies)
as measures of

benefit to be
delivered and
measured is
instead the
onservation
status of




STAP Comment

b) The issues of ?ecosystem integrity' as well as ?ecosystem services'
will have to be balanced, given that the Haiti ecosystems will essentially
be in production landscapes.

Response at
time of PIF
submission

We also
agree with
the multi-
dimensional
values of
ecosystems:
ecosystem
integrity in
conservation
terms does
not
necessarily
correlate
directly to
the capacities
of
ecosystems
to provide
services of
different

kinds. During

the PPG

phase we will

characterize
the target
ecosystems
in terms of
these
different
values and
identify the
areas of
compatibility
and potential
trade-offs
between
them, with
the aim of
identifying as
far as
possible
areas of
synergy
between
different
objectives.

Response at
CEO
endorsement

As explained
above, the
objective of the
project is not
necessarily to
maintain
ecosystem
integrity
(understood as
intactness) but
rather to
promote the
potential of
argely
secondary
ecosystems to
maintain
environmental

same time
generating
goods and
services of
importance to
local
stakeholders.
As explained in

and as shown
in ProDoc
Figure 8, the
scenario to be
promoted by

productive
diversity, has
he potential to
deliver these
biodiversity
benefits while
at the same
ime generating
ecosystem
services
including
nutrient
ycling, carbon
storage and
atershed
protection.




STAP Comment

Response at
time of PIF

Response at
CEO

3. For monitoring and assessment, knowledge management and learning
purposes, STAP recommends identifying indicators that are relevant at the
landscape level ? and not relevant to a single sector. This action will
contribute to the evidence-base of landscape approaches, or spatial planning,
as indicators appropriate at scale will be selected to track landscape level
progress and outcomes. This information will be useful for learning and the
adaptive management required for the project to meet its objective. Dedicated
sub-activities on learning are encouraged for component 3. The following
papers may be useful to the project proponents: Reed, J., et al. (2016).
Integrated landscape approaches to managing social and environmental issues
in the tropics: learning from the past to guide the future". Global Change
Biology (2016) 22, 254072554, doi: 10.1111/gcb.13284

submission

Thank you
for pointing
us to this
article. We
agree that,
given the
centrality of
the landscape
approach to
the concept
of this
project,
indicators
with a
landscape
focus should
be included:
these should
for example
cover
parameters
such as the
spatial
configuration
of land uses
and
vegetation
patches (of
relevance to
habitat value
and
connectivity)
, land use
stability
(stable or
cyclical
processes Vs.
linear
processes of
change) and
compatibility
with spatial
plans of local
and regional
governments.
It is likely
that changes
in some of
these
indicators
may not be
apparent
during the
project
lifetime, so
the project
will also
invest in
developing
monitoring
and learning
capacities in
national and
local

endorsement
The region-
wide plan
which will be
developed
under Output
1.1.1 will
include
proposals for
the overall
spatial
configuration
of the target
landscapes,
including the
prioritization of]
areas for
connectivity
and protective
management.

The results of
the monitoring
of indicators
0.1-0.4, and
the restoration
and
management
support
interventions
that will drive
changes in
these
indicators, will
be geo-
referenced,
enabling their
contribution to
the landscape
configuration
proposed in the
region-wide
plan to be
monitored (as
stated in the
wording of
indicators O.1-
0.4: ?Areas of
agroforests in
project target
communities
with improved
management
that favours BD|
habitat and
connectivity
(e.g. increased
diversity of
structure and
composition),
increases
overall
economic
viability,

contributes to



STAP Comment

4. STAP recommends building measures to monitor the effects of
sustainability standards and certification of coffee and cocoa on biodiversity
conservation, and socio-economic development. Evidence indicates that:
"Studies have been rarely designed to evaluate whether certification is more a
cause of an existing conservation measure; a result of a pre-existing
conservation effort; or, other causes that are not related to conservation (e.g.
increased incomes)." (Tscharntke, T. et al. "Conserving Biodiversity Through
Certification of Tropical Agroforestry Crops at Local and Landscape Scales"
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/conl.12110/abstract) (Blackman, et
al. "Environmental Certification and the Global Environment Facility"
http://www.stapgef.org/stap/wpcontent/uploads/2013/05/Environmental-
Certification-and-the-GEF.pdf)

Response at

time of PIF

submission
We agree
that
certification
is not
necessarily a
magic bullet
and may face
a number of
challenges
including the
trade-offs
between
rigour and
affordability,
depending on
which of the
multiple
certification
schemes that
exist are
used. The
project will
seek to
develop
capacities for
continuous
monitoring,
learning and
adaptive
management
among
producer
organisations
, private
sector
entities,
government
and support
agencies
regarding the
effectiveness
of
certification:
this will
allow
changes of
course to be
made where
necessary if
results from
certification
and not as
hoped, and
also lessons
to be
generated
and shared
with other
entities and
initiatives.
Technical
consultations
will also be

Response at
CEO
endorsement

he technical
studies
proposed in the
response to
omment 2a
bove will also
serve to review

between the
specific
requirements of]

schemes and
he ecological
requirements of]
he target
species.

optimization of
biodiversity
benefits. The
project instead
onsiders
ertification as

potential in the
project area to
rovide
producers with
financial
motivations to
maintain their

by technical
support,
awareness




STAP Comment

Response at
time of PIF

Response at
CEO

5. STAP notes UNDP's recently published paper "Options and Opportunities
to Make Food Value Chains More Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient
in Sub-Saharan Africa":
http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/corporate/Partnerships/Private
%20Sector/UNDPGEF

VC Study Engl.pdf STAP believes it is valuable for UNDP and FAO to draw
upon this paper for designing the project. For example, the paper describes
challenges to implementing value chains that possibly are applicable to Haiti,
and that should be considered when assessing project risks. The paper also
proposes an integrated framework that may be useful to the project
proponents.

submission

Thank you
for directing
us to this
article. We
also
appreciate
that options
and
opportunities
to make food
value chains
more
environmenta
Iy
sustainable
and resilient
vary on a
case-by-case
basis, and the
assumptions
underlying
the use of
value-chain
based
approaches
to delivering
global
environmenta
1 benefits
need to be
examined
accordingly.
Particular
challenges to
be
considered
during the
PPG phase
include the
particular
structure of
coffee value
chains in
Haiti and the
correspondin
g challenge
of identifying
opportunities
for
influencing
them via
market
instruments,
and the
limited size
and technical
capacities of
producers,
which may
pose
difficulties
for ensuring
the levels and
reliabilitv of

endorsement
Project design
addresses all
four of the
concrete,
action-oriented
pillars
proposed in the
[UNDP paper:

- The
?Information?
pillar will be
supported
through Output
3.2
(communicatio
n strategy).

- The
7Resources?
pillar will be
supported
through Output
2.2 (Improved
financing
mechanisms for
tree-based
production
systems)

- The
?Policies?
pillar will be
supported
through sub-
output 1.3.1
(Coherent
framework for
Government
support to
integrating
producers into
markets that
favour
sustainable
production, and
related laws
and
regulations)

- The
?Implementatio
n support?
pillar will be
supported
through Output
2.1 (Improved
service delivery|
systems for
technical
assistance).




Responses to Comments from the Council Member from Germany

Comment

Response

Coordination with other initiatives
will be necessary to ensure
complementarity: GIZ, working since
2009 in the border region of the
Massif La Selle, in the fields of
conservation, connectivity and the
strengthening of sustainable
production methods (mainly coffee-
based agroforestry systems); AFC,
setting up a large scale GCF-financed
project with similar approaches in the
southwest.

As indicated in Part II Section 1a of the CEO Endorsement
Request, the anticipated cofinancing in the south of the
country from the AFD/GCF project has not materialised,
and as a consequence the GEF project will only be working
in the north of the country.

The project should address more
clearly the rehabilitation of
unproductive coffee plantations.
Given the fact, that unexploited space
is virtually not available, willingness
to invest will depend on
compensation mechanisms for the
time of installation of new
plantations.

Given the currently depressed state of the coffee sector in
Haiti, and the high costs of establishing new plantations, the
project will only seek to rehabilitate existing plantations (a
limited number) rather than establish new plantations in
currently unexploited areas.

This change will be achieved through a combination of
strategies including improvements to service delivery
systems for technical assistance (Output 2.1), improved
financing mechanisms (Output 2.2) and increased capacities
for generating revenue from tree-based production systems,
including marketing capacities and value-adding (Output
2.3).

In the light of population pressure,
sustainable intensification of land use
practices should be given priority
over extension of PA.

No PA establishment or extension is now proposed in the
project. On the basis of a review of social and productive
conditions and biodiversity conservation needs in the north
of the country, in addition to the fact that there are currently
no relevant PAs in the area, the strategy of the project for
delivering conservation benefits there now focuses on the
establishment of a biological corridor consisting of
production systems with improved BD-friendly
management.

Output 1.1 appears not feasible.
7Regional governments? as such do
not exist, municipal governments do
not perform land use planning and do
not have substantial funds to do so.

Output 1.1 now proposes to work at a range of levels, with
diverse actors including Department and local (Commune or
collectivit? territoriale) level Governments as well as civil
society organisations and cooperation agencies. The
proposed planning and decision-making tools will range
from region-wide framework plans, facilitated by the
project, down to commune-level plans. These latter plans
will build on existing initiatives of which a number were
identified during the PPG phase, such as the commune
development plan already formulated by the commune of
Marmelade.




Comment

Response

It would be helpful to have more
profound analysis of the tangible
potentials for ?scaling up? and
?gender mainstreaming? (example
Output 2.4./66: income for women
through processing)

As indicated in ProDoc Section IV, the project envisages the
scaling up of the landscape approach at a broader scale
based on the valuable information and lessons learned from
the proposed pilot experiences. There is scope for project
experiences to be scaled up to all other coffee and cocoa
production areas in Haiti, including the south-west
peninsula, the Artibonite area in the centre of the country
and the Belladere/Savanette area in the centre/east, on the
border with the Dominican Republic. The proposed project
will thus develop the capacity of institutions and producers
to expand the coverage and programmatic scope to include
additional producers in the target arecas as well as the
potential to replicate practices in other provinces. Scaling-up
will be promoted by ensuring that project messages and
lessons learned regarding the viability of the proposed
management approaches are effectively communicated to
entities working with producers in those areas, including
Government institutions, development NGOs, producer
groups and private sector value chain actors: this
communication (to be confirmed during the PPG phase) will
achieved through a combination of audiovisual and printed
dissemination materials, workshops/seminars, and visits by
representatives of these entities to project pilots.

The wide diversity of products generated by the different
tree-based production systems targeted by the project, and
their market potential, are described in Section I of the
ProDoc. As explained in the Gender Analysis and Action
Plan (GAAP), women are more likely to be key players in
domestic produce value chains, leading in the trade and sale
of fruits, vegetables, tubers and other locally consumed
agricultural produce in the informal sector. Men, on the
other hand, tend to be key players in export commodity
value chains, including coffee and cacao. This brings about
gender disparities in terms of income, and employment
security. The focus of the project on maintaining and
increasing the productive diversity of tree-based production
systems, including food crops, fruits and NTFPs typically
managed by women (ProDoc Figure 8), will generate
benefits for women relative to the baseline scenarios of
conversion to low value annual crops of focus on male-
dominated export crops. Section III of the GAAP presents
specific proposals of strategies for generating benefits for
women.

Comment

Response

Please provide at CEO Endorsement the

There will be an estimated 80 Farmer Field

estimated number of Farmers Field Schools. Schools.

| GEF Sec comments | Response

Reference



















12. Is CEO
endorsement
recommended?
8/19/2019

No, agencies are not
meant to take such
significant roles in
implementation. We
suggest that the
agency to look to
other organizations
in country that may
be able to provide
the services that are
outlined here

9/20/2019

Role of Agencies and delegation to other organizations
20 September 2019

Haiti is currently going through a major political crisis
with widespread unrest and social upheaval. A HACT
micro assessment has been conducted by an
independent party. In the assessment of the Ministry of
Environment (MoE), the institution was evaluated as
7high risk? and, by the agency?s rules, financial
resources can therefore not be transferred to the MoE.

In this context, the Government of Haiti (GOH) has
asked FAO and UNDP to provide project execution
support. In this regard, a letter from the GEF OFP has
been uploaded in the GEF portal as supporting
documentation. This will not detract the Government
ownership of the project and the GOH will maintain its
leading role (and ownership of resources) as they will
lead the Project Steering Committee and their staff will
be fully engaged with project activities on a daily basis
working closely with the Project Implementation Unit
(PIU). GOH will establish the Annual Work Plans and
Budgets with PIU. FAO and UNDP will strengthen
technical capacity of government staff and units in
areas such as ecosystem services, farmer field school
sustainable production and conservation practices.

During the implementation, FAO and UNDP will build
the technical capacity and transfer at least 60% of the
project funds (and execution responsibilities) to
national NGOs and CSOs during the life of the project.
FAO and UNDP will execute a maximum of 40% of the
project funds. All costs related to the requested
execution services will be part of the project
management cost.

UNDP

Outcome 1 - Regarding the operational component of
the project on decision support tools to optimise the
configuration of landscape features according to spatial
aspects of connectivity, biological importance,
production potential, vulnerability and flows of
ecosystem services, some entities such as FECCANO
and RECOCARNO were identified as most relevant.
These entities were also identified as most relevant to
the Governance aspect of the project, dealing with

communication and involvement in planning,
governance  and  environmental = management,
biodiversity conservation and related ecosystem
services.

Outcome 2 - The capacity building component of the
project is a component that requires strategic and
operational skills to implement. Relevant organization
with strong experience in this field such as FECCANO
and RECOCARNO will be considered.

Outcome 3 - will be executed by UNDP and covers:
Knowledge management and dissemination/scaling up
strategy, ESMF development, Monitoring and
evaluation strategy. UNDP will ensure the quality of
ESMF, M&E and take advantage of our Green
Commodities Programme which connects commodity
practitioners around the world and provides a safe
space for them to share their knowledge and
experience. Through this programme, UNDP helps
building knowledge across a wide range of online
and in-person activities with representation of 12

Please see the
modification in
paragraph 22; 24;
28; 64

and New
paragraph 27

of the CEO ER
ProDoc: par.198,
200, 220, 239,
278

Figure 18, 19
TBWP

Annex E (TORs)
Annex F (LoA)













ANNEX C: STATUS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT
PREPARATION ACTIVITIES AND THE USE OF FUNDS.

A. Provide detailed funding amount of the PPG activities financing

status in the table below:

PPG Grant Approved at PIF: 101,827/UNDP

GETF/LDCF/SCCF Amount (8)

. . ... Budgeted | Amount | Amount
Project Preparation Activities Implemented Amount Spent | Committed
To date
Project preparation grant to finalize the project: 101,827 | 101,716 110.80
Sustainable Management of Wooded Production Landscapes
for Biodiversity Conservation
Total 101,827 | 101,716 110.80

PPG Grant Approved at PIF: 78,173/FAO

GETF/LDCF/SCCF Amount (8)

. . L. Budgeted | Amount | Amount
Project Preparation Activities Implemented Amount Spent | Committed
To date
Project preparation grant to finalize the project: 78,173 77,324 849
Sustainable Management of Wooded Production Landscapes
for Biodiversity Conservation
Total 78,173 77,324 849

ANNEX D: CALENDAR OF EXPECTED REFLOWS (if non-grant
instrument is used)

Provide a calendar of expected reflows to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF/CBIT
Trust Funds or to your Agency (and/or revolving fund that will be set

up)

ANNEX E: GEF 7 Core Indicator Worksheet

Use this Worksheet to compute those indicator values as required in Part |, Table G
to the extent applicable to your proposed project. Progress in programming against

these targets for the program will be aggregated and reported at any time during the
replenishment period. There is no need to complete this table for climate adaptation
projects financed solely through LDCF and SCCF.

Core Terrestrial protected areas created or under improved management (Hectares)
Indicator | for conservation and sustainable use
1
Hectares (1.1+1.2)
Expected | Achieved




PIF stage Endorsement MTR i
Indicator | Terrestrial protected areas newly created
1.1
N ¢ Hectares
ame 0 -
Protected WDPA TUCN category Expected Achieved
A ID PIF Endorsement MTR TE
rea
stage
500 0
Sum
Indicator | Terrestrial protected areas under improved management effectiveness
1.2
Name of METT Score
Protected WDPA | TUCN Hectares Baseline Achieved
ID category
Area Endorsement MTR TE
Sum
Core Marine protected areas created or under improved management for (Hectares)
Indicator | conservation and sustainable use
2
Hectares (2.1+2.2)
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Indicator | Marine protected areas newly created
2.1
N ¢ Hectares
ame o -
Protected WDPA TUCN category Expected Achieved
A ID PIF Endorsement MTR TE
rea
stage
Sum
Indicator | Marine protected areas under improved management effectiveness
2.2
N ¢ METT Score (Scale 1-3)
ame o WDPA | ITUCN Baseline Achieved
Protected Hectares
Area 1D category PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Sum
Core Area of land restored (Hectares)
Indicator
3
Hectares (3.1+3.2+3.3+3.4)
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR g
Indicator | Area of degraded agricultural land restored
3.1
Hectares
Expected | Achieved




PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Area of forest and forest land restored
3.2
Hectares
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
500 138
Indicator | Area of natural grass and shrublands restored
3.3
Hectares
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Area of wetlands (including estuaries, mangroves) restored
3.4
Hectares
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Core Area of landscapes under improved practices (hectares; excluding (Hectares)
Indicator | protected areas)
4
Hectares (4.1+4.2+4.3+4.4)
Expected Expected
PIF stage Endorsement MTR JIi
14,113
Indicator | Area of landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity
4.1
Hectares
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
2,000 5,700
Indicator | Area of landscapes that meet national or international third-party
4.2 certification that incorporates biodiversity considerations
Organic Certification: 2,575 ha Hectares
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
1,000 2,575
Indicator | Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production
4.3 systems
Hectares
Expected | Achieved




PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
5,838
Indicator | Area of High Conservation Value Forest (HCVF) loss avoided
4.4
Hectares
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Core Area of marine habitat under improved practices to benefit (Hectares)
Indicator | biodiversity
5
Indicator | Number of fisheries that meet national or international third-party
5.1 certification that incorporates biodiversity considerations
Third party certification(s): Number
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Number of large marine ecosystems (LMEs) with reduced pollution and
5.2 hypoxial
Number
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Core Greenhouse gas emission mitigated (Tons)
Indicator
6
Tons (6.1+6.2)
Entered Entered
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Expected CO2e (direct) 782,011
Expected CO2e (indirect)
Indicator | Carbon sequestered or emissions avoided in the AFOLU
6.1 sector
Tons
Entered Entered
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Expected CO2e¢ (direct) 782,011
Expected CO2e (indirect)
Duration of accounting: 5
years (start year 2019)
Indicator | Emissions avoided
6.2
Hectares
Expected Achieved




PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Expected CO2e (direct)
Expected CO2e (indirect)
Anticipated Year
Indicator | Energy saved
6.3
MJ
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Increase in installed renewable energy capacity per technology
6.4
Capacity (MW)
Technology Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Core Number of shared water ecosystems (fresh or marine) under new or (Number)
Indicator | improved cooperative management
7
Indicator | Level of Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis and Strategic Action
7.1 Program (TDA/SAP) formulation and implementation
Shared water Rating (scale 1-4)
ecosystem PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Level of Regional Legal Agreements and Regional Management
7.2 Institutions to support its implementation
Shared water Rating (scale 1-4)
ccosystem PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Level of National/Local reforms and active participation of Inter-
7.3 Ministerial Committees
Shared water Rating (scale 1-4)
ecosystem PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Level of engagement in IWLEARN through participation and delivery of
7.4 key products
Rating (scale 1-4)
Shared water Rating Rating
ecosystem PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage




Core Globally over-exploited fisheries Moved to more sustainable levels (Tons)
Indicator
8
Metric Tons
PIF Endorsement MTR | TE
stage
Core Reduction, disposal/destruction, phase out, elimination and avoidance (Tons)
Indicator | of chemicals of global concern and their waste in the environment
9 and in processes, materials and products
Metric Tons (9.149.2+9.3)
Expected Achieved
PIF stage PIF stage MTR TE
Indicator Solid and liquid Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) and POPs
9.1 containing materials and products removed or disposed
Metric Tons
POPs type Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Quantity of mercury reduced
9.2
Metric Tons
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Number of countries with legislation and policy implemented to control
9.3 chemicals and waste
Number of Countries
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Number of low-chemical/non-chemical systems implemented particularly
9.4 in food production, manufacturing and cities
Number
Technology Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Core Reduction, avoidance of emissions of POPs to air from point and non- (Grams)
Indicator | point sources
10
Indicator | Number of countries with legislation and policy implemented to control
10.1 emissions of POPs to air
Number of Countries
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage




Indicator | Number of emission control technologies/practices implemented
10.2
Number
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Indicator | Number of countries with legislation and policy implemented to control
10.3 chemicals and waste
Number of Countries
Expected Achieved
PIF Endorsement MTR TE
stage
Core Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gender as co-benefit (Number)
Indicator | of GEF investment
11
Number Achieved
MTR TE
49,309 # of Female
49,506 # of Male
99,81 # Total
5

ANNEX F: Project Taxonomy Worksheet
Use this Worksheet to list down the taxonomic information required under Part1 by
ticking the most relevant keywords/topics//themes that best describes the project




GEF 7 TAXONOMY AnnexC

Please identify the taxonomicinformation required in Part I, Item G by ticking the most relevant
keywords/ topics/themes that best describe the project.

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

[=] Influencing models

[JTransform policy and
regulatory environments

El strengthen institutional
capacity and decision-
making

[ Convene multi-
stake holder alliances

[<] Demonstrate innovative
approaches

[ e ploy innovative
financial instruments

[Jstakeholders

[Tindigenous Peoples

[ Private Sector

[dczpital providers

[l Financial intz mediaries and market
facilitators

[dLzrge corporations

ElsMEs

EJindividuzls/Entreprensurs

[dMon-Grant Pilot
[dProject Reflow

[l Beneficiaries

[ Local Communities

EI Civil Society
(=] Community Based Organization
E MNon-Governmental Organization
[aczdemiz
[dTrade Unions and Waorkers Unions
] Type of Engagement

[l Information Dissemination

[dPartnership

=] Consultation

EFarti:ipati::ln

[ Communications

[JAwzreness Raising

[Jeducation

[dPublic Campzigns

[dechavior Change

] capacity, Knowledge
and Research

| Enabling Activities

] capacity Development

] Knowledge Generation
and Exchange

[2] Targeted Research

E Learning

[ Theory of Change

[ ad=ptive Manzge ment

B Indicators to Measure Change

innovation

] Knowledge and Learning

[=] K nowledse Management

innovation

[ Czpacity Development




[l Lezrning

[Istakeholder Engagement
Plan

[lGender Equality

[l Gender Mainstreaming

[l Beneficiaries

ElwWomen groups

[=] 5ex-diszgeregated indicators

Elﬁender-sensitiveindi:aturs

[l Gender results areas

[l Access and control over natural
resources

[lParticipation and leadership

[l Access to benefits and services

=] Capacity development

] 2wareness raising

[l knowledze gener=tion

[ Focal Areas/Theme

dintegrated Programs

Growth Partnership)

[CJcommaditySupply Chains [*Good

[dsustzinzble Commedities
Production

[Joeforestation-fres Sourcing

[CIFinzncizl Scresning Tools

[THizh ConservationValue Forests

[THigh Carbon Stocks Forests

[ |soybean SupplyChain

[Joil Palm SupplyChain

[Jeeef5upply Chain

[I=mazllholder Farmers

[J2dzptive Mznzgement

[CJFood S=curity in Sub-Szhara
Africa

[Tresilience [climate 2nd shocks)

[T=ustzinzble Production Systams

[Jagroecosystems

[]Land and %gil Health

|:| Diversified Farming

[integrated land and Water
Manzagement

[I=mallhaolder Farming

[Ismall and Medium Enterprises

[Icrop Genetic Diversity

[IFood Value Chains

[J5ender Dimensions

[CInulti-stakeholder Platforms

[|Food Systems, Land Use and
Restoration

[Jsustzinzhle Food Systems

[JLzndscape Restorstion

[dsustzinzble Commadity Production

[Jcomprehensive Land Use Planning

[dintegrated Landsczpes

[IFood Value Chains

[T Deforestation-fres Sourcing

[Ismazllhalder Farmers

[Jsustzinable Cities

[dintegrated urbzn plznning

[JUrbzan sustzinabilityframewark




[ Tranzport =nd Mobility

[Teuildings

[Inunicipal waste mansgement

[IGreen space

[JUrbzn Biodiversity

[JUrbzn Food Systems

[ |Enersy efficiency

[Iniunicipal Financing

[JGlobal Platformfor Sustzinzble
Cities

[JuUrbzn Resiliznce

[ Biodiversity

[ Protected Arezs and Landsczpes

[ Terrestrizl Protected Areas

[Tcozstal and Marine Protect=d
Areas

[l Productive Landscapes

|:| Productive Seascapes

[l CommunityBased Naturzl
Resource Management

E hMainstreaming

[JExtractive Industries [oil, g=s,
mining)

[Jrarestry (Including HCWF 2nd
REDDH)

CITourism

B 2griculture & zgrobiodive sity

[IFisheries

[Minfrastructure

[|Certification [Mational Standards)

Etertiﬁ:atinnllnternatinnal
Standards)

[] Zpecies

|:| Illegal Wildlife Trade

] ThrestenedSpecies

[CTwildlife for Sustainzble
Development

[JCrop Wild Relatives

[JPiznt Genetic Resources

[Tanimal Genetic Resources

] Livestock Wild Relatives

[Tinvasive AlienSpacies [I1A5)




T T

Ezpecies

Clinegal Wikdlife Trade

ElThreztenedsSpedes

CTwildlife for Sustainzble
Development

CIcrop Wild Relatives

CIPiznt GeneticResources

[Janimal GeneticResourcas

CLivestock Wild Relatives

Llinvasive AlienSpedes [IA5)

|:|E-i::|mes

CIMangroves

[JcCoral Reefs

[J=sezGrasses

[Owetlands

Cdrivers

LlLzkes

|:|Tr::||:|i:al Rain Forests

[Tropical Dry Forests

CdTemperate Forests

[IGrassiands

[IParama

[Ioesert

LIFinancizl and Accounting

LIPayment for Ecosystem Services

DNa‘turaI Capital Assessmentand

Accounting

[JConservation Trust Funds

LIConservation Finance

[Jsupplementsry Protocolto the CED




[Jeiosafety

[J2ccessto GeneticResources
Benefit Sharing

[TForests

I Forest and Landscape Restoration

CIrEDD/REDD+

[dForest

[&amazon

|:|E::|n5::|

[IDrylznds

[<] Land Degradation

Elsustzinzble Land Mznzgement

[ElRestoration and Rehzhilitation of
Degraded Lands

[l Ecosystem Approach

B integrated and Crosssectorzl
approach

Elcommunity-Based NRM

[=] 5ustsinable Livelihoods

B income Ganemting Activities

[ sustzinzble Agricutture

[Jsustzsinable Pasture Manzgement

[Jsustzinable Forest/Woodlznd
Manzgement

improved Soil and Watar
Management Technigues

[ |sustsinable Fire Management

[Jorought Mitigztion/Ezrly Warning

[dLznd Degradation Meutmslity

[JLand Productivity

|:| Land Cover and Land cover change

[JCarbon stocks sbove orbelow
ground

[IFood S=curity
dinternational Waters

Clship

[dcosstal

|:| Freshwater
laquifer
[JRiver Basin
[Lzks Basin

[Learning

[IFizheries

[ IPersistenttoxic substances

=105 : Small Island DevStates

[dTzrgeted Research

[draoliution

|:|Per5istentt::|xi: substances

[IPizstics

[Irutrient pollution fram 2l sectors
gxCept wastewstar

|:|Nutrient pollution from
Wastewater

T OSLE WaLsl

[dTransboundary Dizgnostic Analysis
and Strategic Action Plan preparation

[dtrategic Action Plan
Implementation

[1are=s Bayond Mational Jurisdiction

[ILzrge Marine Ecosystems

|:| Private Sector

aquaculture

[IMazrine Protected Area

Ceiomes




[Inzngrove

[corzl Reefs

[Iseagrasses

[JPaolar Ecosystems

[Jconstructed Wetlands

[Jchemicals and Waste

COmercury

[IArtisanal and Scale Gold Mining

|:|E::|al Fired PowerPlants

[dCosl Fired Industrial Boilers

[dcement

[IMon-Ferrous Metals Production

ozone

[dPersistent Organic Pollutants

[IUnintentional Persistent Organic
Pollutants

[d5ound Manzsgement of chemicals
and Waste

[TWzste Manzgament

[JHazardous Waste Management

[industrizl Waste

|:| -4 aste

[dEmissions

[IDisposal

[Inew Persistent Orgznic Pollutznts

CIralychlorinated Biphanyls

CdFPiastics

[JEco-Efficiency

|:|Festi:i::les

IDDT-Vector Management

[Io0oT- Cther

[Tindustrizl Emissions

[Jopen Burning

[IBest swsilable Technology [ Best
Environmental Practices

[JGreen Chemistry

[=] Climate Change

ElClimate Change Adaptation

[CJclimate Finance

[zl Least Developed Countries

[=]Zmazll Island Developing States

|:|Disaster Rizk Management

[Isez-level rise

[l Climate Resilience

[CIclimate information

[JEcosystem-based Adaptation

[Jadzptation TechTransfar

LIMzational Adaptation Programme of
Action

[Onztional Adzptation Plan

LIMazinstreaming Adaptstion

|:| Private Sactor

Cdinnovation

[CJcomplementzrity

[l community-based Adzptation

[ Livelihoods

[ Climate Change Mitigation

=] Azriculture, Forestry, snd other
Land Use

[JEnergy Efficiency

Llzustzinzsble Urban Systemsand
Transport

[dTechnology Transfer




[JRenswzblzEnargy

[IFinancing

[IEnabling Activities

[ITechnology Transfer

[JPoznzn StrategicProg=mme on
Technology Transfer

[]Climate Technology Centre &
Metwark [CTCN)

[JEndozenoustechnology

[ITechnology Meeds Assessment

[ |ad=ptation Tech Transfer

[dUnited Mations Framework on
Climate Change

[Imationally Determined
Contribution

[IPariz Agreement

[Jsustzinable Development Goals
[ climate Finance [Rio Markers)
[ Climate Change Mitization 1
[Jclimate Change Mitization 2
B Climate Change Ad=ptetion 1
[Jclimate Change Adaptstion 2

ANNEX G: Project Budget Table

Please attach a project budget table.



