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Part I ? Project Information 

Focal area elements 

1. Does the project remain aligned with the relevant GEF focal area elements as presented in PIF 
(as indicated in table A)? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022, TK:
Yes.

Agency Response 
Project description summary 

2. Is the project structure/design appropriate to achieve the expected outcomes and outputs as in 
Table B and described in the project document? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
March 8, 2023 HF:
All comments cleared.

Please note that for 2.)  the second "on biodiversity and ecosystem services" is redundant and 
should be removed if/when future revisions to documentation are made.

November 29, 2022, TK:



1.)  Is the project implementation start date incorrect (as the duration of the project is 60 
months = 5 years (2023~2028)? Please correct/confirm. 

2.)  Please simplify and shorten outcome 1.1.  Currently it is very difficult to understand. 

3.)  Please annex Table 2: Key Gaps in National Policies ON Tourism and Biodiversity in 
Vietnam, and take it out of the CER for clarity.

4.)  Multiple tables (Annex E, Annex B and Part A & Part B of Project information) are off 
the portal margins. This means that when circulated / web posted, the autogenerated CEO 
endorsement request will be chopped out and valuable project data will not be included. 
Please correct the table so that they all fit within the portal margins.

Agency Response 
Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) The planned project implementation start date is January 2024 to allow for sufficient 
runway to follow official internal government approvals processes for international 
cooperation projects. The duration remains at 60 months (5 years) and therefore, no changes 
have been made to the text in this regard as both the CEO ER and ProDoc are consistent. 
Reference is made to the screenshots below from the CEO ER and ProDoc respectively where 
this has been explicitly noted.
 
Expected start and completion date in the CEO ER:

Expected start and completion date in the ProDoc:



2) Outcome 1.1 has been shortened to read: ?An effective national Biodiversity and Ecosystem 
Services (BES) platform on biodiversity and ecosystem services established for multi-level 
planning on nature-based tourism in high-value biodiversity areas to support the effective 
coordination and implementation of the National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plan 
(NBSAP), tourism law and national tourism strategies.? These changes have been cascaded 
throughout the CEO ER and the ProDoc for consistency.
 
3) Table 2 has been removed and included within the CEO ER as Annex I and reference made 
to in in the preceding paragraph. 
 
4) Margins have been corrected in line with the comment.  
3. If this is a non-grant instrument, has a reflow calendar been presented in Annex D? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request NA

Agency Response 
Co-financing 

4. Are the confirmed expected amounts, sources and types of co-financing adequately documented, 
with supporting evidence and a description on how the breakdown of co-financing was identified 
and meets the definition of investment mobilized, and a description of any major changes from 
PIF, consistent with the requirements of the Co-Financing Policy and Guidelines? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
March 8, 2023 HF:
All comments cleared.

November 29, 2022, TK:

1.)  USAID co-financing letter does not specify the type of co-financing and investment 
mobilized/recurrent expenditures.  Is $38M USAID co-financing all recurrent expenditure? 
No investment mobilized? Please clarify/correct.

2.) The USAID project will be implemented 2020-2025, which only overlaps 1-2 years as the 
implementation of the GEF project will start in 2024. Please confirm and provide description 
whether $38M is for USAID project period or only for those overlapping period, if it is for 
2020-2025, please reduce the amount proportionate to overlapping 1-2 years.

Agency Response 
Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) Reference is made to the new signed co-financing letter secured from USAID and dated 15 
February 2023, which is now broken down by year of which USD 13,092,738.00 will be 
counted towards co-financing commitments to the GEF-7 Nature-Based Tourism project for 
calendar years 2024 and 2025. As per GEF guidelines on co-financing, this will be regarded 
as investment mobilized and is reflected as such in all co-financing tables. Furthermore, all 



analysis related to co-financing (i.e., increase in co-financing related to the PIF has been 
amended, as well as co-financing figures in the infographic in Figure 1. 

The decreased amount of co-financing from USD 38,000,000.00 to USD 13,092,738.00 for 
the years in which both projects will be operational does not impact the value-added the 
project brings to the table in terms of expanding the SMART patrolling framework in Phong 
Nha-Ke Bang National Park to high-risk landscapes and fast-tracking the set-up and 
operationalization of this approach in Nui Chua National Park where it currently does not 
exist. 
 
2) Reference is made to the response to comment 4.(1) and the updates made to all co-
financing tables in both the UNDP CER and ProDoc showing the amount of co-financing for 
2024 and 2025 respectively when both projects will be operational (USD 13,092,738). The 
amended co-financing total of USD 105,070,882.23 represents a 14.7:1 co-financing ratio and 
with Investment Mobilized of USD 95,570,485.15 represents a 13.4: 1 co-financing ratio, and 
therefore, still exceeds both the ideal 7:1 general co-financing ratio and the investment 
mobilized to GEF financing of 5:1 for  this project. 
GEF Resource Availability 

5. Is the financing presented in Table D adequate and does the project demonstrate a cost-effective 
approach to meet the project objectives? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022, TK:

Yes.

Agency Response 
Project Preparation Grant 

6. Is the status and utilization of the PPG reported in Annex C in the document? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022, TK:

Yes.

Agency Response 
Core indicators 

7. Are there changes/adjustments made in the core indicator targets indicated in Table E? Do they 
remain realistic? 



Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
April 26, 2023 HF:
Comments cleared.

March 20, 2023 TK:

1.) Provided.

2.) Cleared.

3.) Cleared.

4.) Noted, please include this language in the CER.

5.) Mid-term target should reflect the result from the ex-act. At the end of the project (2028), 
the carbon emission reduction shall only reflect the reduction that will be sequestered until 
2028? Or mention 15M reduction is for 20 years.

November 29, 2022, TK:

1.)  Please provide description under the core indicator table.

2.)  The prodoc has different figure for core indicator 4 than in the CER table (45,802 ha in 
prodoc vs. 123,326 ha in CER).  Please clarify/correct throughout all the documentation.

3.)  Recognize the GHG emission reduction was added, but need clarification/updating once 
the core indicator 4 is fixed ? whether it?s following prodoc or CER amount? 

4.)  Please explore the possibility of increasing the CI 4.1 target given the scaling 
up/applicability of the PES work to other areas under this project.

5.) Please include the target for the core indicator 6 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigated) in 
the results framework.

Agency Response 

Agency Response, April 18, 2023:
 
4) Reference is made to the additional text added to the description of Core Indicator 6 on 
page 12 of the CEO Endorsement Request (Section ?E?), noting that the GHG emissions 
mitigated or avoided are based on the project activities and the EOP ha targets reported in the 
core indicators 1 and 4, and that if these targets should or could change to realize additional 
mitigation potential through upscaling, then they will be included during the first PIR as well 
as during the MTR by re-estimating Core Indicator target 6 using FAO-EXACT.

5) The estimates for 5-year implementation phase and 15-year capitalization phase totaling -
15,704,236 tonnes of CO2 equivalent GHG, is expected at the 20-year period and, as standard 
practice the mid-term target is not provided in the CI worksheet. Reference is also made to the 
assumption in the monitoring plan (Annex 27) that ?benefits to GHG emissions likely to only 
accrue by project closure due to the time to set up and operationalize SMART patrols and 



restoration targets are achieved as planned?. Therefore, considering the above, there will be 
no mid-term target for GHG emissions for this project.

Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) This description already exists. Reference is made to the screenshot below which is the 
accompanying description of the core indicator table in Section E of the CER:  



2) This observation and comment are both incorrect. The amount noted by the reviewer 
(123,326 ha) is in relation to the terrestrial PA amount under core indicator 1.2 for Phong 
Nha-Ke Bang NP per the screenshot below and is not related to core indicator 4 in the CER:

Per the screenshot below, the corresponding hectares for core indicator 4 is consistent with the 
ProDoc at 45,802 ha.:

Core indicator 4 in CER:

Core indicator 4 in ProDoc:

Reference is also made to the description of core indicator 4 in the CER per the screenshot 
below which also notes 45,802 ha:

The figures in the core indicator table in both the CER and ProDoc also align and are 
consistent with those specified in the core indicator worksheet (found in Annex F of the CER 
and Annex 11 of the ProDoc per the screenshot below:



3) There is no change to GHG emissions mitigated (-15,704,236 tCO2-e), based on the 
response to the previous comment regarding core indicator 4.1. Reference is made to the 
EXACT spreadsheet in PRODOC Annex 15b. 
 
4) This is well-noted. Currently the GHG emissions mitigated or avoided are based on the 
project activities and the EOP ha targets reported in the core indicators 1 and 4. Should these 
targets change and additional mitigation potential through upscaling are observed then they 
will be included during the first PIR as well as during the MTR by re-estimating Core 
Indicator target 6 using FAO-EXACT. 
 
5) Core indicator no. 6 has been added to the Project Results Framework in both the CER and 
the ProDoc and the numbering of the indicators has been updated as well.

Part II ? Project Justification 

1. Is there a sufficient elaboration on how the global environmental/adaptation problems, 
including the root causes and barriers, are going to be addressed? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022, HF:

Yes.

Agency Response 
2. Is there an elaboration on how the baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects were 
derived? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022, HF:



Yes.

Agency Response 
3. Is the proposed alternative scenario as described in PIF/PFD sound and adequate? Is there 
sufficient clarity on the expected outcomes and components of the project and a description on the 
project is aiming to achieve them? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
April 26 ,2023 HF:
Comments cleared. 

March 20, 2023 TK:

1.) Cleared. 

2.) Cleared. We meant figures in the CER ? now all of them are available. 

3.) Annex H is still not available ? where can we find it?  Please include and clearly indicate. 

4.) Cleared. 

November 29, 2022, TK:

1.)  Figure 3 ToC Diagram is not attached in the CER. And the figure/table numbers referred 
in the text (both referring CER text and prodoc) does not match or cannot find in the 
document ? please correct/include. 

2.)  Please include component texts in the TOC (from Prodoc). In fact, all figures in CER 
document are unavailable.  Please correct.

3.)  We couldn?t find Annex H ? changes to the project design during the PPG phase. Note 
the CER includes some more additional activities (2.7, 3.5), which is relevant to add.  Please 
correct.

4.)  Not clear which activities will contribute to core indicator 4.1?  Please address.

Agency Response 
Agency Response, April 18, 2023:
 
3) Annex H in the UNDP CEO ER document  is ?Changes to Project?, which is included in 
the resubmission and has been added to the portal

Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) Per the screenshot below, Figure 3 TOC is present in the CER. References to Figure 3 in 
the CER and corresponding figure and table in the ProDoc have been updated accordingly to 
match. A final check was made to ensure all references to figures and tables in both the CER 



and ProDoc trace back to the actual title and numbering of a specific figure or 
table.  Regarding the availability of figures, this appears to be a recurring portal issue as 
screenshots have been provided showing these figures exist.

2) This is standard practice and not everything has been copied over from the ProDoc to 
manage the overall size and readability of the CER. There are cross-references to relevant 
sections of the ProDoc within the CER to augment it if needed.

To address this comment however, the following two pieces of additional text have been 
added for traceability to the CER: 

?Due to limited space availability, reference is made to additional and more granular 
information provided on the Theory of Change in the Project Document, specifically related 
to the four main impact pathways. Please refer to the sub-heading ?Theory of Change? in 
Section III: Strategy within the Project Document for details on this.?
 
AND
 
?To summarize the above, the Theory of Change is based on four impact pathways: (i) 
Strengthened enabling framework and systemic guidelines for integrated nature-based 
tourism; (ii) Demonstration of improved conservation practices in concert with tourism 
development across different landscape types, improving management practices, reducing 



threats and enhancing local livelihoods; (iii) Triggering behavior change among key tourism 
value chain actors through engagement, sustained social marketing and advocacy; and (iv) 
Design and implementation of systems to ensure monitoring and evaluation, knowledge 
management and gender mainstreaming to facilitate upscaling and replication. Again, 
reference is made to the sub-heading ?Theory of Change? in Section III: Strategy, in the 
Project Document.?
 
 
3) Correction to the comment. There were no changes to the activities because the PIF did not 
articulate any activities, and these were only defined during the PPG. There were subtle 
changes to and additions to the Outputs to the PIF which are noted in Annex H. Per the 
screenshot below we have extracted the explanation for Output(s) 2.7 and 3.5 specifically as 
these were called out in the comments. Please see Annex H for details on other changes and 
deviations from the PIF and the reasons why. 

4) See additional clarifying text in the description under Table E referencing outputs that will 
contribute to the achievement of core indicator 4.1, as well as clarifying texts in the 
description of Output(s) 2.3 and 2.4 and in the incremental reasoning in Table 4. The 
additional clarifying texts have also been ported over and cascaded to the Project Document 
in the corresponding sections.

 
4. Is there further elaboration on how the project is aligned with focal area/impact program 
strategies? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022, TK:

Yes

Agency Response 



5. Is the incremental reasoning, contribution from the baseline, and co-financing clearly 
elaborated? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
March 20, 2023 TK:

All comments cleared. 

November 29, 2022, TK:

1.)  The incremental reasoning doesn?t build up from those baseline/co-financing projects 
from USAID etc. How GEF project is incremental to these baseline projects already in the 
field?  Please revise. 

2.)  Also, in table 8, USAID co-financing is classified as investment mobilized, which is not 
consistent with Table C.  Please correct one or the other.

Agency Response 
Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) See additional text to the section on the incremental reasoning on pages 62 and 63 of the 
CER, especially in connection to the benefit of baseline initiatives and the complementarity of 
co-financing as a springboard for project interventions of the USAID Biodiversity 
Conservation and Demand Reduction Program being implemented by WWF (also referred to 
in the co-financing letter as the USAID Vietnam Biodiversity Conservation project). 
Reference is also made to the description of baseline projects on pages 32 and 33 of the CER 
where the last sentence or two refers to how the GEF-7 Nature-Based Tourism Project will 
build on the baseline activities, as well as Table 2 straddling pages 33-34 of the CER.
 
2) The USAID co-financing table (now table 6) is kept as  ?Investment Mobilized? to be 
consistent with the co-financing table in Section C. and amount has been pro-rated to the 
number of years the projects will operate in parallel.
6. Is there further and better elaboration on the project?s expected contribution to global 
environmental benefits or adaptation benefits? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 

March 20, 2023 TK:

All comments cleared. 

November 29, 2022 TK:

1.)  Please revisit CI 4.1 and make consistent with core indicator table.

2.)  SDG table is missing the first column.  Please correct.



3.)  Table 6 includes a column for GEBs, but much of what is included are not GEBs.  Please 
revise.

Agency Response 
Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) Per the screenshots below, core indicator 4.1 in the incremental reasoning table is 
consistent with the value specified in the CI table in Section E.
 
Value for CI 4.1 identified in Section E = 45,802 ha

 
Value for CI 4.1 identified in Table 4 (incremental reasoning) = 45,802 ha



For further clarification on CI 4.1, please refer to the response already provided for comment 
number 7.(2).
 
2) Reference is made to Table 7 starting on page 68 of the CER mapping project outputs to 
each of the relevant SDGs and associated targets. There seems to be a recurring issue with the 
portal as noted in the responses above.
 
3) This seems to be a confusion due to some error in the GEF portal. The GEBs are included 
in the incremental reasoning section. Please refer to screenshot above or Table 4, component 
2, CER page 62. 
 
In addition to the GEBs articulated in Table 4, reference is also made to the bulleted list of 
GEBs on page 76 per the screenshot below, which are consistent with the core indicators and 
aligned to best practice in the documentation of GEBs for similar projects within this domain.



Bulleted list of GEBs in Section 6:

7. Is there further and better elaboration to show that the project is innovative and sustainable 
including the potential for scaling up? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
March 20, 2023 TK:

Cleared. 

November 29, 2022 TK:

1.)  If the project decides to consider reviewing innovative financial modalities for funding 
such activities, it can be added here. 

Agency Response 
Agency Response March 3, 2023:

1) Reference is made to the last paragraph on innovation on page 79 (spilling over to page 80) 
of the CER, as well as page 176 of the ProDoc, which outlines the innovative financial 
modalities being leveraged by the project, including PMES, PFES, PPP and access to 
microcredit. These will be the primary financial innovations to be introduced, tested and 
scaled by the project. No additional financial modalities will be leveraged other than those 
noted above since these were anchored to due diligence and consultation during the PPG, 
discussed at length with project stakeholders and agreed to be included in the project design. 



Project Map and Coordinates 

Is there an accurate and confirmed geo-referenced information where the project intervention will 
take place? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes.

Agency Response 
Child Project 

If this is a child project, is there an adequate reflection of how it contributes to the overall 
program impact? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
NA

Agency Response 
Stakeholders 

Does the project include detailed report on stakeholders engaged during the design phase? Is there 
an adequate stakeholder engagement plan or equivalent documentation for the implementation 
phase, with information on Stakeholders who will be engaged, the means of engagement, and 
dissemination of information? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
March 20, 2023 TK:

All comments cleared. 

November 29, 2022 TK:

1.)  Please review the stakeholder engagement plan and fill-in/update highlights that remain.  

2.)  Considering the comment from the STAP, please consider adding some language on how 
USAID as a significant co-financier would be engaged in the project. 



Agency Response 

Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) The stakeholder engagement plan (PRODOC Annex 7) has been updated and the 
highlighted text removed. The stakeholder engagement plan has also been updated to include 
text on how USAID will be engaged on an operational basis for the years in which the project 
will operate in parallel with it.
 
2) Reference is made to the following text from the stakeholder engagement plan which has 
been added to both the CER on page 88 and in the table on page 165. This text is also 
reflected in ProDoc Annex 7.
 
?From an engagement perspective, the GEF-7 Nature-Based Tourism Project will not engage 
with USAID directly per se as it is the donor, but rather will ensure frequent coordination and 
communication at the operational level with the WWF team implementing it. During the years 
in which the two projects overlap, the Project Management Unit will ensure that it is plugged 
into the annual work planning of the  USAID Biodiversity Conservation and Demand 
Reduction Program and vice versa. Seeing that the areas and landscapes in which the two 
will operate in Phong Nha-Ke Bang National Park will be different and that there is no 
presence at Nui Chua National Park, the risk of overlap and duplication of efforts is 
negligible. The benefits of coordination however will be to ensure that the SMART patrolling 
framework is improved over time based on the data collected and to modify priority areas 
based where high-risk areas are located through evidence of illegal hunting and poaching 
incidents.? 
 
Reference is also made to the ProDoc on pages 128-130 and pages 158-159 and 
corresponding pared down text in the CER on both stakeholder engagement and the types of 
partnerships that will be established. These are the product of extensive consultation and 
validation and no additional partnerships and engagement with entities other than those 
mentioned are planned at the design stage.

Gender Equality and Women?s Empowerment 

Has the gender analysis been completed? Did the gender analysis identify any gender differences, 
gaps or opportunities linked to project/program objectives and activities? If so, does the 
project/program include gender-responsive activities, gender-sensitive indicators and expected 
results? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
March 20, 2023 TK:

Cleared. 

November 29, 2022 TK:

1.)  Yes, gender action plan is attached as annex, but the recommendations/ measures should 
be mainstreamed into the components of the CER.  Please do so, including strengthening 
gender dimensions in project component 2 (Nature-based tourism partnerships benefitting 



communities, wildlife and habitats at Nui Chua and Phong Nha-Ke Bang national parks: and 
Component 3 (Capacity building and behavior change for acceptance of value of nature-based 
tourism and wildlife and biodiversity protection).

 

Agency Response 
Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

 1) Reference is made to Table 11 on pages 94-97 of the CER which articulates how gender 
responsive actions will be mainstreamed into each project Output and who will be responsible 
for ensuring these actions. To avoid unnecessary duplication and repetition, the following text 
has been added preceding the description of the activities on page 42:
 
?To ensure gender dimensions of the project are not only strengthened, but remain a cross-
cutting priority of the project, Table 11 herein articulates the gender dimensions of each 
output across the 4 Components.?

Private Sector Engagement 

If there is a private sector engagement, is there an elaboration of its role as a financier and/or as a 
stakeholder? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
March 20, 2023 TK:

Cleared. Understand the limitation and we appreciate the inclusion of such consideration. 

November 29, 2022 TK:

1.)  The project should also consider or engage private sector that might benefit from the 
improved environmental services (better water quality for beverage company? etc.) for their 
operation for PES scheme. 

 2.)  Engagement with local financial institutions or development agencies/financial 
institutions for innovative financial solutions for project sustainability. Now the investment 
options are heavily relying on government grants/funds. 

Agency Response 

Agency Response, March 3, 2023:



1) The project did consult extensively during the design phase with a range of private sector 
entities, including several targeted sessions with tourism enterprises as part of the initial due 
diligence in November - December 2021 and again in early March 2022. A strategic decision 
was made early on in the formulation of the project - through consultation and based on 
increasing the project?s likelihood of success - to leverage, test and augment partnerships with 
whom the National Park Authorities already had historical relationships.  To this end, 
reference is made to Section 4 of the CER on private sector engagement and the tiers of 
private sector engagement. Please also see Table 12 for a list of private sector entities that the 
project will first use as a springboard.
 
As a matter of principle, private sector entities will be invited to participate in project 
activities in Year 1 through public tenders to develop a PPP partnership with an intention to 
develop operations that will contribute to improved ecosystems services resulting from the 
PMES scheme established by the Public Private Partnership. All prospective private sector 
partners engaged during implementation will undergo UNDP?s private sector engagement 
risk assessment as per UNDP?s  Due Diligence and Partnerships with the Private Sector 
Policy (2013).
 
Notwithstanding the above, the following text has been added to both the CER and ProDoc to 
address the reviewer?s comments:
 
Activity 2.1.3: 
?This activity will also include a mini-study on private sector partners for PMES that might 
benefit from the improved environmental services.?
 
And
 
Section 4 of the CER related to tier 3 private sector partnerships:

2) Earlier versions of the project design did include innovative financial tools from financial 
institutions but was deemed to be extremely complicated given limited success with these 
types of modalities in other projects based on stakeholders? experience. Notwithstanding and 
given the GEF Secretariat?s concerns on this it has been re-introduced as part of activity 



2.2.5. As part of innovative financial tools, we will explore options with financial institutions 
and the feasibility of small-scale loans to aspiring entrepreneurs. 
 
Reference is made to the following text added to activity 2.2.5:
 
?As part of this activity the project will explore revolving microcredit mechanisms through 
engagement with private sector financial institutions whereby local communities can borrow 
to participate in forest protection and conservation through innovation and entrepreneurship, 
and will orient itself towards the creation of commune-based and women-owned small 
business and enterprises. As an additional financial service, the project will provide support 
to develop community-based business and family spending plans for aspiring entrepreneurs to 
enable access to existing microcredit offered through the Bank for Agriculture, Rural 
Development and Vietnam Bank for Social Policy. These banking institutions provide credit to 
applicants who have a solid strategy anchored to a good business plan.?

Risks to Achieving Project Objectives 

Has the project elaborated on indicated risks, including climate change, potential social and 
environmental risks that might prevent the project objectives from being achieved? Were there 
proposed measures that address these risks at the time of project implementation? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
March 20, 2023 TK:

Cleared. Thank you, now we see them. 

November 29, 2022 TK:

1.)  ?Other risks? are not in the annex ? only in CER.  Please make consistent.

Agency Response 
 
Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) ?Other risks? are indeed included in both the CER and in the ProDoc per the screenshots 
below. Again, this seems to be related to a portal issue noted in the aforementioned responses:
 



Screenshot of ?Other risks? from CER starting on page 106:

Screenshot of ?Other risks? from ProDoc starting on page 139:

Coordination 

Is the institutional arrangement for project implementation fully described? Is there an 
elaboration on possible coordination with relevant GEF-financed projects and other 
bilateral/multilateral initiatives in the project area? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
April 26, 2023 HF:
Comment cleared. 

March 20, 2023 TK:

There has been no change in the coordination section per se ? but understand partners are 
mentioned in the stakeholder engagement section. 



November 29, 2022 TK:

Please include how the project will coordinate with other co-financing partners ? USAID, 
WB. 

Agency Response 
Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

 1) The only co-financing partner not already involved in the project?s governance is USAID. 
The World Bank as noted above is not a co-financing partner.
 
Reference made to the response provided in 7. Stakeholders (2). regarding how the project 
will engage with and coordinate with USAID. Reference is also made to the significant due 
diligence and analysis in ProDoc Annex 18: Tourism Landscape Report - Annex 1 for details 
of partner baseline activities and complimentary initiatives and how the project will leverage 
what has already / what will come out of these, and how they feed into each component.
Consistency with National Priorities 

Has the project described the alignment of the project with identified national strategies and plans 
or reports and assessments under the relevant conventions? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes

Agency Response 
Knowledge Management 

Is the proposed ?Knowledge Management Approach? for the project adequately elaborated with a 
timeline and a set of deliverables? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes

Agency Response 
Environmental and Social Safeguard (ESS) 



Are environmental and social risks, impacts and management measures adequately documented 
at this stage and consistent with requirements set out in SD/PL/03? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
April 26, 2023 HF:
Comments cleared. 

March 20, 2023 TK:

Please document this status in the CER and include explanation for the delay.  When a final 
version of ESMF is available, please update in the GEF portal. 

November 29, 2022 TK:

 ESMF (Annex 8a) document is in draft ? please attach final version.  

Agency Response 
Agency Responce, April 18, 2023:

The project is now fully cleared by UNDP?s safeguards team. The final versions of the 
safeguards related documents are included in this resubmission package and uploaded to the 
GEF Portal.

Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

 1) All environmental and social safeguards documents, including ESMF, are currently under 
UNDP?s internal review and QA process for full clearance. Once these documents are fully 
cleared by UNDP?s SES team, the final versions will be submitted to GEFSEC. UNDP 
requires full safeguards clearance before the project implementation starts. 
Monitoring and Evaluation 

Does the project include a budgeted M&E Plan that monitors and measures results with 
indicators and targets? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes

Agency Response 
Benefits 



Are the socioeconomic benefits at the national and local levels sufficiently described resulting from 
the project? Is there an elaboration on how these benefits translate in supporting the achievement 
of GEBs or adaptation benefits? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes

Agency Response 
Annexes 

Are all the required annexes attached and adequately responded to? 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
April 26, 2023 HF:
All comments cleared. 

March 20, 2023 TK:

1.) Still some tables (budget - significantly, risk table - slightly) are over the margin.  Please 
fix with ITS?s help if needed, otherwise the Council will not have access to the complete 
budget information during the circulation period, neither any other person will have access to 
the complete budget information whenever the document is posted on the website.

2.) Cleared. 

3.) Please check and confirm those TORs are added in the prodoc. 

November 29, 2022 HF

1.)  Please: ensure the budget in the CEO endorsement request Portal entry fits within the 
borders of the page.  Currently it goes well beyond the right-hand margins.   Upload a 
separate budget in the documents tab.

2.)  Please exclude any cents stipulated in the financing tables and leave rounded numbers 
instead.

3.)  Project Coordinator and Chief Technical Adviser are charged across components and 
PMC. Per Guidelines, the costs associated with the project?s execution have to be covered by 
the GEF portion and the co-financing portion allocated to PMC.  However, most of the co-
financing is represented in-kind or public investment, so one understands that the challenges 



to cover the staff positions with co-financing resources. In these cases, Terms of Reference 
for these positions showing the specific contribution (deliverables) to the components are 
required. It was not possible to find out the Terms of Reference in the ProDoc, neither in the 
Annexes. Please include them in the resubmission.

Agency Response 
Agency Response, April 18, 2023:

1) The margins have been corrected for the budget and risk tables accordingly.

3) All annexes have been appended to the ProDoc as separate files and are not included in the 
ProDoc itself. Reference is made to the TORs. See Annex 6 ?Annex 06 - PIMS 6377 
Overview_of_technical_consultancies_subcontracts_050922_clean? for details.

2) There seems to be some issue with the portal. Please see the screenshots below, the 
references are marked with red circles. Please note that any reference to page numbers in the 
CER are already and also accompanied by specific Section and Table numbers. This way, 
responses to STAP comments are easily identifiable either on the portal (via Section 
references) or in MS Word (via page numbers or Section references).





Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) The margins have been corrected. 
2) Decimal places of the dollar amounts have been rounded accordingly.
3) Reference is made to changes in Annex 6 (specifically to the CTA, NPM and Provincial 
Technical Coordinator roles and accompanying TORs) to articulate how each of the 
respective roles will be funded, whether partially or wholly covered by PMC, in addition to 
technical components. There are no proposed changes to how these roles are funded or their 
dollar amounts, based on consensus discussions between the GEF Agency and the 
implementing partners. 

Agency Response [May 2nd, 2023]: 

1) Issue with the highlighted text: All highlights in the CER and the ProDoc are removed; 
the clean files are uploaded and resubmitted via the portal.

2) Issue with the tables and graphics: Removed most of the tables and graphics. But, 
instead of splitting these files into separate attachments, the references to Project 
Document  figure/table/page numbers are made except for Theory of Change and the Project 
Conceptual Model, which are attached as a separate file. The maps and the budget table are 
included in the portal entry. Please note in the portal-generated PDF file, maps sometime are 
transposed to the PDF file due to some technical problem with the portal software. 

3) Issue with the margins and legibility: All sections, tables etc. now are within the margins 
in the portal. A PDF file was generated to double-check, and it now looks fine. But please 
note that the PDF file still has 164 pages. The file is legible but given the font size, zoom to 
150% at least maybe required to read comfortably. Due to the amount of information 
compressed in the Theory of Change and the Project Conceptual Model, they are not legible 
in the Project Document either, therefore, these two schematics are included as attachments in 
the portal submission. 

Project Results Framework 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes

Agency Response 



GEF Secretariat comments 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
NA

Agency Response 
Council comments 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes

Agency Response 
STAP comments 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
April 26, 2023 HF:
Comments cleared.

March 20, 2023 TK:

1.) Please revise the CCA marker in the CER to 1.  It is still 0. 

2.) Cleared. Overall, responses include reference to page numbers of the CER, but there is no 
page number in the portal. Please indicate in responses the section number instead of page 
number for the STAP questions?  Thank you.

November 29, 2022 TK

1. On climate adaptation benefits question, please revise. It is climate mitigation 
benefits. Also, if the project is addressing climate change adaptation, please revise 
rio markers for CCA.

2. Links between component ? GEB needs further clarification.

Agency Response 
Agency Response, April 18, 2023:
1) Reference is made to the drop-down menu in the portal, as well as both CER ?Annex G: 
GEF Project Taxonomy Worksheet? and ProDoc ?Annex 12 - PIMS 6377 
GEF_7_Taxonomy_April2023?, where the Rio marker for Mitigation and Adaptation have 
been updated to ?1?. Please see screenshot below:



2) There seems to be some issue with the portal. Please see the screenshots below, the 
references are marked with red circles. Please note that any reference to page numbers in the 
CER are already and also accompanied by specific Section and Table numbers. This way, 
responses to STAP comments are easily identifiable either on the portal (via Section 
references) or in MS Word (via page numbers or Section references).

Agency Response, March 3, 2023:

1) CCM is a co-benefit, please refer to Core Indicator for the project CCM benefits. Therefore 
CCM Rio Marker is 1. For CCA, due to the inherent nature of this project, some CCA co-
benefits will be achieved especially in building climate resilience of the communities and the 
ecosystems. Therefore, CCA Rio Marker is also 1. 
2) Per the screenshot below, please see additional clarifications related to GEBs in the 
response to the stap comment in question. Please also refer to the response to the reviewer in 
question 6(3.) above regarding the appropriateness of the GEBs noted in the project design.

 
Convention Secretariat comments 



Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request NA

Agency Response 
Other Agencies comments 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request NA

Agency Response 
CSOs comments 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request NA

Agency Response 
Status of PPG utilization 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes

Agency Response 
Project maps and coordinates 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
November 29, 2022 TK:

Yes

Agency Response 
Does the termsheet in Annex F provide finalized financial terms and conditions? Does the 
termsheet and financial structure address concerns raised at PIF stage and that were pending to 
be resolved ahead of CEO endorsement? (For NGI Only) 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
NA
Agency Response 



Do the Reflow Table Annex G and the Trustee Excel Sheet for reflows provide accurate reflow 
expectations of the project submitted? Assumptions for Reflows can be submitted to explain 
expected reflows. (For NGI Only) 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request NA

Agency Response 
Did the agency Annex H provided with information to assess the Agency Capacity to generate and 
manage reflows? (For NGI Only) 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request NA

Agency Response 

GEFSEC DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION 

Is CEO endorsement recommended? (applies only to projects and child projects) 

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request 
April 28, 2023 HF:

Unfortunately some of the tables/graphics are still not readable in the Portal-generated version 
of the CEO endorsement request and the document is now 245 pages long.  In order for this to 
be circulated to GEF Council for review, please do the following: 

1.)  Remove all highlights from the CER document and the ProDoc.  We need clean copies to 
go to Council please.

2.)  Remove any table or graphic that is not mandatory to have in the Portal entry of the CER 
itself, and instead include it as an attachment in the documents tab of the portal.  Please 
clearly label the file when uploading.  The current CER is 245 pages and it is very difficult to 
read many of the tables in the pdf of the document. 

3.)  Ensure that all remaining sections are well within the margins and are formatted legibly in 
the Portal-generated PDF of the CER prior to resubmission.  

Please resubmit promptly given this project must pass Council 4 week review and be CEO 
endorsed prior to June 18, 2023.  



March 2023: 

No, not at this time.  Please address the comments in the review sheet and resubmit promptly. 
Please note this project will be cancelled on June 18th, 2023 if not CEO endorsed and the 
project must undergo 4 weeks of GEF Council review prior to endorsement, therefore the 
project must be PM recommended and circulated to Council by the first week of May, 
latest.  Thank you. 

Review Dates 

Secretariat Comment at 
CEO Endorsement

Response to 
Secretariat comments

First Review 11/29/2022

Additional Review 
(as necessary)

3/30/2023

Additional Review 
(as necessary)

4/26/2023

Additional Review 
(as necessary)

Additional Review 
(as necessary)

CEO Recommendation 

Brief reasoning for CEO Recommendations 


