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1. General Program Information

a) Is the Program Information table correctly filled, including specifying adequate executing
partners?

Secretariat's Comments
*** PLEASE MARK CHANGES IN PFD IN YELLOW HIGHLIGHT FOR THE FIRST
ROUND OF REVIEW, blue in the second and different colors in subsequent ones if relevant.

sk

PPO Comments Cleared.
05/16/23, FB

OUTSTANDING COMMENTS FROM PPO HERE BELOW:
PPOs second set of comments (dated today: 05-16-2023) is below:

While most of the comments provided on April 18th were addressed, some few
were not:

Most of Cyril?s comments have been taken into account, except the one on project
objective. He also noticed a small point on one indicator.

- Program objective. We noticed in the review sheet that the ?Objective statement

was revised to align with proposed structure, activities, and indicators.? The latest
PFD available in Portal indicates as Program Objective ?To accelerate investment
and implementation of nature positive, net-zero pathways?. Looking at the
indicators listed in the PFD document, it is unclear what metric will serve to
measure the achievement of the Program Objective. These metrics are needed for
evaluability. Perhaps the objective could relate more directly to what the project
plans to measure around institutional support. It could for example refer about its
work to inform collaborative policy development or to inform/strengthen national
strategies.

- Core Indicator 6. The now included anticipated start year of accounting indicates

2029, which coincides with the expected completion year of the program. In case
results in this area may start to take place earlier, please consider including an
earlier start year.

- Financial numbers:

o Differences between Sources of funds table and Financing and PPG table remain
for Costa Rica and Thailand child projects, i.e. the break-downs by implementing

agencies are different between Sources of funds and Uses of funds. Please correct




Sources of funds table for both Costa Rica and Thailand to match with Financing
and PPG table and the LOEs

Cleared.
05/10/23, FB

4/14/23, FB

1. On the list of prospective executing entities, we note that UNDP is listed as one of the
two executing entities for T&T. Please can you provide more details on this, as in the child
project it is only indicated that UNDP will be a ?Fund Management Agency?, but unclear
what that means.

Agency's Comments

05/12/23, UNEP
N/A

For the Trinidad and Tobago project, the LoE indicates that project will be executed by a global
organisation, so the PFD and the concept note have been amended (also in relation to the
comment under 9.6 below). Nevertheless, as the executing agencies have already been
tentatively identified (to be confirmed at the CEO Endorsement), a footnote has been put with
a short explanation that the Ministry of Planning and Development has been identified as the
lead government entity for the project. The project team will be housed within that Ministry
and will work under the guidance of Ministry officials, in particular the Head of the Multilateral
Environmental Agreements Division. The Ministry will provide guidance to the execution of
the project to ensure its coherence with national policies and regulations and take decisions to
approve project deliverables and activities and facilitate the project?s execution. The Ministry,
through the project team, will prepare all project monitoring and evaluation reports, such as the
PIR and half-yearly progress reports. UNDP will support the Ministry in financial management
of the project, by contracting the project team and the project?s goods and services. Consistent
with such contracting, it will make payments to contractors for effective delivery of services. It
will manage all financial matters of the project, including with regards to financial reporting,
audits, etc.

b) Are the Rio Markers for CCM, CCA, BD and LD correctly selected, if applicable?

Secretariat's Comments
Cleared.
05/10/23, FB

4/14/23, FB
1. Please select BD2 instead of BD1

Agency's Comments



05/12/23, UNEP
N/A

Thank you, it?s been corrected.

2. Program Summary

a) Does the program summary concisely describe the problem to be addressed, the program
objective and the strategies to deliver the GEBs or adaptation benefits and other key expected
outcomes?

b) Is the program's geographical coverage explicit, as well as the covered sectors? Does the

summary explain how the program is transformative or innovative?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
05/15/2023, FB

05/10/2023, FB

The summary provided is too long 1,600 words (tentative limit is 1/2 page). Please further
revise it. \

A proposed text for the summary section that was sent via email for consideration.

4/14/23, FB
The Programme summary needs sharpening ? would benefit from good editing, to bring
forward the key points. It needs to include:

i. A short statement on the interlinkages between the climate-
nature twin crisis, and need to tackle them together.
il. A short description of the problem/status quo (i. ambition gap to

Paris alignment, ii. lack of coordination between climate and nature
decisionmaking/policies -> maximise synergies +minimize trade offs)

iii. Description of the approach/ ways to achieve the results
(including at national and global platform level)
iv. Mention of the innovation and transformational nature of the

program which includes its explicit approach to tackling climate and nature
together in the context of the long term economic planning and
development, with its cross sectoral and whole of economy/society
approach and its focus on key aspects such as green public budgeting,
requiring active engagement from multiple ministries for a true
transformational impact.

V. Geographical scope/countries included. A statement of the fact
that the Global Platform will add to the national child projects by providing
technical assistance and bringing all the knowledge together.

Vi. Mention of alignment with and contribution to the GBF
vii. Short statement on key expected outcomes.

Agency's Comments
05/12/23, UNEP
Thank you, we have revised the Summary accordingly.

1. The summary has been revised as requested.



3 Indicative Program Overview

a) Is the program objective statement concise, clear and measurable?

b) Are the components and outcomes sound, appropriate and sufficiently clear to achieve the
program objective and the core indicators per the stated Theory of Change?

¢) Are gender dimensions, knowledge management, and M&E included within the program
components and appropriately funded?

d) Are the GEF program Financing and Co-Financing contributions to PMC proportional?
e) Is the PMC equal to or below 5%? If above 5%, is the justification acceptable?

Secretariat's Comments
Cleared.

05/10/2023, FB

A) Cleared.

B.1) Cleared.

B.2) Cleared.

C) Cleared.

D Cleared. The response provided is noted, also as complemented by discussions with
Lead Agency. Lead Agency clarified that this will need more time to coordinate with all
other child projects Agencies and to align with GEF policy on PMC. Will be checked at
CEO Endorsement. Please strive for proportionality or provide justification otherwise.

4/14/23, FB

A) Program Objective Statement (Comment provided by PPO): The Program objective
statement is specific in that it aims to ?To accelerate implementation of nature positive,
net-zero pathways?. It is unclear from the Program description and M&E section meant to
list outcome indicators how this part of the Program Objective will be assessed. This is
important to ensure adequate indicators are in place for evaluability as the program
achievements will be evaluated against its objective. Likewise, the Program Objective is
specific about the fact that the Program will invest ?in nature and new technologies? but
most indicators listed in the Indicative Program Overview are about institutional support.
Please consider adding outcome indicators tracking this aspect or putting a stronger
emphasis on institutional support in the Program Objective statement.

B.1) Components 1 to 3 are missing outcomes and outcome indicators for the INV
portion. For components 1 and 3, while the INV amount is rather small, it is not entirely
clear what that refers to, please clarify. For Component 2, the lack of indicators in the
INV portion gives the impression that the program is only focused on TA whereas in
reality there is a substantial own investment component and significant expectation of
leveraging external financing. The outcomes (and their respective indicator) which are
relevant for the INV portion of component 2 can be moved from the TA to the INV
portion. Alternatively, a new indicator can be introduced for the INV portion only. For
instance, the INV portion of component 2 could include an indicator that mimics indicator
2.2.1 (# of pilot projects generating practices and lessons for NZNP investments) but is
expressed in terms of USD value of projects, instead of # of projects. We can discuss this.
B2) on 2.2.1: should this indicator be slightly rephrased to indicate ?# of pilot projects
supported which are generating practices and lessons for NZNP investments?? Also, is
this the same as saying ?number of NZNP investments supported??

C) Cleared.

D) The PMC for the co-financing resources is slightly lower, i.e. 3.7%, than the PMC for
the GEF financing, i.e. 4.7% of total GEF financing, please amend of provide justification.
E) Cleared.




Agency's Comments
05/12/23, UNEP
Thank you, duly noted.

A) Objective statement was revised to align with proposed structure, activities, and
indicators.

B) Component 2 was revised to include indicators to track the investment portion.
- Components 1 and 3 numeric portions revised to move INV portion to TA.

- 2.2.1 Indicators revised to address comments.

D) This is the initial estimate and will be further refined at the CEO endorsement.

4 Program Outline

A. Program Rationale

a) Is the current situation (including global environmental problems, key drivers of
environmental degradation, climate vulnerability) clearly and adequately described from a

systems perspective and adequately addressed by the program design?

b) Has the role of stakeholders, incl. the private sector and local actors in the system been
described and how they will contribute to GEBs and/or adaptation benefits and other

program outcomes? Is the private sector seen mainly as a stakeholder or as financier?

¢) Is the baseline situation and baseline projects and initiatives well laid out and how the

program will build on these?
d) Have lessons learned from previous efforts been considered in the program design?

e) For NGI, is there a brief description of the financial barriers and how the program ? and
the proposed financial structure- responds to these financial barriers.

Secretariat's Comments
Cleared.

05/10/2023, FB
Thank you for the edits, the section is clearer now.

4/14/23, FB
The section on program rationale needs strengthening, please consider the following
aspects:

1. This section should cover the rationale of the IP, i.e. talking about the (a) need to raise
ambition for climate and nature action and (b) the fact that the climate and biodiversity
loss crisis are deeply intertwined and cannot be tackled independently, hence the need to
be thought of together. It should include mention of the need to maximize synergies and
minimize trade offs, hence the need to enhance coordination both at institutional,
knowledge and financial level. ?All these aspects are included and highlighted in the
GEFS programming directions. Please use relevant elements from there.



2. Would suggest a structure along the following lines:

2.a Outline rationale and context as per (i) above

2.b Presents the general barriers/challenges as outlines (which look fine)

2.c Describe shortly the global program baseline, which is composed by countries at
different stages of their net-zero race with some countries actively implementing their net-
zero strategies and other still lacking the net-zero strategies/LTS, but most of them far
from reaching their national climate goals. Outline the almost inexistent coordination
between climate and nature agendas.

2.d Responding to this baseline/need & rationale, the program description needs to outline
how it will (i) provide a global platform to identify, support, collect and organize
knowledge and successful models, to start building a global repository, and (ii) provide
tailored TA to participating countries which can then contribute to the global knowledge
beyond the participating countries.

3. There is a lot of space given to the coordination efforts with other relevant stakeholders,
which is fine but it seems misplaced before we even describe what the program intends to
do and how. This section should focus on the rationale instead. It can be mentioned in this
section that there are many other relevant initiatives which the IP will link with, which are
described later, but would avoid so much focus on those so upfront. Suggest moving all
references to existing initiatives/organizations to the coordination section below.

4. This section also needs to say something about why this program is set as a program,
and that there is need to develop global lessons on how to do NZNP work, which is
currently in its infancy and fragmented. There is language to this end in the GEF8
programming directions that can be used as reference.

Agency's Comments
05/12/23, UNEP
N/A

1 and 2. This section has been revised following the comments above.

3. Text on the coordination effort with other relevant stakeholders has been moved to the
coordination section as requested.

4. A paragraph has been added on why the Programme is set as such and the advantages
of a programmatic approach in comparison to individual projects. See also section C on
alignment with additional text on the benefits of having a Programme.

5 B. Program Description

5.1 a) Is there a concise theory of change (narrative and an optional schematic) that describes
the program logic, including how the program design elements are contributing to the
objective, a set of identified key causal pathways, the thrust and basis (including scientific) of
the proposed solutions, how they provide a robust solution and listing the key assumptions

underlying these?

b) Is there a description of how the GEF alternative will build on ongoing/previous
investments (GEF and non-GEF), lessons and experiences?

¢) Are the program components described and proposed solutions and critical assumptions
and risks properly justified? Is there an indication of why the program approach has been

selected over other potential options?



d) Incremental/additional cost reasoning: Is the incremental/additional cost reasoning
properly described as per the Guidelines provided in GEF/C.31/12? Have the baseline
scenario and/or associated baseline programs been described? Is the program incremental
reasoning provisioned (including the role of the GEF)?

e) Are the relevant levers of transformation identified and described?

f) Is there an adequate description on how relevant stakeholders (including women, private
sector, CSO, e.g.) will contribute to the design and implementation of the program and its
components?

g) Gender: Does the description on gender issues identify any differences, gaps or
opportunities linked to program objectives and have these been taken up in component
description/s?

h) Are the proposed elements to capture, exchange and disseminate knowledge and lessons
learned adequate in order to benefit future programs? Are efforts for strategic
communication adequately described?

i) Policy Coherence: How will the program support participating countries to improve,
develop and align policies, regulations or subsidies to not counteract the intended program
outcomes?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED.

05/15/23, FB:
. ok.
. ok
ok
ok
ok
ok
ok

NG AL~

Previous comments:
C.

c. ok

d. ok

h

1. ok

2. ok

3. ok

E. ok

05/10/23, FB

1. Please note causes 3 and 6 have the same text. Cause 6 should be related to barrier #6,
which related to the fact that national governments lack robust tracking and measurement
systems across both NZ and NP indicators to monitor progress at national level and take
adaptive measures.



Figure 1: Problem tree
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To address the problems and their underlying causes and mitigate their expected effects, the NZNPA I propdses the following approaches
divided into six outcomes: (i) support countries in decarbonising their economies with nature positivefargets, grounded on solid governance

mechanisms (related to causes 1, 2, 3) finter-American Development Bank ((IDB), 2022);\(ii) strengthening countries’ public finance
foundations and supporting to remove bd o factittate WNZNPtaphat-fiow (related to causes 4 and 5); (iii) support implementation of

sectoral and thematic reform and plans (related to causes 2 and 3); (iv) identifying projects and leveraging NZNP aligned investments (related
to cause 5); (v) support in creation/strengthening of robust monitoring system to track and report on targets (related to cause 6); (vi) increase
understanding and promoting NZNP approaches within and beyond the direct participant countries and stakeholders (related to cause 7),
through a global platform for knowledge sharing and collaboration.

3. Table 1 is repetitive of the Chile Project Table in Annex H, please remove it and
include a reference to the table in Annex H instead.

4. Some acronyms are not spelled out the first time they are used, please revise the
document and correct this (e.g. SBA). Given that SBA is a key focus of the program, this
should also be described in a sentence or two.

5. The acronym M/DB or DB/MDB is used several times and is confusing. Is the "DB"
part referring to National Development Banks? Instead of "DBs" would recommend to
use instead either International Finance Institutions (IFIs) and/or Development Finance
Institutions (DFIs) and/or National Development Banks (NDBs), depending of what is the
intention. These are more common differentiation to designate development financial
institutions, which also includes bilateral agencies such as AFD, KfW, etc.

6. The user guide for ENCORE is mentioned both in component 3 and on the new table of
contribution of the Global Platform for Component 2. Please reftify this so that it is placed
under one component, and not both.

7. Outcome 2.2 mentioned that ADB and CAF will be better integrating NZNP
considerations "into the many ongoing TA projects". Why is this restricted to TA?
Shouldnt this also aim at eventual inclusion of NZNP considerations across the lending
portfolios? this should be amended.



ADB and CAF will do so by integrating NZNP diagnostic tools, metrics, standards and approaches for countries in Asia and the Pacific
Latin America and the Caribbean region. This will enable better integration of NZNP considerations into the many ongoing
assistance projects at ADB and CAF. Examples from CAF include technical assistance on Promoting Natienal Blue Economy Priorit]
Caribbean, Green Urban Transport for Latin America, programmes for infrastructure, energy, water & energy efficiency project pre
and for ADB, examples include the Clean Energy Financing Partnership Facility (CEFPF), the ASEAN Catalytic Green Finance Facili
and the Asia-Pacific Climate Finance Fund (ACIFF).

Previous comments:

A) Cleared.

B) Cleared.

C.a & C.b.) Cleared

C.c): Please adjust the width of the columns so the table occupy much less space. Right
now, since the column with most of the text is narrow, the text is unnecessarily spread
across several rows. Please follow the same procedure for the tables included in each
component to highlight the deliverables of the Global Platform: in these instances too the
table occupies much more space than needed, and in the printed version the table
overlaps with the text. More generally, this seems to be a problem for many of the tables
(e.g. table 5), please revise the tables to ensure text is displayed correctly and spacing
within the table cells and between lines is done so that tables do not occupy excessive
space.

C.d.) On the MDB coordination mechanism: thank you for including the new text. While
the objectives and the functions outlined are appropriate, the governance and functioning
modalities of the platform/mechanism will have to be further detailed at CEO ER stage.
To this end, it is important to ensure that the organization and convening responsibilities
of the working group(s) be assigned based on criteria including: (i) Recognized thought
leadership on the topics being covered, (ii) Willingness and ability of the convening
organization to engage at an appropriate level of organizational seniority and expertise
(e.g. at the Heads of Nature or Climate Division Chief/Lead Officer level); (iii) Ability to
lead by example, for instance by having already adjusted internal structures to bring
together nature and climate topics; and (iv) Ability and willingness to put in practice the
outcomes, tools, guidance stemming from the work of the NZNP MDB coordination
platform and to apply those to a subset of the institution's lending and TA

operations. These elements are considered necessary to ensure that the MDB coordination
mechanism will be successful, and that participating MDBs/IFIs will be incentivized and
motivated to actively participate and contribute. The ability of the convening MDB(s) to
lead by example is key for the group to produce results. The proposed leadership
arrangements and governance for the mechanism will therefore have to be further assessed
and fleshed out during PPG stage, including, for instance, through a design workshop or
consultation between interested MDBs. These arrangements will be further assessed and
verified by the GEF SEC at the time of the submission of the CEO ER, as a condition for
technical clearance.

C.e). Cleared.

C.f). Cleared.

C.g). Cleared.

C.h). Thank you for the helpful additions related to this comment. Please note the
following minor editorial aspects:

1. Several instances in the Stakeholder engagement section indicate that the "Global
Platform "could" do X, Y, Z." Suggest using a more definitive language, such as "The
Global Platform will look to establish/further evaluate at PPG stage the possibility of
establishing/organizing/join forces with/etc.", clearly indicate that this will be further
assessed at PPG Stage.



A)

2. The sub-heading on "Stakeholder engagement" indicates that the Grantham Institute
serves as a Secretariat of the Coalition of Finance Ministers for Climate Action. However,
on the Coalition website (https://www.financeministersforclimate.org/secretariat-and-
partners) the World Bank and IMF are listed as hosting the coalition, and the Grantham
Institute is listed as Institutional Partner. Please clarify which one it is and ensure the
most accurate affiliation is referred to in the PFD.

3. Please refer to the organization 2050 Pathways Platform with the correct name and
spelling (capitalized). An abbreviation (2050 PP) can also be used. As of now, there are
different ways this they are indicated in the document ("2050 pathway", "2050 Pathways",
etc.) , which are not the correct name (2050 Pathways Platform).

D). Cleared.

E). On the Levers of Transformation, please find a way to add them in the Program
Description section. As per comments provided above in this review sheet, the narrative
provided in the Summary have to be cut since it is too long for the Summary section
(please see proposed draft for Summary section sent by email), but it should be included
in the Program Description.

F) Cleared.

G) Cleared.

H) Cleared.

I) Cleared.

4/14/23, FB

A) A TOC is provided, along with a short narrative about the causal pathways. Please
consider the following comments:
1. On the Problem Tree: between the Causes and the Problems as listed, there seems to
be a missing layer. All the causes identified contribute to the key status-quo
observations/problems that this program is set to address:

a. the action on climate and climate ambition is not good enough and not
aligned to the Paris Agreement long term temperature goals, and
b. climate action and nature-related action are often thought of in a

vacuum without coordination with the other side, and this results in
missed opportunities to maximize synergies and risks in terms of trade
offs.
Suggest lump/merge the two orange boxes with the correspondent ones in the Effects
layer, and make space in the problems to something more directly linked to the Program?s
theory of change, such as the two points I listed above in this comment.

2. On Effects:

a. The fourth box under Effects that reads: ?The world?s existing stock
of infrastructure is responsible for an estimated 79% of global GHG
emissions ?, is not so clear. Does it simply mean that infrastructure is
responsible for 79% of global greenhouse gas emissions? And if so,
how is this an effect of the problem with damage of fragile ecosystems
and biodiversity, as outlined in the orange box below?

b. A reference to biodiversity loss in the effects is missing, only land
degradation is listed (1.5 billion people impacted due to land
degradation).

3. On the TOC diagram: the ?causes? listed under the problem tree to the
actions/outcomes that are planned for and included in the theory of change ? so it is clear
what corresponds to what. A numeric reference can be added to the causes boxes on the
Problem Tree diagram (similar to the reference in the drivers) and then referenced in the
relevant one of the 6 outcomes box in the ToC diagram. In other words: it should be clear
which ?cause(s)? each outcome is responding to, so that its clear that no cause is left



https://www.financeministersforclimate.org/secretariat-and-partners)
https://www.financeministersforclimate.org/secretariat-and-partners)

B)

0

unattended. If any cause/problem is not directly tackled by the program, or is outside the
scope of the program?s activities, this should be indicated.

B. There is a description of how the Program will build on existing initiatives, and at

national level child projects include mention of existing GEF projects/baselines.
C. On Program Components, they are well outlined in the section. Please consider the

following aspects in the revision:

a.

COMPONENT 1:

Please include a short description of the Global Platform and its
separate set of component/outcomes: this would help differentiating the
global platform structure from the Program structure (please check for
instance the Plastics IP on this as it include a helpful table).

Output 1.1: the ?causes? listed under the problem tree to the
actions/outcomes that are planned for and included in the theory of
change ? so it is clear what corresponds to what.

Related to the previous point, Table 2 lists the
institutional/governance structures that are in charge of decision making
in each country. The columns are misleading in some countries: for
instance Tanzania says: ?strengthen cross ministerial coordination
mechanism?, but then the selected column indicates ?new?. Please
revise the table, and also clarify if ?new? means the child project will
work to establish it. Still on Table 2: it sems confusing that the text
?governance framework? and ?plans and strategies? are placed in
separate columns.

COMPONENT 2

This Component is missing a coordination mechanism to ensure
participation, inputs, engagement and validation from DFIs, particularly
MDBs. This is needed to link theory and capacity building to
financing. The IP looks to ensure that the design of NZNP strategies
and LTSs is closely and directly linked to pipeline generation and
implementation of projects to move from concept to action. To this end,
the perspective of and inputs from development finance institutions and
particularly MDBs is crucial, given their role in supporting the system
transformation and transitions towards NZ and NP economies. Several
MDBs have been involved in efforts to collaborate on the modalities for
support to developing countries for the development of LTSs. In
addition, MDBs have been collaborating on Nature too, with the
issuance of the COP26 Joint Statement by the MDBs on Nature, People
and Planet, including on developing a relevant taxonomy and tracking
methodologies for nature-positive investments. In light of this, there is a
clear opportunity to leverage this work and build on it, including
through working directly with MDBs to continue the work on NZNPs
outlined in their COP26 Statement, and to link this to the work of other
GEF Agencies involved in the NZNPA IP. This IP needs to make
efforts to facilitate this incipient dialogues, and link the Global Platform
Knowledge component to the practical and on-the-ground investment
work that MDBs are doing. A Collaborative Mechanism between MDBs
should be envisaged to ensure the Program has relevance with MDBs,
DFIs, and other providers of financing for NZNP implementation, and
to ensure a coordinated approach to, inputs in and ownership of the
NZNP Strategies by multilateral financial institutions in the countries
where the child projects will be implemented, thus promoting co-
investment and scaling up of the GEF-funded downstream pilots. Please
consider including this as a separate outcome and indicator in the
Component 2 structure. During the Global Platform design/PPG stage



D)

E)

F)

G)

the most suitable partners/Agencies to carry out these functions will
need to be identified and engaged appropriately.

e. Overall from reading the description of the component, the fact that a
large share of the program financing (through the child projects) will be
going towards specific investments is not coming across strongly
enough. From what is presented, it seems the program is structured
mostly as TA, with at the most some ?investment facilitation? being
requested by the participating countries. Please include a clear statement
before Table 5 that clearly indicate that the child projects will co-invest
program?s own resources in several of the pilot projects that have been
identified.

f. Linked to the previous point, the first outcome indicator for Outcome
2.2 seems unclear in indicating whether we are referring to projects that
have been at least supported or also co-invested in by the program, or if
we are counting any pilot project that in Country X would be benefitting
from the TA activities and hence generating ?practices and lessons for
NZNP investments. What is the intention?

COMPONENT 3

g. Outcome 3.2: the first sentence under the heading ?Capacity
development and knowledge exchange sounds very general and not
specific enough, it should be revised to make it more compelling. Also,
who are these services for, who is the audience? How will it be
offered? Please try to be more specific.

h. Figure 3: linked to the previous comment: (i) please consider further
elaborating in the PFD regarding the possible design/governance
structures (working groups? Communities of practices? Etc) that will be
used by the Global Platform to interact with the three groups identified.
The concern is that we should move beyond mapping, to
institutionalizing (some of these) relationships or at least provide
appropriate venues/settings to facilitate exchange towards Program
activities and objectives. (ii) Please indicate what the * refers to for
some of the orgs listed.

D). Incremental reasoning and additionality of the GEF intervention is already covered
from a previous comment indicating the need to further describe baseline and alternative
scenario. No need for further comments.

E). Levers of Transformation: please provide a brief overview indicating how these are
addressed. the GEF-8 4 levers for transformation: (i) governance and policy; (ii) financial
leverage; (iii) multistakeholder dialogue; and (iv) innovation and learning Levers 1-3
mirror Programs components, innovation needs a bit more explanation (as described
elsewhere in this review
sheet). https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2022-
03/GEF R.08 28 GEF8 Strategic Positioning Framework.pdf

F: On Stakeholder engagement (comment provided by PPO): While the PFD
incorporates some description on the importance of civil society as a key stakeholder it
does not go further to describe how they will contribute to the design and implementation
of the program and its components. In addition, it seems that the submission has not
uploaded to the portal documents tab any stakeholder engagement plan or assessments
that have been done during the PFD preparation phase. Agency should provide some
additional information on how civil society, women groups, IPLC etc. will be engaged in
the design and implementation of the program and to also upload any assessments done at
this stage

G: GENDER (provided by PPO):

a. In all references to stakeholders/civil society, please request the
Agency to include specifically, women's groups/women's organizations,
or gender expertise (when referring to other organizations);



https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2022-03/GEF_R.08_28_GEF8_Strategic_Positioning_Framework.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2022-03/GEF_R.08_28_GEF8_Strategic_Positioning_Framework.pdf

H)
)

b. On the NZNP Accelerator Steering Committee (SC) membership, in
addition to gender balance, please ask Agency to also ensure that there
is gender expertise.

& There was a reference to the GBF having 20 targets. There are 23
Targets. Please request Agency to correct this.

H: Cleared. this is addressed.

L. Policy Coherence: this is one of the key objectives of this Program, however, it is not
mentioned enough. We suggest including clear reference to this as objective in the Project
Summary, and in the list of Barriers (section on ?Incentives in national policy
frameworks? for instance, as subsidies for fossil fuels would not be policy coherent with
feed in tariffs for renewables, for instance). We would like to bring this objective more
forward in the description of the program.

Agency's Comments

5/6/23 UNEP

A) ToC

1-3. Identified problems have been aligned with GEF-8 programmatic NZNP raised
issues: Lack of ambitious targets on climate and nature and lack of coordination of the two
global agendas. Identified effects have been corrected, for language and data. Numerical
reference has been added connecting the causes to the Programme outcomes.

B) Ok.

0

Component 1:

a. A short description of the Global Child Project outcomes has been added.

b. and c. Global Child Project activities have been described under each component
briefly and a detailed description of proposed activities has been added to the Global
Child Project concept note.



Table 2 has been revised, however, the two columns for plans and strategies and
governance frameworks have been kept, as they point to two separate things.

Component 2:

d. Component 2 has been updated to include an MDB NZNP Coordination Structure; this
is also reflected in the Programme coordination arrangements.

e. Updated text has been included in the PFD above the Table 5 to reflect GEF funding
and co-financing in pilots.

f. The indicator has been changed to the following, ?# of pilot projects supported by the

NZNP Program, which are generating practices and lessons for NZNP investments?
Component 3:

g. First sentence on stakeholder engagement has been revised.

f. A detailed description on the type of collaboration envisaged with each stakeholder
group has been added; details on specific collaboration will be added at CEO
Endorsement stage.

E) Levers of transformation and how they will be addressed have been added, in the
summary, as well as in the country priorities.

F) Engagement with civil society entities, women?s groups, and so on is expected to
happen mostly at Child Project level, for which the details are provided in the Country
Child Project concept notes. An initial stakeholder engagement mapping has been now
included in the core of the PFD. The consultations with Implementing Agency have been
also reflected in the core of the PFD. More detailed stakeholder engagement plan will be
developed at the CEO Endorsement stage.

G)

a. Noted and revised as requested.

b. Ensuring gender experts as part of the SC might not be feasible, however, it has been
added that gender-related issues should at all times be included in the agenda of the SC, as
well as the technical documentation drafted by the Global Child Project.

c. This part has been now deleted and the reference is no longer part of the PFD.

)

Policy coherence has been added as a key objective of the Programme, as well as in the
barrier section and is more visible throughout the document.

5.2 Program coherence and consistency
a) How will the program design ensure resilience to future changes in the drivers and allow for
adaptive management needs and options?

b) Is the potential for achieving transformative change through the integrated approach
adequately described? How is the program going to be transformative or innovative? Does it

explain scaling up opportunities?

¢) Are the countries or themes selected as child projects under the program appropriate for
achieving the overall program objective?

d) Are the descriptions of child projects adequately reflective of the program objective and
priorities as described in the ToC?

e) Is the financing presented in the annexed financing table adequate to meet the program

objectives?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED.



a)
b)

¢)
d)

e)

04/14/23, FB

The governance structure allows for adaptive management.

The program has potential to achieve transformation by setting a clear path,
milestones/targets, providing capacity building and financing to achieve long term climate
& nature impacts.

Countries have been selected based on their potential to achieve programs objectives.

Yes.

Yes.

Agency's Comments N/A

5.3 Program Governance, Coordination and Cooperation with Ongoing Initiatives and
Programs

a) Are the program level institutional arrangements for governance and coordination,
including potential executing partners, outlined on regional, national/local levels and a
rationale provided? Has a program level organogram / diagram been included, with
description of roles and responsibilities, and decision-making processes?

b) Is there a description of coordination and cooperation with ongoing GEF and non-GEF
financed initiatives, projects/programs (such as government, private sector and/or other
bilateral/multilateral supported initiatives in the program area, e.g.).

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED.

05/15/23, FB:
3. ok
5.0k

05/10/23, FB

On Governance:

1. Cleared.

2. Cleared.

3. Cleared.

On Coordination and cooperation:

1. Cleared.

2. Cleared.

3. It remains unclear why EBRD is listed in the last paragraph of the section, while AFDB
and IDB are listed in the bullet list? EBRD, like AfDB and IDB have not been engaged
prior to PFD submission. They are equally important MDBs, and the current presentation
seems to imply that we establishing or envisioning collaborations at different speeds for
the institutions listed in the bullet list and for the EBRD and BOAD. If the differentiation
is based on the definition of "regional partners", then IDB and AfDB also fit in that
categorization. This is potentially a sensitive section of the PFD, so we recommend
accuracy. If a differentiation is to be made, it could be based on partners which have
already been consulted and engaged, vs prospective partners with which no engagement
took place to date and engagement is planned for PPG stage. Please rectify.

4. Cleared.

5. under the section heading "COOPERATION WITH ONGOING INITIATIVES"

can you please add another subheading in italic, similar to the ones included below
("Collaboration on sharing/coordinating knowledge...", "Collaboration on
monitoring/tracking achievements of goals...", "Collaboration on leveraging
finance/investments...", etc), which indicates that the first few organizations listed (UNEP




FI, UNEP-WCMC, CPI, Climate Promise) are direct partners of the Program? As
presented, they don't fall into a clear categorization under the general heading of ongoing
initiatives.

04/14/23, FB
On Governance:
1. Please consider adding also a paragraph describing the role of the co-lead agencies

2. Regarding the Steering Committee: is the annual frequency enough? Is there a need
for all Agencies for child projects (UNEP, UNDP and UNIDO) to come together more
often to focus more specifically on project implementation problems and promote cross
pollinations/co-troubleshooting? Please consider if and how this be done.

3. ON country focal points: it is noted that the idea is that only 3 country focal points
will rotate on each annual steering committee event. Is there an expectation that the
country focal points would come together as a group to discuss specific experiences and
promote south south exchange/cross pollination of the type indicated in their TORs, other
than the program steering committee annual meetings?

On Coordination and cooperation:

Under section COOPERATION WITH ONGOING INITIATIVES:

1. A cooperation with NDC partnership is mentioned. Please elaborate on this if
discussions and agreement have been made with NDCP.

2. "The Programme can also leverage UNEP FI's various working groups and thematic
initiatives to advance cooperation on key NZNP topics, such as climate risk assessment,??
: The PFD needs to be more precise. Will the program leverage these other specialized
groups? If so, how will this be done (it is not described in the global platform child
project).

3. BOAD and AfDB are mentioned as potential regional partners. Will EBRD also be
approached for this role?

4. UNDP?s Climate Promise is mentioned: it would be advisable to have a short para to
describe what it does and how will be engaged.

Other comments provided by PPO:

Coordination and Cooperation with Ongoing Initiatives and Programs. This section
includes Table 7 and a justification of expected results. Please move the justification part
under the Core Indicator section in the dedicated text field about methodologies and
justification of target level. There is no need for the Table 7 which is redundant with the
data entered in Portal.

Agency's Comments

5/12/23, UNEP

On coordination and cooperation:

3. EBRD has now been added to the bullet list as suggested.

5. A subheading ?Coordination with direct partners of the Programme? has been added as
suggested.



On Governance:

1. Role of co-leads has been added to the coordination section.

2. Steering committee frequency has been increased to twice per year and included in the
text. Informal Implementing Agency information exchange meetings have also been
added to improve information flow and learning across the Child Projects.

3. Cross learning is a key feature of the Programme and will engage all Country Child
Project focal points. A text has been added elaborating that the Global Child Project
management team will organise meetings with the Country Child Project focal points. The
description of the Country Child Project focal points? roles and responsibilities now
includes further functions, responsibilities, and engagement.

On Coordination and cooperation:

1. Collaboration with NDC partnership will be further explored at CEO Endorsement.

2. More details on UNEP FI have now been provided, but additional information will need
to be added at CEO Endorsement stage on how the Programme will cooperate with UNEP
FI working groups and alliances. Work done with UNEP FI and the NZNP MDB
Coordination Structure could be linked to help coordinate with the 3 UNEP FI climate
Alliances (insurance, asset owners and banking).

3. EBRD will be approached for engagement in a similar way to BOAD and AfDB at
CEO Endorsement. EBRD will also be included in the NZNP MDB Coordination
Structure.

4. Paragraph on UNDP Climate promise has been added, but more details on how the
Programme will engage with them will be added at CEO Endorsement.

PPO Comment

- The justification part has now been moved under the Core Indicator section and the
Table 7 has been removed.

5.4 Program-level Results, Monitoring and Reporting

a) Are the global environmental benefits and/or adaptation benefits identified? Does the PFD
describe how it will support the generation of multiple environmental benefits which would
not have accrued without the GEF program?

b) Are the identified core indicators calculated using the methodology and adhering to the
overarching principles included in the corresponding Guidelines
(GEF/C.62/Inf.12/Rev.01GEF/C.54/11/Rev.01)?

¢) Are the program?s targeted contributions to GEBs (measured through core indicators and
additional listed outcome indicators) / adaptation benefits reasonable and achievable? Are the
GEF Climate Change adaptation indicators and sub-indicators for LDCF and SCCF properly
documented?

d) Other Benefits: Are the socioeconomic benefits resulting from the program at the global,

national and local levels sufficiently described?

e) Is the described approach to program level M&E aiming to achieve coherence across child
projects and to allow for adaptative management?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED.

05/15/23, FB:



A.l. ok
B.b. ok

05/10/23, FB

On GEBs:

A.1) Is seems there are discrepancies between emission reduction amounts in the child
project concepts and teh information in the portal (e.g. Chile). Please correct them and
resubmit.

A.2) Cleared.

On core indicators:

B) comments from PPO:

a. Cleared.

b. Not addressed, please clarify which section of the PFD includes a short description of
the general approach taken by child projects in calculating their contribution to CI.6, 3 and
4. Please add a short description in below the table of indicators.

c. Cleared

C) Cleared

D) Cleared

E) Please allow additional time for me to check with PPO about the proposed arrangement
before clearing this item.

F) Clearance by PPO to be confirmed.

04/14/23, FB
A) A) On GEBs are identified, however:

1. CL.6: The expected emission reductions seem to have a cost-efficiency which is lower
(i.e. they are more expensive) than what observed in other large GEF7 programs such as
the sustainable cities and e-mobility Programs. More specifically, Costa Rica, Chile,
Morocco, Tanzania and T&T and Mexico have very low emission reductions, despite
relatively large GEF + co-financing envelopes in most cases, which may also explain why
we are getting lower-than-expected cumulative amount as per my comment above. Please
review the calculation sheet for these countries and verify if the assumptions presented are
in line with common practice for GEF projects. Noting that different causality factors are
used by different projects, please verify these have been applied reasonably, after the
additional lens of cost/tons is applied. The table presented below presents the cost
efficiency of emission reductions for each child project, with Costa Rica and Morocco as
clear outliers. Considering the size of the project, Mexico would also look somewhat
underestimated.

Core Indicator 6 GEF Child Project

Child Project tc02) Grant Cofin Total Project |GEF$/tCO2e

Chile 550,000 4,822,966 37,000,000 41,822,966 8.8
Costa Rica 250,000 11,932,416 80,000,000 91,932,416 47.7
Cote D’lvoire 4,365,077 5,916,207 20,531,220 26,447,427 1.4
Mauritius 2,100,100 3,286,915 15,270,000 18,556,915 1.6
Mexico 1,470,000 12,082,417 94,000,000 106,082,417 8.2
Morocco 253,798 5,354 587 5,354,587 211
Nigeria 10,418,520 4,550,000 93,200,000 97,750,000 0.4
Indonesia 15,100,000 15,685480] 126,185000{ 141,870,480 1.0
Tanzania 481,000 4,742,966 33,201,000 37,943,966 9.9
Thailand 15,671,000 5,916,209 44,545,750 50,461,959 0.4
Trinidad and Tobago 450,000 4,854,129 12,000,000 16,854,129 10.1
VietNam 6,176,028 $7,144,455 42,000,000 49,144,455 1.2




A)

B)
0

D)

2. CI3: this indicator sits currently at 10x the initial estimates, mostly because of the huge
amount expected from Indonesia (780k ha), or 80% of the program results on CI3. On the
other hand, CI4 is blank for Indonesia. Please revise these estimates and clarify if a
(significant?) portion of expected CI3 results should not be reframed as CI4 results. Please
refer to the GEF8 guidance on core indicators on CI3 and CI4:

EEss=sss=———c o coccse——co——come o= = s e = oo
3 3 Area of land and ecosystems under restoration
31 31 v Area of degraded agricultural lands under restoration
32 3.2 v Area of forest and forest land under restoration
33 33 v Area of natural grass and woodlands under restoration
34 34 v Area of wetlands (including estuaries, mangroves) under restoration
[e]F} 4 Area of landscapes under improved practices (excluding protected areas) Q
4.1 4.1 v Area of landscapes under improved m 1t to benefit biodiversity
4.2 4.2 v Area of landscapes under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity considerations
43 43 v Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production systems
4.4 4.4 v Area of High Conservation Value or other forest loss avoided
a5 v Terrestrial OECMs supported
O O O

B) On Core Indicators;

Core Indicators (comments from PPO):

a. - Core Indicators 3 and 4 indicate high level of expected results. Can
the Agency confirm that these results will take place as a direct results
of Program activities? Some of the concept note seem to infer such
results may take place indirectly as a consequence of the
implementation of plans, but without dedicated investments from the
Program. Please adjust downward if this is the case. The GEF-8 Results
Measurement Framework guidelines (GEF/C.62/Inf.12/Rev.01) state
that ?Only direct outputs and outcomes are captured through Core and
Sub-Indicators?. The Agency may wish to capture any indirect results
elsewhere in the project results framework.

b. - Core indicator 6. Kindly indicate in the dedicated text field below
the Core Indicator section the general methodological approach
followed (e.g. causality factor) to identify expected results under this
indicator. This matters as it?s at the core of this program. Please also
include the Anticipated start year and Duration of accounting.

3 - Core Indicator 11. Please ensure the beneficiaries captured are only
Direct beneficiaries. Child project concept note point to the fact that
some indirect beneficiaries are also captured. Please discard these as
they should not be captured under this indicator as per the indicator?s
definition available in pages 24-25 of the GEF-8 Results Measurement
Framework guidelines.

C) GEBs are reasonable/achievable but comments provided above need to be addressed.

D) Socio-economic benefits: No, please include a short description of the general socio-
economic benefits that can be expected from the implementation of the program. the
program invest significant resources in generating evidence based action, through socio-
economic analysis, so it is expected to be impactful in generating and maximizing socio-
economic benefits. However, a short description of this is missing.

E) On M&E ? yes the approach is described. However, please consider if more
flexibility is needed regarding the fact that it is indicated that ?. A Mid Term Evaluation
(MTE) of the NZNPA IP will be carried out under the Global Platform after all Country
Child Projects have reached the mid-point of their implementation and have conducted
their own Mid Term Reviews?: what happens in case of significant delays of one or more
of the Child projects?

F) Other comments provided by PPO on M&E section:



F.1. The section mentions a ?forthcoming GEF Monitoring policy?, whereas no such
policy is planned. Please remove ?forthcoming? as GEF/C.56/03/Rev.01 is still under
implementation.

F.2. Table 6 is hardly legible. Can it be pasted in a different way?

Agency's Comments
5/12/2023, UNEP

On GEBs:
A) 1. The discrepancies have now been corrected, and several Child Projects have also
further revised/corrected their GHG emissions estimates (Chile, Mexico, Nigeria).

On core indicators:
B) b. We have now fixed the issue with the portal and the description is now visible.

5/6/2023 UNEP

A)

1. The GHG emissions reduction estimates have been revised for Costa Rica, Chile, T&T,
Mexico, and Morocco.

2. CI3 and CI4 have been revised for Indonesia, as per guidance.

B)

a. The estimates for CI3 and CI4 have been revisited and adjusted for relevant Child
Projects. We confirm GEF guidance has been followed for these estimations and no
indirect contributions have been included in the calculations.

b. Based on the information and guidance available, estimations for CI6 have been
undertaken for all Child Projects. The estimations have also relied on expert opinion to
attribute the overall emissions. Given the significance of the upstream component in the
Programme, this has been agreed on as the adequate approach. Anticipated start year and
duration of accounting have also been added.

c. The estimations for CI11 have been revisited and adjusted for relevant Child Projects,
however, a few of the Child Projects (Cote D?Ivoire, Morocco, Nigeria, Tanzania, and
Viet Nam) still have a very high estimation compared to other projects. To further align
the approach, UNEP is discussing additional necessary revisions. This will be addressed
during CEO Endorsement.

C) Ok.

D) Description on socio-economic benefits has been provided.

E) The paragraph on M&E has been revised following the current guidance from the GEF.
An MTE for the Programme shall not be undertaken due to the issues mentioned in the
comments. Furthermore, the GEF Policy does not require Programme-level MTE. Each
Child Project will undertake its own Mid Term Evaluation/Review, as well as its Terminal
Evaluation/Review. The Programme Terminal Evaluation will be done once at least 60%
of all Child Projects have reached operational completion and have conducted their own
Terminal Evaluation/Reviews, and/or at least 80% of the overall budget of the Programme
has been expensed. The revised text has been included in the PFD.

F) Word ?forthcoming? has been deleted from the respective text. Table 6 has been
repasted in a more legible manner.

5.5 Risks to Achieving Program Outcomes

a) Are climate and other main risks relevant to the program identified and adequately
described? Are mitigation measures outlined and realistic? Is there any omission?

b) Are the key risks and mitigation measures that might affect implementation and the
achievement of outcomes adequately rated?



b)
¢)

¢) Are environmental and social risks and impacts adequately screened and rated and

consistent with requirements set out in SD/PL/03?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED.

05/10/23, FB
a) Cleared.

04/14/23, FB
a) RISKS:
1. Risk are identified, but not all mitigation measures are well developed, and in fact most
are missing. Please revise the risk registry to include sound description of relevant risk
mitigation measures/approaches.
2. Climate Risk: Please also indicate that country child projects will have to conduct a full
climate risk screening and adopt adequate risk management measures, including through
adjustment in project design. Please also mention that child projects will have to follow
STAP guidelines on climate risk screening for GEF projects.

b) Cleared. YES

¢) Cleared. YES

Agency's Comments
5/12/23, UNEP
N/A

a)
1. Risks have been revised and mitigation measures added for each of the identified risks.
2. Climate risk: Indication of climate risk screening has been added for Child Projects.

6 C. Alignment with GEF-8 Programming Strategies and Country/Regional Priorities

6.1 a) Is the program adequately aligned with Focal Area and IP Elements, and/or
LDCEF/SCCEF strategy?

*For IPs: is the program adequately aligned with the Integrated Program goals and objectives
as outlined in the GEF 8 programming directions?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED.
05/15/23, FB

05/10/23, FB

thank you for the new text. Please note:

a. The post-2020 GBF should be referred throughout the document with the official
designation of "Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework" - please amend.
b. Please add GBF target 14 to the list of relevant targets as this IP is specifically
designed to contribute to integration of BD/nature consideration into (climate) policies
and budgetary processes.



c. Still on the GBF section, given that CI 3 is being tracked, the IP also contributes to
GCF Target 2. Please consider adding it.

04/14/23, FB

Regarding alignment with the GEF 8 programming strategy/directions: the PFD needs to
include a section on:

1. Alignment with the GEF8 Programmatic approach and how the IP utilizes the GEF8
levers of transformation.

2. Alignment with the NZNPA IP objectives (a short para is enough)

3. Alignment with Focal Areas objectives and MEAs priorities for the relevant focal areas

for which GEBs are generated at Program Level (CCM, BD, LD). This section should also
include a table/bullet list to list the different targets of the Global Biod Framework that the
IP contributes to (an example of this was shared with Geordie and Ruth).

4. A short section on national priorities

5. The paras on selection criteria and selection process can be shortened to accommodate
for the additional text requested above.

Agency's Comments

5/12/23, UNEP

a. The reference to the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework has now been
corrected throughout the document.

b. and c. Targets 14 and 2 have now been added.

1. A paragraph has been added on GEF-8 programmatic approach, as well as alignment of
GEF-8 levers of transformation.

2. A paragraph has been added on alignment with NZNP IP objectives.

3. A section has been added on alignment with relevant MEAs.

4. A subsection on national priorities has been summarised in a table and a few short
paragraphs have been added as well.

5. The section on selection criteria and process has been shortened.

b) Child project selection criteria: Are the criteria for child project selection sound and
transparently laid out?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Yes.

Agency's Comments N/A
6.2 Is the program alignment/coherent with country / regional / global priorities, policies,
strategies and plans (including those related to the MEAs and to relevant sectors)?



Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Yes.

Agency's Comments N/A
7 D. Policy Requirements

7.1 Are the Policy Requirement sections completed?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Yes.

Agency's Comments N/A

7.2 Environmental and Social Safeguards

Have safeguard screening document and/or other ESS document(s) attached and been
uploaded to the GEF Portal? (annex D)

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Yes.

Agency's Comments N/A
8 Other Requirements
Knowledge Management
8.1 Has the agency confirmed that a project level approach to Knowledge Management and
Learning has been included in the PFD?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Yes.

Agency's Comments N/A
9 Annexes



Financing Tables (Annex A and Annex H)

9.1 GEF Financing Table:
a) Is the proposed GEF financing (including the Agency fee) in line with GEF policies and

guidelines? Are they within the resources available from (mark all that apply):

Country STAR allocation?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED. (pending any additional comment from PPO)

05/10/23, FB

04/19/23, PPO

1. Child project ID11089- Costa Rica: the [P Matching Incentive ratios by focal area are
not correct while overall ratio is 3:1. Please correct matching incentive amounts by each
focal area to achieve the correct 3:1 ratio. Please don?t change country STAR allocation

amounts.



CHILD PROJECT FINANCING TABLES
GEF Financing Table
Indicative Trust Fund Resources Requested by Agency(ies), Country(ies), Focal Area and the Programming of Funds

GEF Agency  TrustFund  Country/ Regional Focal Area Programming of Funds GEF Program Fina Agency Fee(5)
UNEP GET Costa Rica Climate Change CC STAR Allocation: IPs 867,431 78,069
UNEP GET CostaRica Climate Change  CC IP Matching Incentives 397,747 35,797
UMEP GET Costa Rica Biodiversity BD STAR Allocation: IPs 3,619,725 325,775
UNEP GET CostaRica Biodiversity BD IP Matching Incentives 1,590,989 143,189
FAD GET Costa Rica Biodiversity BD STAR Allocation: IPs 3,381,193 304,307
FAQ GET Costa Rica Biodiversity BD IP Matching Incentives 725,087 65,258
FAD GET Costa Rica Land Degradation LD STAR Allocation: IPs 1,105,963 99,537
FAD GET Costa Rica Land Degradation LD IP Matching Incentives 244,281 21,985
Total GEF Resources($) 11,932,416 1,073,917
CC ratio 2.18 2.18
BD ratio - UNEP 2.28 2.28
BD ratic - FAO 4.66 4.66
LD ratio 453 4.53
Oweral ratio 3.03 3.03

Project Preparation Grant (PPG)

GEF Agency  Trust Fund  Country/Regional Focal Area Programming of Funds PPG(S) Agency Fee(S)
UNER GET CostaRica Climate Change  CCSTAR Allocation: IPs 50,000 4,500
UNEP GET Costa Rica Climate Change  CC IP Matching Incentives 10,000 900
UMEP GET Costa Rica Biodiversity BD 5TAR Allocation: IPs 50,000 4,500
UNEP GET Costa Rica Biodiversity BD IP Matching Incentives 40,000 3,600
FAD GET Costa Rica Biodiversity BD STAR Allocation: IPs 50,000 4,500
FAOQ GET Costa Rica Biodiversity BD IP Matching Incentives 37,400 3,366
FAD GET Costa Rica Land Degradation LD STAR Allocation: IPs 50,000 4,500
FAO GET Costa Rica Land Degradation LD IP Matching Incentives 12,600 1,134
Total PPG Amount 300,000 27,000
CC ratio 5.00 5.00
BD ratio - UNEP 1.25 1.25
BD ratic - FAO 1.34 1.34
LD ratio 3.97 3.97
Oweral ratio 2.00 2,00

2. Child project ID 11097- Morocco: please change the GEF financing table and PPG
table so that country STAR allocation by BD, CC, and LD match with Sources of funds

table:
19 childs list
childin Country
11067 Morocen :

Sowirees of fursds
Parcnt B0 Parent IP Name

L
11085 Global Met-Zero

Agency's Comments
5/12/23, UNEP

Duly noted.

GEF financing table and PPG table

BO STAR CCSTAR LI STAR Grand Total  child 1o B0 STAR CC STAR LOSTAR Grand Total
Allocation  Allocation  Allozation Mllacation:  Allocations  Allocation:

= - - xl= -5 o s -

1500000 1000000 2000000 4,500,000 11087 2000000 1000000 1500000 4,500,000

Ditferences

Total GEF Financing($)

545,500

433,544

3,545,500

1,734,178

3,685,500

790,345

1,205,500

266, 266

13,006,333

218
228
466
453
3.03

Tatal PPG Funding($)
54,500

10,900

54,500

43,600

54,500

40,766

54,500

13,734

327,000

5.00
1.25
1.34
3.97
2,00

childiD  BOSTAR CCSTAR LD STAR Grand Total
Allseation: Allocation:  Alkscation:

v - s e
1067 {500,000

1. The IP Matching Incentives for Costa Rica have been revised, while keeping the STAR

allocation amounts, as requested. A new LoE reflecting these changes has been issued.
2. The GEF financing table and PPG table for Morocco have been revised to match the

Sources of funds table.
Non-STAR Focal Area allocation?

- s
500,000



Secretariat's Comments N/A

Agency's Comments N/A
LDCEF under the principle of equitable access?

Secretariat's Comments N/A

Agency's Comments N/A
SCCF A (SIDS)?

Secretariat's Comments N/A

Agency's Comments N/A
SCCF B (Tech Transfer, Innovation, Private Sector)?

Secretariat's Comments N/A

Agency's Comments N/A
Focal Area Set Aside?

Secretariat's Comments
N/A

Agency's Comments N/A
IP Set Aside

Secretariat's Comments See above.

Aienci's Comments



Comments above have been addressed.
IP Contribution

Secretariat's Comments See above.

Aienci's Comments

Comments above have been addressed.

For Child Project Financing information (Annex H)

b) Are the IP Matching Incentives amounts correctly calculated according to the country
STAR focal areas? allocated amounts? Are the IP contributions aligned with the Program?
The allocated amounts (including Agency Fee) match those in LoE?

¢) Project Preparation Grant Table: Are the IP Matching Incentives amounts correctly
calculated according to the country STAR focal areas? allocated amounts? The allocated
amounts (including PPG Fee) match those in LoE? Is the requested PPG within the
authorized limits set in Guidelines? (pop up information?) If above the limits, has an exception
been sufficiently substantiated?

d) Sources of Funds Table: Are the allocated sources of funds for each and every one of the
three STAR Focal Areas within the Country?s STAR envelope by the time of the last review?
e) Indicative Focal Area Elements Table: (For IPs) The selected Indicative Focal Area element
corresponds to the respective IP?

f) (For non-IPs) The selected Indicative Focal Area Elements are aligned with the respective
Program?

g) Co-financing Table: Are the indicative expected amounts, sources and types of co-financing
provided and consistent with the requirements of the Co-Financing Policy and Guidelines?

Secretariat's Comments
Cleared.

05/10/2023, FB

A new LOE was issued and the numbers in the portal match.

04/26/2023, IP Coordination Team:

1. Nigeria Child Project: after discussion with the OFP, we request the agency to revise
the numbers / allocations of sources of funding for the Nigeria Child project according to
the table provided below:



aa
Total

Project  financing

L B u v w x ¥ AD AF AH Al Al A AL AM AN A0 AP
GEF Project Title Parent Impact Parent Project Project Program Revised Program of Focal  GEF Country Short  PIF PIF CE0  cE0 PPG PRG
Project Preject  Program Child  Type  Subtypel Of Funds funds Area  Admin  Name Project Agency Project Agency  Agency
D Standalo Code  Desc  Code Code  Region Financing Fee Financing Fee Fee Financing per
ne Code Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount submissien

Indicator
1 = - - - -
20 11092 Accelerating Nature and ¢ 11085 IPs&PFD f Child FSP FSPChild LDSTAR A LD STAR Allocation: IPs L AFR Nigeria 1789862 161088

0 0
21 11092 Accelerating Nature and{ 11085 IPs&PFD f Child FSP FSPChild CCSTAR ACC STAR Allocation: IPs € AFR Nigeria 3579725 3275 (] o
22 11092 Accelerating Natureand 11085 IPsEPFD f Child FSP FSPChild BD IP Mab BD IP Matching Incentives B AFR Nigeria 1193242 107392 o o
23| 11092 Accelerating Nature and { 11085 IPs&PFDf Child  FSP FSPChild CCIP MatCC IP Matching Incentives C AFR Nigeria 1193242 107352 0 0
24| 11092 Accelerating Nature and 11085 IPsEPFDIChild  FSP FSPChild BD STAR ABD STAR Allocation: IPs B AFR Nigeria 579725 3275 0 L]
25 11052 Accelerating Natureand« 11085 IPsBPFD f Child Fsp FSPChild LD IP Matc LD 1P Matching Incentives L AFR Nigeria 596620 53695 o o

Agency's Comments
5/12/23, UNEP
N/A

A new LoE has been issued for Nigeria and the Child concept note has been revised
accordingly.

9.2 Project Preparation Grant (PPG): if PPG for child projects has been requested: has the
PPG table been included and properly filled out adding up to the correct PPG and PPG fee
totals as per the sum of the child projects?

Secretariat's Comments See above.

Aﬁenci's Comments

Comments above have been addressed.
9.3 Sources of Funds for Country STAR Allocation
Does the table represent the sum of STAR allocations sources utilized for this program?

Secretariat's Comments
See above.

Aclzenci's Comments

Comments above have been addressed.

9.4 Indicative Focal Area Elements

For non-IP Programs

Does the table contain the sum of focal area elements and amounts as per the sum of the child
projects?

Secretariat's Comments N/A

Agency's Comments N/A
9.5 Indicative Co-financing

Are the indicative amounts, sources, and types of co-financing adequate and reflect the

2050
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2700
2700
8100
1350

EEERL.

2,000,000
4,000,000
1,333,334
1,333,330
2,000,000

666,665

AR
Total
cormect
financing

1,000,000
2,000,000
666,667
656,667
2,000,000
333,333

a5
Tobe
adjusted

(1,000,000}
(2,000,000}
(666,667)
(656,667
(2.000,000)
[333,332)



ambition of the program? Has the subset of co-finance which are expected to be investment
mobilized been identified and defined (FI/GN/01)?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Yes.

Agency's Comments N/A
Annex B: Endorsements

9.6 Has the program and its respective child project been endorsed by the GEF OFP/s of all
GEF eligible participating countries and has the OFP name and position been checked against
the GEF database at the time of submission?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED.
05/15/23, FB

05/10/23, FB:

1. Morocco: the portal title still does not match the LOE: Please check and revise Annex
H (Table 1 is included as text, and is duplicative of Annex H, and should be deleted as it
only creates confusion).

2. Other items cleared, pending final PPO review.

04/18/23, FB

Please find below the information we found in the Letters of Endorsement (LoEs) vis-?-
vis the information in Portal. In red color you will find the fields that are inconsistent (a
copy of the excel source file for this table is attached to the email with PPO comments on
the PFD, which is uploaded on the portal?s document section for this IP). Please note that
the financial information needs to be carefully reviewed to ensure consistency with LOEs
as well as amounts revision information as provided by the GEFSEC. For example: in the
LoE from Chile the total allocation for BD is $250,000, but in Portal is $2,290,000. What
matters is that the figures in Portal need to match the figures in LoE.

>

Total GEF Total
BDSTAR CCSTAR LOSTAR | yorpiger | POt | popy | AEERCY Total e
i Ttk of Chila Projectin | Tite of Cil Project i can]_ Acion i mmmm:s o o I mql'mm:: o
it i roject in i in . - . - o e req :
PROID | eeep| Y ot F— Lok [OFP Ex Ent in Lok Ex Ent in Portal | Requested Sin priges |- - [ .:‘::::, o m::md o y;qi:e:;a ;‘L ,
asintoE| e Sourceof [d$inL0F| Sourceot |"“SEET) porars |TSENT) porars ]
tund table. fund table Financing Financing
table table
1108511086 Trinicaa ana Roman|Haysen Romano | a giabal organizatio of Pianning 2/ 3,000.000] 30000001 1,000,000 00[ 1,000,000.00[50.000.00] __50,000] &,854.125| e854129] 236.871] 436871] 109.000] 109,000}
S e e B e b e e
31085 11089]costa Rica accelerating the wans Chaverrt Tapia |To be determined of Enviranme] 7,720,000 7,720,001 1,000,000 00[ 1,000,000.00[1.260,000] 1,260,000 11,932,16[11,932,¢16] 1,073,917 [1.073.917]_327,000| 327,000}
11085} Bl Miniztry of Induswrial el Ministry of Induswial | 750,000) 750,000 1,500,000 1,500,000 500,000 500,000] 3,266,315 3,286,915] 285,822| 295822] 393 83,.550)
11085] _ 11093|Cote D'lvaire CBte d'Ivoire Net-Zero [CEte o' i Kone |Alimata Kone Ministry of [Ministry of Envi 3,000,000] 3,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,600,000 1,000,000 5.516,208| 5,516,207| 532.455| 532455| 218,000] 218,000
21085, Indonesia’s Nex Zero ia's N Dhewan Ibu Laksmi i Energy i B [~ s.000,000] 7.000.,000] _7.000,000[1.000,000] 1,000,000 15.685 480| 15,685,480] 1.411.689] 1.411 650] 236.164] 236.165[
11083} o action to ac] Laura Ell. T[SEMARNAT and other na{BANOBRAS/NAFIN, Sed 500,000 12,082,17]1.087.416 1.087.416]_163.500
T1089] Green Green Firagi_[Rechid Firsdi -I_Mxmslwm[nzrﬂ Siis 7] sasa587] as1913] as1913]
21085} Nature ture nd [Stanieyjonah_|StanieyJonsh __[Federsl Ministryof Ministry of €n/4,000.000]4,000,000] 4,000,000) 11,832.416]1,073.917] 3,073,917 327,000] 327.000)
21085 11080]Tanaania inegrated NetZero Komba __|Vice President’s Office |Office of Vice Preside{ 2000,000] 2,000,001 1,500,000) ,000] 4.722968| &742.966] 226,867 426867] 163,500 163,500}
11085|__11096|Thailand Deep Decarbonization of Thal industries Burusg Jawpom Buruspat_ Thailand Green 1000000 1,000,000) 4,000,000] 4,000,000 | 5.526,209] 5.916,209] 532.458] 532.457] 218,000 218,000)
J Department of Climate €
11085 1109a[viettiam supporting the i Due ThfThuan Duc Nguyen _[and Beparment of Climaty




Agency's Comments

5/12/23, UNEP

1. The project title for Morocco has been revised in the portal to match the LoE. Table
referring to Annex H has now been deleted to avoid duplication.

2!

- New LoE has been issued for Chile to reflect the correct amounts.

- Name of Executing Entity has been revised as suggested for Trinidad and Tobago, Chile,
Costa Rica and Mexico.

- For Morocco, the project title has been revised in the portal to match the title in the LoE.
- For projects other than Chile, Costa Rica, and Nigeria, in terms of the minor
misalignment on the amounts in the LoE and in the portal (numbers above in red), we
have received written confirmation from the PPO that new LoEs do not need to be issued,
given that the total amounts (per focal area) are the same/differ by not more than 3-4 USD
in total per project.

Compilation of Letters of Endorsement Are the OFP endorsement letters uploaded to the GEF
Portal (compiled as a single document, if applicable)?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Cleared provided all comments in the box above are addressed.

Aienci's Comments

Comments above have been addressed.

Do the letters follow the correct format and are the endorsed amounts consistent with the
amounts included in the Portal?

Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Cleared provided all comments in the box above are addressed.

Aienci's Comments

Comments above have been addressed.

Annex C: Program Locations

9.7 a) Are geo-referenced information and maps provided indicating where the program

interventions will take place?



Secretariat's Comments
CLEARED
04/14/23, FB

Agency's Comments N/A

Annex G: NGI Relevant Annexes* (*only for non IP programs)

9.9 a) Does the program provide sufficient detail (indicative term sheet) to take a decision on
the following selection criteria: co-financing ratios, financial terms and conditions, and
financial additionality? If not, please provide comments.

b) Does the program provide a detailed reflow table to assess the program capacity of
generating reflows? If not, please provide comments.

¢) Is the Agency eligible to administer concessional finance? If not, please provide comments.

Secretariat's Comments N/A

Agency's Comments N/A
Additional Annexes
10 GEFSEC Decision

10.1 GEFSEC Recommendation

Is the program recommended for clearance?

Secretariat's Comments
05/15/2023, FB

Yes, the program is recommended for technical clearance.

05/10/2023, FB

Not at this time, Agency is requested to update the submission addressing the comments
provided and resubmit at the latest by Monday May 15, noon CET.

04/25/2023, FB



Not at this time, Agency is requested to update the submission addressing the comments

provided and resubmit as soon as possible.

Agency's Comments
5/12/23, UNEP
All the comments have been addressed and the package has been resubmitted.

All the comments have been addressed and the package has been resubmitted.
10.2 Additional Comments to be considered by the Agency(ies) during the child project

development.

Secretariat's Comments

1. On the MDB coordination mechanism: While the objectives and the functions
outlined are appropriate, the governance and functioning modalities of the
platform/mechanism will have to be further detailed at CEO ER stage. To this end, it is
important to ensure that the organization and convening responsibilities of the working
group(s) be assigned based on criteria including: (i) Recognized thought leadership on the
topics being covered, (ii) Willingness and ability of the convening organization to engage
at an appropriate level of organizational seniority and expertise (e.g. at the Heads of
Nature or Climate Division Chief/Lead Officer level); (iii) Ability to lead by example, for
instance by having already adjusted internal structures to bring together nature and climate
topics; and (iv) Ability and willingness to put in practice the outcomes, tools, guidance
stemming from the work of the NZNP MDB coordination platform and to apply those to a
subset of the institution's lending and TA operations. These elements are considered
necessary to ensure that the MDB coordination mechanism will be successful, and that
participating MDBs/IFIs will be incentivized and motivated to actively participate and
contribute. The ability of the convening MDB(s) to lead by example is key for the group
to produce results. The proposed leadership arrangements and governance for the
mechanism will therefore have to be further assessed and fleshed out during PPG stage,
including, for instance, through a design workshop or consultation between interested
MDBs. These arrangements will be further assessed and verified by the GEF SEC at the
time of the submission of the CEO ER, as a condition for technical clearance.

Agency's Comments

5/12/23, UNEP
Duly noted.
10.3 Review Dates
PIF Review Agency Response
First Review 4/14/2023
Additional Review (as necessary) 5/11/2023

Additional Review (as necessary) 5/15/2023



PIF Review Agency Response

Additional Review (as necessary) 5/16/2023

Additional Review (as necessary)



