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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
8-19-20

Yes. BD-3-9 Further development of biodiversity policy and institutional frameworks
through the Implementation of the Nagoya Protocol on Access and benefit sharing.

Cleared

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



8-19-20

Yes,. The outputs of the three components are sufficient to achieve the expected
outcomes and the objective the project. The outcomes are: 1) Strengthened national
regulatory frameworks and clarified institutional mechanisms for ABS that are in
compliance with the Nagoya Protocol; 2) Enhanced understanding of the ABS regime
and the value of traditional knowledge associated with genetic and biological resources
for improved policy making and on the ground conservation, sustainable use and fair
and equitable sharing of benefits; and 3) At least one ABS Agreement negotiated and
finalized that demonstrate PIC and MAT and with clear provision on fair and equitable
benefit sharing.

Cleared

Agency Response

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
8-19-20

Yes. The LoC from DOST-PCAARRD in the amount of Php 46M is equivalent to the
amount entered in the Portal of $907,692. Please provide the exchange rate used.

Please separate in the Portal the co-financing of these two local Government Units so

there is one line per letter.

Recipient Local Government Units (Province of Albay and Sorsogon) Grant Investment
Country mobilized
Government

2,000



Please highlight in the LoC the amounts that add-up to $6,527,247 in the LoC

from Academic and Research Institutions (Central Luzon State University and Sorsogon
State College). The figures in the LoC suggest there is co-financing in-kind and that is
not reflected in the Portal.

Separate the co-financing of Herbanext Laboratories, Inc. and Pharmalytics Corporation
so each co-financier has the corresponding lines for their contribution in-kind
and Investment mobilized.

9/17/2020

Please address all the issues in the cofinance letters listed below:

1-  Co-financing Co-financing from (i) Department of Agriculture Regional Office
No. 5, (ii) Province of Albay and (iii) province of Sorsogon is indicated in the letter as
?public finance? but is currently listed as ?grant?, please change the type of financing
for these two entries.

Recipient Department of Agriculture Regional Othce No. 5 Grant Ivesirment 2752600
Country mmebilized
Gorernment
Reciplend Department of Science and Technelagy = Philipping Council for Grang Ireveabmeni SO 652
Country Agrculiure, Aguabic and Natural Resources Reseanch and meabdlized
Gorernmeni Develaprment
Recipierd Local Governmient Linit - Provinoe of Albay Grang Investment 1,000,000
Country maabsdized
Gernernmanl
Recipier Department of Agriculture Regional Office No. 5 Geant Investrment 2752 600
Country mmabilized
Government
Reciplent Department of Science and Technology = Philippine Council for Grang Invesbment POT e
Country Agriculiure, Aguatis and Natural Resources Research and ereabalized
Gorernimeni Devedapment
Recipierd Local Governmient Uinit ~ Provinoe of Albay Grang Investment 1,000,000
Counlry maobslized
Gorvernmani
Recipient Local Governmmend Unit = Province of Sorsogon Garant Envesiment 1,000,000
Couriry erspbilized
Government
Recipient Local Governamend Uit = Province of Scrsogon Garant Envesiment 1,000,000
Coumiry robilined

Gaovernmant



| am pleased to confirm that the Provincial Government of Albay is fully committed to
support the implementation of said project. As part of our commitment, the Provincial
Govermnment of Albay will provide co-financing through Public Investment with the
equivalent amount of ONE MILLUON US DOLLARS (USD1,000,000.00). This wil be
eamarked from our local fund.

| am pleased to confirm that the Provincial Government of Aloay is fully committed to
support the implementation of said project. As part of our commitment, the Provincial
Govermnment of Albay will provide co-financing through Public Investment with the
equivalent amount of ONE MILLUON US DOLLARS (USD1,000,000.00). This wil be
eamarked from our local fund.

| am pleased lo confirm that the Provincial Governmant of Sorsogon is fully
committed to support the implemeniation of sald project. As part of our commitment, the
Provincial Government will provide co-financing through Public Investment with the
equivalent amount of ONE MILLION US DOLLARS (USD1,000,000.00). This will be
earmarked from our local fund.

| am pleased to confirm that the Provincial Government of Sorsogon is fully
committed to support the implemeniation of sald project. As pan of our commitmant, the
Provincial Government will provide co-financing through Public Investment with the
equivalent amounl of ONE MILLION US DOLLARS (USD1,000,000.00). This will be
earmarked from our local fund.

Also on co-financing: Needs clarification on DOST Co-financing letter as it does not
explicitly mention funding the GEF project but only expresses support. We understand
that the 46 million pesos is the equivalent of the co-financing amount of $907,692 as
entered in the Portal. If this 46m pesos support 7 project components of the Pili
Research and Development Center, please estimate how much is actually dedicated as a
co-financing for the GEF project considering also that the project started
implementation in 2019 and would go up to 2022.

The co-financing from Academic and Research institutions combines both Sorsogon
State College ($6m cofinancing) and the Central Luzon State University. However, the
latter?s co-financing does not present any amount, so it is difficult to trace where the
$527,274 difference is coming from, which is assumed to belong to CLSU. CLSU is not
explicit in offering co-financing. Also, considering that the co-financing offered by
Sorsogon State College ($6m co-financing) is coming from a Program which rum from
FY 2019 and goes up to FY 2025, please estimate how much is actually dedicated as a
co-financing for the GEF project.

Once all these corrections have been made, correct all budgets in the document.
10/19/2020

Table C in the portal still shows the "Public Investment" cofinancing as ?Grant? .

Please revise accordingly to previous comments.



10/27/2020

Yes. Cleared.

Agency Response

UNDP Response, 26/08/2020

Thank you for your comment, please note that the Exchange rate used is USD50.678
The co-financing of LGUs of Albay (investment mobilized USD1mm) and Sorsogon
(investment mobilized USDImm) has been separated in the portal as well as in the
ProDoc and CER.

Please note that co-financing commitments from Central Luzon (investment mobilized
USD527,247) State University and Sorsogon State College (investment mobilized
USD6mm) are considered grant/investment mobilized which includes purchase of
research equipment; research and development for conservation and drug
development; and, exploration and germplasm collection, etc.

Finally, the break-down of co-financing for Pharmalytics and Herbanext has been
included in the document package as follows:

Private Sector Investment Mobilized, USD In-Kind, USD TOTAL, USD
Pharmalytics 95,813 38,419 134,232
Herbanext 174,000 52,200 226,200
Total 269,813 90,619 360,432

See CEOER, Table C, page number 4 and PRODOC, Financing Plan, page number 3 for
details.

UNDP Response, 25/09/2020

As requested, co-financing types from the Department of Agriculture Regional Office
No. 5, the Province of Albay, and the province of Sorsogon have been adjusted in the
portal to ?public investment?.

2. For DOST, please note that the total amount of the Project is indicated as co-
financing commitment since the investment being made in research equipment
and R&D will be directly relevant to the GEF funded  project interventions
throughout -and beyond- the implementation phase.

3. Items included for Central Luzon State University are the following:

Co-Financing Item Investments mobilized




Research equipment (Please note that ~ these | Php15,193,299
are classified as grant ~ because they are
considered direct inputs to the planned R and
D activities of the GEF funded project)

Research and Development for Conservation Php4,684,169
and Drug Development

Exploration and Germplasm Collection Php7,000,000
Total, in Php Php26,877,468
(Official UN exchange rate used is

USD50.678)

Total, in USD USD527,247

Please see attached LOC of Central Luzon State University with amounts highlighted
that add up to USD527,247.

Finally, for Sorsogon State University, the total amount of the budgetary requirements
for the roadmap were included . The University?s inputs for the specific species will be
directly integrated into the roadmap being developed under output 3.2, the cost of output
3.2 is therefore considerably less for the Project given the over-all output of the
University?s roadmap.

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
8-19-20

Yes. The amounts in Table D correspond with the figures on Tables A & B. Agency fee
is 9.5%.

Cleared

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
8-19-20

Yes. see ANNEX C

Cleared

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
8-19-20

Yes.

The number of hectares of landscapes under improved management to benefit
biodiversity increased from 10,000 at PIF stage to 41,662 at CEO Endorsement.

Cleared

Agency Response
Part I ? 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
8-19-20

Yes. As stated in the text, the threats, impacts, and barriers presented in the original PIF
have been further refined and elaborated through consultations. The three main barriers

are: Barrier 1: Inadequate and weak enforcement of policies, institutional and regulatory



frameworks on ABS implementation; Barrier 2: Lack of awareness and weak capacity of
key stakeholders on ABS implementation at the national and local level. Barrier 3:
Absence of good practices on ABS implementation from the initial stage of bio-
prospecting to research and development, product innovation and commercialization.
These three barriers were address in the corresponding components of the alternative

scenario

Cleared

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
8-19-20

Please elaborate on how the baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects.
Nothing was added since PIF approval.

9/10/2020

Adequate revisions. Cleared.

Agency Response

UNDP Response, 26/08/2020

Thank you for pointing out the missing baseline information. The information
describing existing policies, institutional arrangements, current initiatives of ABS
related agencies, existing value chain and local profiles related to the species are
detailed extensively in Annex 7: Stakeholder Engagement, Annex 11: Situational
Analysis, and Annex 12: Site Selection. The detail however is not easy to tease out or
found readily.

Several paragraphs have therefore been added to the Section (2) Baseline scenario or
any associated baseline projects of the CEOER to summarize the baseline scenario and
projects (page numbers 9-11).

PRODOC, Section IV. Results and Partnerships (page numbers 23 -28) has also been
updated.

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



8-19-20

Yes. The proposed alternative scenario is adequate. Please clarify what the following
outputs actually mean: 1.4 Access and Benefits Sharing National Road-map developed;
3.2 Strategic Road-map for the identification and creation of benefits based on genetic
resource development. 3.3 Negotiate and implement ABS agreement modeling FPIC
and PIC processes. Suggest using plain English to describe what will be achieved.

9/10/2020

Adequate revisions. Cleared.

Agency Response
UNDP Response, 26/08/2020

Outputs 1.4, 3.2, and 3.3. have been re-worded to better explain what will be achieved
(See PRODOC Section IV, Results and Partnerships, pages 32, 39-41 for details)

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

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
8-19-20

No. Not necessary.

Cleared

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

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
8-19-20

Please present the true baseline of the project, that is the projects that will take place
whether the GEF project is funded. Once the baseline is presented it would be possible
to present a proper incremental reasoning. If there is not a significant Baseline, please
link the main co-financing to the corresponding components in order to visualize the

viability of the project.

9/10/2020



Adequate revisions. Cleared.

Agency Response

UNDP Response, 26/08/2020

The incremental reasoning, contribution from baseline, and co-financing has been
reworked and included in CEOER Section 5 Incremental/additional cost reasoning
(Pages 13-17) as well as the PRODOC Section IV (Pages 25-28).

Note that table 1 in both documents presents the financial figures of the baseline and co-
finance for the project.

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
8-20-20

No further elaboration in GEB was provided or needed.

Cleared

Agency Response
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
8-20-20

Innovation, sustainability and the potential for scaling uu were address in the
corresponding item (7).

Cleared

Agency Response
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
9/17/2020



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
8-20-20

The project included a detailed report on stakeholders? engagement during the design
phase.

Cleared

Agency Response

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



8-20-20
The project provided the gender analysis.

Cleared

Agency Response

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
8-20-20

There is no Private Sector Engagement.

Cleared

Agency Response
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
8-20-20

Yes. There is a detailed Risk Analysis and Mitigation measures.

Cleared

Agency Response

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

8-20-20

Yes. The institutional arrangement for project implementation were described.

Cleared

Agency Response
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
8-20-20

Yes

Cleared

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
8-20-20

Yes. The Knowledge Management Approach for the project was adequately elaborated.

See Component 3.

Cleared

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
8-20-20

Yes. See Annex 4: UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP)

Cleared

Agency Response

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
8-20-20

For the budgeted M&E Plan, see PRODOC Section VII Monitoring and Evaluation
(M&E) Plan, and the Table in the CEO Endorsement in the Portal.

Cleared

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
8-20-20

Cleared



Agency Response

Annexes

Are all the required annexes attached and adequately responded to?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
9/10/2020

Cleared.

Agency Response

Project Results Framework

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
9/10/2020

Cleared.



Agency Response

GEF Secretariat comments

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

Council comments

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
9/17/2020

The USA Council Member provided comments but no response was provided. Please
respond:

11. Philippines: Implementing the National Framework on Access and Benelit Sharing of
Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge in the Philippines (UNDF)
(GEF Project Financing: $4.384,000) GEF 1D = 10079

¥ United States Comments

* Technical comments, Some project outputs seem poorly aligned with the stated
project objectives. For example, the project seeks to strengthen the national
framework for implementing access and benefit sharing but docs not reference
the Philippine Genetic Resources Access and Benefit Sharing bill (Senate Bill
No. 2167) that has been filed in the Philippine Congress. Additionally, there is
no mention in the proposal of the Philippine Natural Health Products Industry
Roadmap (2014-2030). It is not clear whether the selection of sambong and pili
will provide the best model for access and benefit sharing, or why these
products were chosen,

11. Philippines: Implementing the National Framework on Access and Benelit Sharing of
Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge in the Philippines (UNDF)
(GEF Project Financing: 54.384,000) GEF 1D = 10079

v United States Comments

* Technical comments. Some project outpuls seem poorly aligned with the stated
project objectives. For example, the project secks to strengthen the national
framework for implementing access and benefit sharing but does not reference
the Philippine Genetic Resources Access and Benefit Shanng bill (Senate Ball
No. 2167) that has been filed in the Philippine Congress. Additionally, there is
no mention in the proposal of the Philippine Natural Health Products Industry
Roadmap (2014-2030). It is not clear whether the selection of sambong and pili
will provide the best model for access and benefit sharing, or why these
products were chosen.

Agency Response
UNDP Response, 25/09/2020

The technical comments from the United States were taken into account in the full
proposal development. Please note that the project baseline was expanded during the



PPG process and the Philippine Genetic Resources Access and Benefit Sharing bill
(PGRAS) has been fully integrated into the proposal (See ProDoc page number 12 for
details). The bill is also discussed in ProDoc Annex 11, Situational Analysis (page
numbers 1-2 and 17). Overall, the bill is one part of a larger national framework
including several other existing laws and regulations on ABS that have been thoroughly
analyzed and integrated into the project design. The project has been designed to
prioritize and build upon these as well as including policy measures to make it easier for
the Philippines to meet NP core requirements.

In terms of the Philippine Natural Health Products Industry Roadmap (2014-203), this
unfortunately is no longer an active program and since 2015 there has been no indication
of any progress made. It has therefore not been included as part of the proposal.

Regarding the species selection, during the PPG, based on deliberations with the
Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) , the lead implementing
agency in this ABS development program and numerous stakeholder meetings (see
ProDoc Annex 7 for a summary of all stakeholder meetings and workshops), the species
and site selected were Pili in Bicol and Banaba in Central Luzon. The selection was
based on the following criteria: (1) the plant species being abundant and indigenous in
the selected areas, while considering the possible effect on conservation status by the
identified economic utilization; (2) the existing IKSP/TK, trade and other utilization in
the market; (3) the available research and product development pointing to the potential
of increasing the market value derived from such; and (4) the opportunity for greater
local stakeholder inclusion in the value chain. Both species have existing industrial
revenue streams derived from derivative food products. Additional detail on species
selection is included in Annex 12, Site Selection.

Please note that the above response to the US comments has been added to the CEO ER
(See page numbers 8, 36 to 38 for details).

STAP comments

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

Convention Secretariat comments

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

Other Agencies comments

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response
CSOs comments

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request



Agency Response
Status of PPG utilization

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
8-20-20
Yes. See ANNEX C: Status of Utilization of Project Preparation Grant (PPG) in Portal.

Cleared

Agency Response
Project maps and coordinates

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

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
Agency Response







Please see Annex E and PRODOC Annex 1.

Figure 1 includes a map of all of Region 3 and Region 5, the regions where the pilot sites will be selected.

LOCATION MAP
Region 3 - Central Luzon and
Region 5 - Bicol

o 10 200 [T] Region 5
=] [ Rregion 3

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

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

Agency Response

GEFSEC DECISION



RECOMMENDATION

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

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
8-20-20

No. Please address outstanding issues and resubmit.
9/17/2020
No. Please address all issues above and resubmit.

The geo-referenced information and map where the project interventions will take place,
are provided on Annex E and PRODOC Annex 1.

However there is no map in section 1b. Please include a copy of that map in

section 1b

Please revise budget based on all these comments:
1-  On the budget (in ProDoc ? pages 64 - 69):

1) Project National Technical Advisor and Project Chief Technical Advisor
are long term staff (72 months each). When one reads the explanation in ProDoc, it is
difficult to understand the added value of both positions. However, by reading the TORs
still the duties and responsibilities don?t seem to be commensurate to two full-time
positions as some are repetitive, others are to be carried-out by other staff members
(such as the Planning and Monitoring Evaluation Officer or the Communications
Officer), and in the case of the TORs of the Project Chief Technical Advisor, they are
not linked with the three components he/she supposedly will support. Please revise and
clarify.

F

71300 Losal Conaultant: Policy Specialist vwill be mainly supporting delivery of cafputs under Componend 1. The Conugiant will work closely with the Nagoys Protoool and
ARS Expart. Specific dutiel smang cthers include! i) reiew and sdeii all felevant v snd palicies 13 the pregedt; (8) develag a simplilied, haimanised and linked ARS
mechanismy (8] deaft relevant polokes and model ABS agreement; (v] develop & mena of optioss for benefit sharing under revised and updabed rubes snd regulstions on
ARE: () lesd in all activities related to ARS policy; (i) bead in securing PICIFPIC furﬂlepmm! &0 meonitba days & years [Year 1-4 = 12 months; Year 5-6 = & mcentka] (USD
B0 gt maerith) Tetal: USD 168,000, Project Nutisnal Technical Adwi i all catpus under Comp 143 th e year Tor 6 yeani; USDIES0 perr month)
JMMMIBMWEhEmhmmHmﬁQIM m

ii T1560 Local € iht: Ltakeholdar Engag and Gendar Specialist vwill be mamly iwpponting debeeny al outputs whder Companent 1. Specilic dutiei amosg othen
Include: (i} wapport ol capacity development actidties under ODutcome 2 and 3; [ii) help in the condisct of AP sssevsment, capacity assessment and identify Eraining needs of
all the Makekalders of the propret in consultation with atber technical stall; () provide the pender bew By ensuring algnment s5d spplicatisn 10 project imehsmentation of
applicable laws and standards. T3 montfa (engaged throughout the implementagion duration) (USD 2800 per monthj; Totalk: USD 200, 600; Project Nationasl Technicsl
Adviser dupporting sl oulguti usdss Comgsanenl I (3 montha per yead hsmmuwmmmlummmmrmwwa

Eputs under Comp X4 et per wear Bor & years; LSO 600 per month] Total: USE 2R400; Mareing snd M, g and Dvaluation Speclslivt vipe g all
ouRpits under Coenponent F (4 meriba per year for & years; LSDI00 per month] Total: USD 52,800; Commvanications OMicsr supporting &l outputs whier Component J (4
moedha per yeer bor § years; U0 200 per month) Togal; URD 52,800




T1I00 Laosgad Compultasits Enterpring Davelopmant Spacialist will be mainky wupporting delssery of outputs under Component 1. The Consultant will assist in the developenent
ﬂmmmudnwwmdwmnmm rting ABS ags phobully. Speoilic duthri among others inchede: (1]
mm--munmm-d ' mammmmmhnﬂmhmmm-m

e, and uun:c.ln R deerh i tang l“ﬁ,lﬂm”ﬂfﬂutﬂqmﬁﬂlw
mmmmmmwhmum wponsible e B op r, anad pap i shaving of benefity derived
lmmmmuhnMdnmwmmmmﬂMHHMMHmwmn
implemeedation duration) (US0 XB00 per month]; Total: m:mm-ﬂmmmﬂum%mu—mwn
evaring that the progect is meplermenting the UKIDP SE5 policy. The Consuliant will provide overall g o g thee project safeguard related
mwmmimmu-l:ﬂmmu-ﬁﬂmqmmwmnmmmmmmh-n A Consultant may be ergaped
10 assht and provide Techescal gedance 0o an ONEOINE resesrch of product development. Total Contract Amount: 60,000; Project Mational Tethniosl Adviser supporteg &8
mmm:ﬂmumm#mmummmmmmmmm-mw
Component 3 [% maoantha per year bor b yesrs; USD 1600 per month] Total: USD £8,000; Planning snd Monitadis i Evaluats supporting #ll outpats under
Component 3 (5 mantba per year for 6 yeary; USDERE per manth] Tetal: 50 66,000, Communications Officer supporting ol outguns undier Component 3|5 manths gee
year for 6years; USDEA00 per month) Total: LSO 66,000, Totsl USD 666,700

(i)

Midterm Review and Terminal Evaluation costs in ProDoc ($90,000)

don?t match the costs indicated in the M&E Plan ($96,000) ? please review and revise

accordingly.

F1200 Internationsl Conaultant: Mierm neview consultant (Total contract amaount: USDYS,000] acd Terminal evaluation cosaliant [Total contract amscust: LSD25,000)
Totali USD

TII00 Lol Corpultasts Midierm review consultent [Totsd condract amount: USDR20,000) sd Terminal evaluation comsultant (Total contract smeant: USD0,000) Tossl
U0 80,000

Inception Workshop B.000 within 80 days of CED endorsemant of this project
Inception Repon Maone within 90 days of CEDQ endoesement of this project
M&E of GEF Cose Indicators and Project Results Framewark 14,000 Annually and al mid-point and clogure
GEF Project knphermentation Report (PIR) Moreld Annially typically Between June-Augast
Manitoring of ESMF Covered above wader monioving of p | On-going
roject results framework
Sew ESMF Annex B and related managemsent plans
Supervision missions none[ 1] Annually
Inclependent Mid-term Review (MTR) 48,000 12 Feteuary 2024
Indepondent Terminal Evalastion (TE) 48,000 11 August 2026
Total indicative Cost 140,000

(iii) Several activities charged to the PMC (box 33 in ProDoc) are part of the TOR of
the Project Manager (i.e. Project management, technical, and administrative oversight




and inputs of the Project Manager. This includes preparation of work plan and budget,
ensuring alignment of activities in the approved workplan, risk management addressing
bottlenecks and issues in implementing activities, partnership building - see below) ? the
double charge is non-acceptable. Also, all activities referred to the Monitoring and
Evaluation of the project need to be charged to the M&E Plan, not to the PMC ? please
amend accordingly.

P_WMW
11800 Contractual Services-imp Perin: Project management, technical, and sdminivirative ovenight and inputs of the Praject Manager. This inchades preparation of work
punlmll:mqur WWJMHMWMEMMMMHMHWMmMM
building, p g ol activities, revirw of project progress and capturing the autgets and wlinh of ol in project nepeirts (LISD1 000
per hfﬁrﬁ-mg Tﬂtm
H 22800 Suppliei: Coit of oMicr wpple ing o USDA00 pad year for § years of implementation. Total: USD 1,800
11 TEBDD mﬂm?ﬂu\ﬂym: Thiid are ceiti of IT eguipment o be procuned el uie of praject itall ot the Astionsl level PRV [laptops, printenicasned, LD
Mda-:l. Totsl: USDH 5,000
Ta100 Prodwesional Sarvices; Financial MM gudit snd wpot-checks during the cosene of the project implemerdation; MACT Assessment for IP andifor parbnes agencies during
Year 4 Tetal: USD 129,460
10/8/2020

No. The proponents overlooked this comment from the last review:

The geo-referenced information and map where the project interventions will take place,
are provided on Annex E and PRODOC Annex 1.

However there is no map in section 1b. Please include a copy of that map in
section 1b

Please resubmit after the map has been included in section 1b.
10/19/2020

No. Please correct the errors in the portal with the classification of
cofinancing. The co-financing documents explicitly mention that the co-financing is
?Public Investment?, but still Table C in the portal still shows them as ?Grant?.

10/21/2020

No. The same problem remains in the portal. (i) Province of Albay and (ii)
province of Sorsogon is indicated in the letter as ?public finance? but is
currently listed as ?grant? in the portal in Table C. , please change the type
of financing to public investment so it is consistent with the cofinance

letters. Please double check the portal before resubmitting.
2/1/2021

Please resubmit and include the Checklist for CEO Endorsement Template duly filled
out for this project that responds to the recent audit findings.

5/18/2021



Yes, project is recommended for CEO endorsement. Checklist was submitted and is

cleared.

Review Dates

Secretariat Comment at Response to
CEO Endorsement Secretariat
comments
First Review 8/20/2020

Additional Review 9/17/2020
(as necessary)

Additional Review 10/13/2020
(as necessary)

Additional Review 10/19/2020
(as necessary)

Additional Review 5/18/2021
(as necessary)

CEO Recommendation

Brief reasoning for CEO Recommendations

The project aims to strengthen the implementation of the Nagoya Protocol (NP) in the
Philippines by strengthening the national Access and Benefit Sharing (ABS) framework,
building national and local capacities and developing critical experience in ABS
agreements. The project seeks to increase economic opportunity and biodiversity
conservation for local communities and indigenous peoples in the Philippines stemming
from fair and equitable sharing of biodiversity benefits through three main components:

Component 1: Strengthening the national framework for implementing ABS in
accordance with the Nagoya Protocol: This component aims to: (1) update the current
national ABS framework in accordance with the Nagoya Protocol and (2) harmonize
current policies on bioprospecting and scientific research and development on and
commercialization of genetic resources and their associated traditional/indigenous
knowledge.

Component 2: Awareness raising and capacity building for implementation of the
national ABS framework: A nation-wide information dissemination, education and
public awareness campaign on ABS and its related policies and procedures will be

undertaken under this component.



Component 3: Demonstrating benefit-sharing agreements: Under this component, a key
outcome is to facilitate the negotiation of at least one ABS agreement. The project will
support the design and review of ABS agreements so that they are in line with the
national ABS framework in accordance with the Nagoya Protocol. This component will
also support community protocols of securing Prior Informed Consent and Free, Prior
and Informed Consent (PIC/FPIC) and Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT) and ensuring the
fair and equitable sharing of both monetary and non-monetary benefits for the use of

the genetic resources and its associated traditional/indigenous knowledge.

Through the above components, the project seeks to increase economic opportunity and
biodiversity conservation for local communities and indigenous peoples in the
Philippines stemming from fair and equitable sharing of biodiversity benefits thereby
contributing to the following impacts:

l. Increased wealth creation through safeguarding Philippines? biological

resources and its genetic diversity from unfair exploitation;

2. Recognition, Respect, Protection and Promotion of Customary Law and
Indigenous Knowledge and Practices System on access to genetic resources; and

3. Improved management and sustainable use of genetic resources and
biodiversity.



