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1.

FINANCING (for all the tables, expand or narrow table items as necessary)

a) PROJECT COST

Project Components/Outcomes Co-financing ($) GEF ($) Total ($)
1. Generation of sustainable financial and 4,750,000 | 4,250,000 | 9,000,000
other incentives for conservation of wild
relatives at the county level in eight
provinces
2. The policy, legal and regulatory system 300,000 900,000 | 1,200,000
supports conservation of wild relatives
3. Stakeholders at the central and local level 1,810,000 | 1,250,000 | 3,060,000
have adequate capacity to conserve wild
relatives
4. Accurate and timely information 4,312,000 270,000 | 4,582,000
concerning the status of wild relatives is
available and utilized
5. Project Management budget/cost* 1,670,000 | 1,180,000 | 2,850,000
Total Uses of Funds/project costs 12,842,000 | 7,850,000 | 20,692,000

* This item is the aggregate cost of project management; breakdown of this aggregate amount
should be presented in the table b) below. Total includes budget for monitoring and evaluation.

b) PROJECT MANAGEMENT BUDGET/COST'

Component Estimated Other Sources Project

Staff weeks GEF($) &) Total ($)

Locally recruited personnel 64 32,000 - 32,000

(Local consultant)*

Locally recruited personnel 840 160,000 260,000 420,000

(Administrative support)*

Internationally recruited 26 109,000 - 109,000

consultants*

Professional services/ training 344,000 405,000 749,000

Subcontract 478,000 - 478,000

Office facilities, equipment, - 600,000 600,000

vehicles and communications

Travel - 215,000 215,000

Miscellaneous 57,000 190,000 247,000

Total 1,180,000 1,670,000 2,850,000

* Local and international consultants in this table are those who are hired for functions related to the
management of project. For those consultants who are hired to do a special task, they would be referred to as
consultants providing technical assistance. For these consultants, please provide details of their services in c)

below:

¢) CONSULTANTS WORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENTS:

Estimated Staff Other Project
Component Weeks GEF($) Sources Total ($)
3)
Personnel 864 - 432,000 432,000
Local consultants® 378 189,000 - 189,000
International consultants* 145 610,000 - 610,000
Total 1,387 799,000 432,000 1,231,000

For all consultants hired to manage project or provide technical assistance, please attach a description in terms of their staff
weeks, roles and functions in the project, and their position titles in the organization, such as project officer, supervisor,

assistants or secretaries.



d) CO-FINANCING

. At Work At CEO
Name of Co-financiers Classification Type At Concept Program ($) | Endorsement
(source) 6] ($)*
Government Govt Cash/ in-kind 12,380,000 12,192,000
UNDP 1A Cash 650,000 650,000
Total Co-financing 13,030,000 12,842,000

* Reflect the final commitment amount of co-financiers and attach documents from co-financiers confirming

co-financing commitments. Describe any difference of final commitment compared to those expressions of
interest at concept stage or at work program inclusion.




2. RESPONSE TO REVIEWS
a) COUNCIL

COMMENT:

RESPONSE:

Comments from Germany

Germany agrees to the project proposal. Changes outlined
below should be made during further planning steps and
during project implementation.

[J The German Technical Cooperation project “Sustainable
Management of Agrobiodiversity in Hainan and Hunan” and
the planned EU-China Biodiversity Program should be
considered.

Comments are noted with thanks. Links with the EU-China Biodiversity Programme (ECBP) are
in place through the structure of the China Biodiversity Partnership Framework (CBPF). Both
this proposed project and the ECBP are integral components of the CBPF, which will establish a
strong coordination mechanism and joint monitoring framework to ensure complementarity.
Contact with the GTZ project in Hainan and Hunan was initiated through GTZ’s participation in
the PDF-B Project Inception Workshop on 28 September 2004. Operational links to identify
potential collaborations and share lessons learnt will be established during project inception.

Comments from the United States

While the goal of this project is laudable, the indicators and
baselines seem weak and vague. For example, one indicator is
the percentage of farmers actively conserving the wild
relatives, where baseline is no farmers, and the target value is
75% of farmers modified their farming methods to promote
conservation. This indicator is weak because it measures
methods used by farmers and not the outcomes in conserving
and increasing wild relatives of crops.

The proposed project strategy is built on an awareness that the only effective, sustainable way to
conserve populations of wild relatives (which exist largely within agricultural landscapes of
related crop types) is to ensure that farmers perceive the conservation of these remnant
populations to be in their economically-rational long-term interests. This is in contrast with the
existing situation (baseline scenario) wherein these remnant populations are being protected by
expropriating agricultural lands on which they are found, compensating farmers and constructing
physical barriers around the expropriated lands.
Therefore the core premise of the project is that positive incentive structures that:

(1) are developed in a participatory manner, and

(i1) recognise and respond to rational choice

are a more effective and sustainable conservation strategy than expropriating valuable
agricultural lands and removing them from productive use.
Thus the proposed project objective focuses on mainstreaming conservation of wild relatives into
agricultural production landscapes and systems through the participatory development of
tailored, sustainable incentive structures (Outcome 1) supported by a positive enabling
environment (Outcome 2), adequate institutional, technical and individual capacities (Outcome
3), information flows to support decision-making (Outcome 4) and an effective strategy for
disseminating lessons learned and facilitating replication (Outcome 5).
Overall conservation impact is measured at the Objective level through two indicators:

1. In all target sites, the area occupied by wild relatives shows no decline at the mid-point

and end of the project, compared with the area in 2005

2. Atall target sites, at the mid-point and end of the project, no land on which populations




COMMENT:

RESPONSE:

of wild relatives occur has been taken out of agricultural production.

Taken together these two indicators ensure that:
1. The area occupied by wild relatives does not decrease (indicator 1 to track the state of
the biodiversity), and;

2. That the conservation of these wild relatives has been achieved through mainstreaming
into the agricultural production system rather than by ‘fencing off” wild relative
populations with physical barriers as under the baseline scenario (indicator 2 to monitor
the response).

At the Outcome level, the project proposes a range of indicators to track state and response
parameters. These include, e.g. indicators to ensure that incentive systems have been
implemented across all project sites (indicator 1 for Outcome 1) and that these incentive systems
are fully sustainable (indicator 2 for Outcome 1).

The specific indicator quoted is an indicator of Outcome 3; “Stakeholders at the central and local
level have adequate capacity to conserve wild relatives”. The indicator is designed to measure
farmers’ capacity to conserve wild relative populations in response to the incentive structures
developed under Outcome 1. This indicator is therefore is not designed to measure overall
project success, but only the impact of one specific Outcome on technical capacities.

In addition, we did not see economic or financial analyses in
the documents, which we believe are essential to determining
whether or not the project is sustainable.

The financial viability of the overall incentive system would depend on the specific mix of
incentive mechanisms to be adopted at each project site. Since these incentive structures are to
be tailor-made for each site in consultation with local stakeholders during project
implementation, it is unfortunately not possible to present each financial case in the project
proposal.

However the principles on which sustainable incentive mechanisms could be established were
formulated by an expert workshop during the PDF-B process, and are outlined in paragraph 86
sections a-e. These principles were presented to local stakeholders in two pilot sites; Henan
Province and Ningxia Autonomous Region, and the consensus amongst local stakeholders was
that sustainable incentive mechanisms were feasible. (ref: paragraph 87)

Lessons were drawn from past experience with incentive mechanisms in China, including
incentive systems addressing issues such as soil conservation, promotion of biogas facilities and
pollution control. The Stap Review also provided key references on the latest research into
conservation incentive systems, which the project team have incorporated into their analyses of
potential incentive structures.

Outline feasibility analyses for various potential incentive mechanisms were undertaken during
the PDF-B phase. These showed that local farmers were willing to accept non-cash incentives in




COMMENT:

RESPONSE:

exchange for conserving remnant populations of wild relatives within their farms.

For instance, farmers were willing to accept preferential access to agricultural extension services
as compensation for setting aside land for conservation of wild relative populations. Such
training and support would allow them to increase the productivity of lands still in production,
thereby maintaining or increasing total farm output. This approach would not involve any net
increase in financial support, merely redirection of the existing services provided by District
Agricultural Bureaus to account for the need to conserve wild relative populations.

Similarly, in areas where research institutions and seed companies are assessing wild relative
populations for genetic value and commercialisation potential, farmers can (with appropriate
training) provide monitoring and basic field research support in exchange for payment from seed
companies or research budgets. Such as arrangement allows compensation to farmers for the
loss of production to be funded from the sustainable utilisation of the genetic resources under
their stewardship.

A range of such simple, non-cash incentive arrangements have been agreed during local-level
consultations in the PDF-B phase. Many more such approaches will undoubtedly be identified
during project implementation. By implementing a tailored mix of such incentive arrangements
at each project site, the project will ensure that the overall incentive systems developed are fully
sustainable and equitable.

Recognising that financial sustainability lies at the core of the project’s overall viability, the
project has proposed a specific indicator (indicator 2 for Outcome 1) that tracks the financial
sustainability of the incentive systems being implemented at each site. This indicator will ensure
that no unsustainable financial incentives (e.g. cash payments) are being employed at any site at
the end of the project, and that even at the project mid-point (when incentive structures are still
being evolved), no more than 40% of the total incentive package at each site may consist of net
financial transfers from government or donor funds in any form.

Finally, we have questions about the incentive system,
specifically about whether safeguards will be in place to avoid
perverse outcomes.

The incentive system most likely to yield perverse incentives is direct cash payments, as the
STAP review noted (Prodoc p.30). This approach was discussed and discounted as a long-term
solution on the basis of past Chinese experience in poverty reduction programmes. In the pre-
1990 period, poverty reduction programmes depended on direct cash payments to supplement
farmers’ incomes. However this approach proved ineffective and unsustainable, and the
government shifted to a strategy of using capacity development and technical assistance to
sustainably improve farmers’ capacities to generate livelihoods. Farmers were trained to assess
their own technical assistance needs, and the poverty reduction programme was restructured to
respond to these needs rather than simply disbursing cash support.

The proposed project strategy acknowledges that direct financial transfers may be required as a




COMMENT:

RESPONSE:

short-term response measure to address critical threats to remnant populations in the early stages
of the project. A specific indicator has been incorporated in the project design (indicator 2 under
Outcome 1) to track the extent to which direct financial incentives are being used to conserve
populations, with the intention that such systems are rapidly phased out and no direct financial
incentives whatsoever are in place at the end of the project. (The mid-term target for this
indicator is that no more than 40% of incentive systems utilise direct financial incentives, and
this will drop to zero by the end of project.)

Safeguards have also been designed to ensure that these interim incentives are not mis-allocated.
For example, tools such as written agreements with reporting requirements and compliance
mechanisms, community-based participatory monitoring, multi-stakeholder committee
mechanisms and independent audits will be used as appropriate in each site to minimise the risk
of deviations, The equitable distribution mechanisms to be implemented under Output 1.3 are
designed to ensure that benefits derived from conservation activities flow to the participating
farmers, rather than to other local stakeholders, while the adaptive management framework in
Output 1.4 includes a review mechanism involving all stakeholders as well as independent
experts.

In addition, the project management team will provide direct oversight of incentive systems at
each project site, particularly during the initial stages of the project when direct cash incentives
may be utilised. UNDP’s Risk Control Framework will also be used to ensure that the risk of
perverse outcomes is actively monitored and immediate steps taken to respond if problems are
detected.

Taken together this suite of safeguard mechanisms will minimise the risk of perverse outcomes.

Such a risk can never be entirely precluded, but active monitoring and a strong adaptive
management mechanism (Output 1.4) will ensure that such risks are kept within acceptable
limits.




b) GEF SECRETARIAT

GEF Secretariat requests project to confirm sustainability arrangements, replicability
arrangements, stakeholder involvement arrangements and all financing arrangement
(including co-financing).

The project has responded to all above comments in respective sections in the project
document.



¢) Review by expert from STAP Roster

Review by Professor Michael Stocking

1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This Report follows the generic Terms of Reference (GTOR) for STAP reviews and the
elaborations to the GTORs for the Biodiversity Focal Area prepared by the STAP Secretariat.
This review focuses primarily on the requested GEF assistance component, which amounts to
38.2 % (US$8.056 million) of total project costs including PDF-B, but notes that much of the co-
financing (61.8%, most of which will come from China’s MoA) is also supporting claimed
global environmental benefits.” GEF financing is broadly to support the GEF focal area of
biodiversity and Operational Program 13 (agricultural biodiversity) through addressing five
planned Outcomes:

(a) Incentives for conservation of wild relatives of major food crops (43.3% total main
project costs; 47.2% contributed by GEF);

(b) Policy, legal and regulatory systems for conservation (5.8% total costs; 75% GEF);

(c) Stakeholder capacity to conserve wild relatives (14.7% total costs; 40.8% GEF

(d) Information systems on the status of wild relatives (22.9% total costs; 5.7% GEF);

(e) Lessons for replication (13.7% total costs; 37.7% GEF).

There are few explicit developmental aspects to the project, other than the general assertion that
wild relatives of rice, soybean and wheat are significant for sustainable development.® This
aspect of the project will be elaborated below under Key Issues ‘replicability’ and
‘sustainability’.

The GEF funding is therefore requested to provide a contribution to the project goal of
conserving wild relatives of crop plants in China, and the delivery of the Project Objective of
mainstreaming the conservation of wild relatives of crops in agricultural production landscapes
in eight provinces of China. These are laudable aims in the context of near-term objectives of the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and longer term aims of sustainable development.
Total funding is requested in order of total expenditures for (1) incentives for conservation; (2)
information systems; (3) stakeholder capacity; (4) replication; and (5) policy, legal and
regulatory systems. Incremental GEF funding is requested in order of expenditures for (1)
incentives for conservation; (2) stakeholder capacity; (3) replication; (4) policy, legal and
regulatory systems; and (5) information systems. The importance accorded to incentive systems
that will consist of multi-stakeholder agreements, substantial technical inputs and oversight will
be commented upon below under Key Issue ‘scientific and technical soundness of the project’.

* Throughout the proposal it is difficult to differentiate the components that have environmental benefit and those
that have developmental benefit. This will be commented upon later.

3 The ICM includes a number of claimed domestic benefits of the project under the project Alternative, including
mechanisms to provide poor farmers with benefits from conservation of wild relatives of food crops and keeping a
“potential for future gains in crop productivity”. However, these benefits are not backed in the proposal with
evidence for demand by local people — a prerequisite for locally sustainable development.
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The version of the Brief (11 August 2005) provided to this reviewer is generally well-presented*
and follows GEF guidelines for project proposals. It is understood that a slightly later version has
improved aspects of presentation, but has kept the scientific and technical justification for the
project unchanged. A few technical and scientific matters related to the Logical Framework
(Section II, Part IT) and Incremental Cost Matrix (Section II, Part I) will be elaborated below.

2. KEY ISSUES

Scientific and technical soundness of the project

Agricultural biodiversity has assumed an important but arguably under-represented status in the
GEEF portfolio of projects. It has the potential not only to protect important but under-valued
plant and animal species, but also to value the role of local people as guardians of a genetic
heritage. The People, Land Management and Environmental Change (PLEC) project (UNU-
UNEP-GEF, 1996-2002) showed conclusively, not least in China, that there is a huge
biodiversity being protected in often isolated places by local people who are poor.” For example,
in Xishuangbanna villages of Yunnan Province upland rice varieties are being conserved by
nearly all cultivators, but some varieties are disappearing because of external pressures driven
partially by the economic poverty of local people. However, farmers have a large repository of
knowledge on planting techniques, soil suitability and management of these rare varieties.
Coupled with the cultural value of many plants, there is a good chance that the right policy
environment will enable protection of much globally-important agricultural biodiversity.

Conserving the wild relatives of major food crops is an especial challenge. These are the plants
that are generally not domesticated. They may be harvested from the wild for some local
purposes but they are not actively managed by local people. As the project document elaborates,
the habitats for these plants are under threat from agricultural expansion; the plants themselves
have little or no current commercial use; and local people may not perceive the plants to be
important. The question to be addressed by the project is how these wild relatives can be best
conserved. The answer proposed is in situ conservation: a double strategy of (1) instituting
incentive mechanisms and agreements to make it worthwhile for local people to look after the
plants in the wild, and (2) searching for uses — genetically in improving crops, and commercially
in direct productive purposes. How far is this proposed solution — and the problem-analysis that
led to it - backed by sound scientific and technical information?

There is little scientific and technical rationale in the full project document to back the project
approach. China is, indeed, one of the mega-diverse countries. It would have been good to give
the supporting evidence, even from UNDP’s own published sources.® The importance of China
as a repository of good practice in agricultural biodiversity, and specifically in the number and
variety of wild relatives of major food plants, is also well-attested — but the specific evidence
base is not cited. ’ There is good information on p.5 of the ProDoc of the results of domestic

* During the course of the review a number of typographical errors was noticed. These tended to be the kind not
picked up by Spell Checkers. For example, in at least two places, the Output 3.1 title has ‘Country’ rather than
‘County’ (cf. p.4, ExecSum, p.21 ProjDoc)

> See final published output of PLEC: Brookfield, H. et al. 2003. Agrodiversity: Learning from Farmers Across the
World. United Nations University Press, Tokyo. ISBN 92-808-1087-1

® For example, Meeting of the Group of Like-Minded Megadiverse Countries (LMMC) — 17-21 January 2005, New
Delhi, India - http://www.undp.org/biodiversity/events/Megadiverse_Meeting.html

’ See, for example, the PLEC database for China constructed during the UNU-UNEP-GEF project, 1996-2002:
http://www.unu.edu/env/plec/database.html . A more populist article on the importance of agricultural biodiversity,
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surveys in China on wild rice species, and reasonable information on soybean and wheat, but
there is no supporting citation.

Similarly, there are some good sources (some from China) to back the importance of targeting
wild relatives of major food crops, with the view to improving genetic performance of
commercial varieties.® There are also good sources in the conservation literature to support
strategies of agricultural biodiversity that are broadly similar to the proposal under review here,’
and particular approaches for important food crops such as rice.'’

It is recommended that the ecological context be more fully supported by evidence from
accepted sources that a project addressing biodiversity, agro-biodiversity and conservation of
wild relatives of crop plants is needed, wanted and correctly situated. Some of the references
used in this review may prove to be useful. This reviewer is surprised that there are no annexes
to the project document where this baseline information and referenced evidence was obtained
during the PDF-B phase.

Incentive systems for conservation and establishing close relationships with farmers feature
prominently in the proposal especially in Outcome 1. Incentives may consist of many kinds,
including direct payments, indirect payments for substitute activities, access to credit, provision
of technical services, infrastructure development (e.g. provision of markets), and even fines for
non-compliance. The ProDoc refers to consideration of “several approaches .....during the
project preparatory process” but no analysis of what kind of incentive might best meet the
situation environmentally and socio-economically in China for conserving wild relatives of
plants is presented. In projects of a broadly similar kind, local level stakeholders usually always
choose direct payments, but as the ProDoc reports results are often disappointing. It appears from
Output 1.1 description that three possible incentive mechanisms are thought to be feasible'!, and
that the project will look for “locally appropriate financing mechanisms.” (p.17-18 ProDoc)
Some recognition is needed that incentives can create perverse outcomes. It has been found in
soil conservation, for example, that local people may become reliant on incentives for income.
Local people have been known to destroy conservation infrastructure in order to encourage (in
their view) projects to return with their incentive mechanisms! Understanding the costs and
benefits involved in incentives, and the way that incentives may change behaviours, is absolutely

with cross-references to work in China, appeared in New Agriculturist: http://www.new-agri.co.uk/02-
3/develop/dev04.html

¥ For example, a CGIAR paper on agricultural biotechnology and the poor in China, showing the potential for using
wild relatives to increase food production: http://www.cgiar.org/biotech/rep0100/Zhang.pdf

? See, for example, the paper by C.L.Long and colleagues from Yunnan published in Biodiversity and Conservation
Volume 12, Issue 6, 1 June 2003, Pages 1145-1156. This suggests “in situ conservation of
agrobiodiversity, including habitat protection of wild populations, maintenance of native species and varieties in
traditional agroecosystems, and relevant environmental education.

1 Paper by L-Z Gao in Genetic Resources and Crop Evolution, Volume 50, Issue 1, February 2003,
Pages 17-32. This supports a strategy of in-situ conservation along with other approaches
such as ethnobotanical knowledge combined with local participation by farmers.

" There is some confusion in the ProDoc here (p.18). Under item (a) where three possible mechanisms are

mentioned as feasible, four types of incentives are mentioned — “conservation related support”, “utilization of wild
relatives”, “benefit compensation”, and a “good return system”.
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essential. It is not clear from the ProDoc that the processes’” of design of appropriate incentives
(Output 1.3) and analysis/evaluation of experiences (Output 1.4) have been thought through.

Given the prominence of the development of incentive systems in the proposal, some reference
in the ProDoc to the considerable research into conservation incentive systems should be made."’
This should include a fuller description of the envisaged types of incentives as suggested during
the project preparatory phase, as well as the advantages and disadvantages of each type. Some of
this analysis will have to be undertaken during the full project, but explicit recognition that
incentives mechanisms is a difficult topic, requiring innovative local solutions, is needed if only
to counter the large local pressure that will come for direct cash payments for conservation.

A further area that could be addressed is the role of local knowledge.'* As shown in other
projects'> ' local people have a distinctive and crucial knowledge of their local flora and fauna.
Wild relatives of food crops will certainly be known by many members of local communities.
These plants may have cultural and social significance and other values that are unknown to the
scientific community and local officials. It would be folly for the project to ignore local
knowledge and not to use it in developing conservation and incentive systems. This aspect of the
project should be strengthened ideally under Outcome 1, where local reviews are undertaken by
anthropologists and rural sociologists of the extent and degree of local knowledge, especially on
how wild relatives are managed in-situ — or indeed, whether they are managed.

Some of the above suggestions concern learning from experiences elsewhere in the rationale for
in-situ conservation and the ecological context'’, the design of the project components
(especially incentive systems) and the development of stakeholder capacity to conserve wild
relatives of food plants. The whole subject area of ethnobotany is very relevant to this project
and Stephen Brush’s new book serves as an excellent reference that links with attempts at in-situ
conservation.'® This reviewer believes that these experiences should come in Outcome 1, rather

2 The ProDoc gives justification for Outputs 1.3 and 1.4, but not the methods by which appropriate incentive
mechanisms will be designed and effectiveness evaluated [p.20]

13 For example, Incentives in Soil Conservation: From Theory to Practice by David Sanders, Paul Huszar, Samran
Sombatpanit, and Thomas Enters. Science Publishers NH. ISBN 1-57808-061-4: 1999; 402 Pages. Specific to
biodiversity, reference should be made to CBD outputs on incentives, for example: Biodiversity and Incentive
Measures _http://www.biodiv.org/programmes/socio-eco/incentives/incentives.asp ; also a thoughtful paper from
France on how biodiversity conservation may be supported through contracts with farmers — see ‘Incentive policies
to farmers for conserving biodiversity in forested areas in developing countries’ by Motte, Salles and Thomas
www.bioecon.ucl.ac.uk/Montpellier/motte-salles.doc

' Note that local knowledge, biodiversity and conservation were included together in the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment case studies — see, for example, http://www.millenniumassessment.org/en/subglobal.sinai.aspx

¥ PLEC (UNU-GEF), for example, which worked in Yunnan, China.

'® A good example of the justification of including local knowledge is in the short paper at:
http://www.scidev.net/Opinions/index.cfm?fuseaction=readOpinions&itemid=216&language=1

' This reviewer finds the paper by IPGRI on in-situ conservation thoughtful and useful in supporting the possible
domestication of wild relatives — something not mentioned in the project document but which must be an important
option if commercialisation of wild relatives is to be promoted sustainably. See
http://www.ipgri.cgiar.org/regions/apo/apoweb/insitu.htm

' Brush, S. B. 2004. Farmers' Bounty. Locating Crop Diversity in the Contemporary World. Yale University Press,
New Haven, Connecticut 333 pp. ISBN 0-300-10049-3
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than in Outcome 4 (specifically Output 4.5), so that project design may take account of best
practice elsewhere. An enhanced review of types of incentives, establishment of monitoring
systems, utilisation of wild relatives, and local participation in conservation is essential before a
particular project approach is established in China.

Finally, in the context of the scientific and technical soundness of the project, the model of
sustainable use of biological resources through incentive systems and stakeholder involvement
needs to be developed into a workable framework for implementation in other parts of China.
This is partly addressed below under ‘replicability’ and ‘sustainability’, but within the project
there must be rigorous testing of the model. This reviewer would prefer to see an Output
included under Outcome 5 (lessons and experiences) that incorporates a targeted research
activity where prior to Output 5.1 (information exchanged) there is a participatory evaluation and
model testing on a selection of sites where different incentive system models have been
explored. Without a good body of data and evidence that a model actually works, plus an
understanding of why and how it works (especially in meeting human developmental needs, and
poverty alleviation), then there would seem to be little point in the current Outputs 5.1, 5.2 and
5.3. There is a danger that erroneous models may be promoted with concomitant likelihood of
failure and disillusion.

Identification of the global environmental benefits and/or drawbacks of the project
Identifying the incremental benefits for OP13 conservation and sustainable use of biological
diversity important to agriculture is somewhat problematic because many of the benefits will
quite reasonably be domestic, and the global benefits will be almost impossible to quantify
without a much longer project time horizon. There is little on claimed global benefits in either
the text of the ProDoc or the ExecSum. The incremental cost analysis (ICA) and matrix (ICM)
are the main sources in the ProDoc for detail on how the project will achieve global
environmental benefits."’

Global environmental benefits need to be built on top of the current baseline, and it is to the
proposers advantage that the baseline be quite substantial so that project incremental activities
are well rooted nationally in China (and even internationally). The ICA specifies and the ICM
quantifies a baseline that is rather meagre (US$580,000). The ICA does mention briefly that the
Chinese Government has invested in ex-situ conservation in the past. This reviewer feels that this
should legitimately be taken into the baseline, along with some components of international
efforts that have focussed on wild relatives of major food crops (e.g. IRRI’s work on germplasm
of rice; IPGRI’s studies of in-situ conservation; and so on). From this reviewer’s limited
knowledge of other agricultural biodiversity initiatives in China (including the GEF-funded
project f;lLE C in Yunnan®), there are many initiatives and campaigns to promote the topic in the
country.

' There is only one very short paragraph on p.27 in the ProDoc, and nothing in the ExecSum, on this essential
aspect of a GEF-financed project. In the ProDoc, this reviewer feels that there is little or no evidence to claim
“global food security”. It would not be unreasonable for the project itself to use increases in food production
consequent on commercialisation of wild relative crops as one indicator to monitor project success (cf Target
indicator for Project Objective in Logical Framework). See Summary recommendations at the end of this review.

*" See also the initiatives of DIVERSITAS International - http:/www.diversitas-

international.org/national _china_scientific.html ; UNCBD case studies including China -
http://www.biodiv.org/programmes/areas/agro/cs.aspx ; and China’s own 1993 Biodiversity Action Plan in
Agricultural Departments, which reportedly profiled agricultural biodiversity as an important topic for attention.
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The project alternative is specified at Goal level as being the more effective mainstreaming of
conservation of wild relatives. However, at Outcome level, there is no detailed specification.
The ICA list three measures that will be supported — poverty elimination, capacity development,
research and development. These are not linked to Outcomes in the ICM, and the figures in the
matrix are not supported by any clear achievements (preferably to indicator level in the logical
framework) that show how global benefits are achieved with project expenditures under the
increment. It is difficult also in the ICA and ICM to differentiate between environmental and
developmental benefits. Under GEF rules only the first is eligible for GEF funding, but it is
increasingly expected that the second will be supported strongly through co-financing from
sources such as UNDP and the Chinese MoA. Poverty alleviation is, for example, a critical
global developmental target under the MDGs, and should be clearly signposted and
differentiated in the ICM.

This matrix does, therefore, need re-examination and the better assignment of baseline,
increment and benefits.

How the project fits within the context of the goals of GEF
The project has excellent potential to support the goals of the GEF. However, the case is not
made strongly enough to justify GEF funding.

The GEF Operational Strategy includes the securing of global environmental benefits through
(amongst others): “(a) integration of the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity within
national and, as appropriate, sub-regional and regional sustainable development plans and
policies; (b) helping to protect and sustainably manage ecosystems through targeted and cost-
effective interventions.” The project proposal addresses these strategic considerations squarely
through attempting to mainstream agricultural biodiversity issues centrally and locally in China
(GEF-BD Strategic Priority 2), and through developing incentive mechanisms and
communication structures to enable the better protection of wild relatives of important food
crops. The project also accords well with CBD/COP guidance on ‘access and benefit sharing’
through proposing financial mechanism, and capacity-building through training and
communication.

The proposal substantially supports the GEF Operational Program 13 Conservation and
Sustainable Use of Biological Diversity Important to Agriculture. OP13 was designed by GEF to
address the focal area of biodiversity. The project sensibly fits the overall program objectives 2
and 3: “the conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources of actual and potential value
for food and agriculture”, and “the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the use of
genetic resources.” It also addresses wider linked biodiversity-development issues admirably
through proposing in-situ conservation measures for wild plants that have both fundamental
genetic importance and a use potential for improving future crop production.

Nevertheless, the case is not made clearly in the ProDoc, partly because of the lack of
specification of global environmental benefits. In addition to the already-recommended

2! One area where the baseline could be substantially increased is in Outcome 1, especially if lessons learned from
international and national experiences are included here in order to develop sustainable incentive systems. Policy,
legal and regulatory systems for conservation (Outcome 2) have been researched by IUCN, among others
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strengthening of the ProDoc near to page 27 on global benefits, cross-refeernce needs to be
made under ‘Project Rational and Policy Conformity’ to:

(1) The global benefits that will arise and how these will support GEF’s OS and OP13 —a
paragraph on pp.14-15 would be appropriate; and

(2) Project activities for monitoring key indicators of change in biodiversity by MoA and
ecological monitoring organizations. An explicit monitoring component for both global and
domestic benefits would assist this elaboration.”

Regional context

The importance of China to biodiversity and especially its marginal and mountainous areas is
well attested. The ProDoc brings this out well in setting the ecological context.”® In addition,
previous work in China in Yunnan Province brings out the exceptional role of minority peoples
in protecting biodiversity, and using biodiversity to support their livelihoods. It is, therefore, very
appropriate that China be used in regional context for this project. This reviewer would,
however, have liked to see some linkage to nearby hotspots of biodiversity with similar climates,
environments and ethnic backgrounds of local people. Montane Mainland South East Asia
(Northern Thailand, Laos, Cambodia and SW China), for example, has much to give and much
to learn from this GEF project, and there should be substantial regional benefit accruing from
this project.

Replicability and sustainability of the project

Replicability and sustainability are taken together in this review as they largely involve the same
issues of scope for successful continuation of project approaches and ability to upscale to more
communities and more situations.

The project is intended to be replicable and is set in the context of MoA’s Strategy for
Conservation of Wild Relatives. Replicability demands that not only is the science right (i.e. the
model works) but also that there is a demonstrable demand from local people to become
involved. Local participation and empowerment of local people are key factors in ensuring this
last criterion. Gender issues play an especially important role in gathering of wild food crops
and their commercialisation.

The Project proposal touches upon the role of participation, mainly in the context of stakeholder
involvement (e.g. in barriers to mainstreaming). This issue is especially critical in China with its
history as a centrally planned economy using communal labour. A legacy of former ways is the
top-down, ‘formal science’ approach that is still widely used. The ProDoc acknowledges that
biodiversity conservation and poverty alleviation efforts largely failed in the past, and the
principal reason must be the lack of attention to local participation and views and to
empowerment of weaker members of local society (women and ethnic minorities, for example).
In order to strengthen the proposal, the issue of participation and empowerment should be
addressed separately and explicitly. Unless this is done now, it will likely be lost in project
implementation because the project will largely be driven by government bureaucrats and
scientists (cf. list of stakeholders specified in Part III ‘Management Arrangements’, p.30+
ProDoc) . It is recommended that under ‘replicability and ‘sustainability’ the issues of

22 This could be tied to the capacity-building measures of Output 4.2, and a monitoring component to Output 5.2.

 Though this should be referenced and citations given to support the assertions.
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empowerment of local people and participation be addressed, and that these be made a more
prominent part of project methodology.*

The proposal in both the ProDoc and ExecSum highlights the importance of institutional and
financial sustainability. It is presumed that ecological sustainability will have been
accommodated by successful conservation of wild relatives of food crops. Some good ideas are
included especially under ‘financial sustainability’ including linkage of conservation to technical
services and the use of credit mechanisms. However, this reviewer misses what might be called
the ‘bigger picture’ of sustainability. It is recommended that questions such as:

. What are the long-term vision and goals for the project and its partners?

>, What written commitments has the project obtained about continuation?

5. What contingency plans are there for key personnel and partnership changes?

be included in the ProDoc discussion on page 29. It is recognised that only some of the
questions might be answerable at this stage. However, they do need to be posed, if only
to highlight to the main local and national government stakeholders that incentives for
conservation need to be self-sustaining and that reliance upon external interventions should not
be made. During the appraisal phase of the project and as part of initial project activities — and
certainly as part of Output 5 — sustainability questions will need to be answered.

3. SECONDARY ISSUES

Linkages to other focal areas
The project is in focal area of biodiversity. Attention has already been drawn to the potential
linkage with land degradation, especially through the higher productivity of existing crop land
through genetic enhancement from wild relatives, and through the better protection of habitats
where in-site conservation is carried out. This needs mention in the proDoc.

Linkages to other programmes and action plans at regional or sub-regional levels
The proposal has good national linkages through the management arrangements for the project.
The only international agency involved appears to be UNDP itself. Consideration should be
given to including some regional membership of steering committee maybe through an
organisation such as ICIMOD, and some international membership through scientific
organisations that have major interests in biodiversity (DIVERSITAS, Paris, for example).

Other beneficial or damaging environmental effects
The project is fundamentally ‘environmental’, seeking to build a sustainable basis for conserving
and using wild relatives of food crops and protecting national biodiversity assets. No other
beneficial or damaging environmental effects are noted.

Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project
GEF attaches the greatest importance to stakeholder involvement. The proposed project is
closely linked to relevant stakeholders at national level. The Ministry of Agriculture takes the
lead in this project, having been assigned ‘agricultural biodiversity’ at State level. There may be
some tension with Ministry of Forestry that has assigned to it issues such as ‘integrated
ecosystem management’ (OP12 in GEF) and land degradation (OP15). However, MoF is

 The OECD has a useful website on Empowerment, Participation and Gender with links to reports from China.
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included in the Steering Committee. The primary stakeholders in local communities are
specifically identified as a target for benefits, while local and national government agencies are
the main beneficiaries of capacity building. The project brings together the key agencies and
stakeholders, although how far local people are truly built into the project (and what mechanisms
there are for ensuring that the project addresses local needs) has been questioned above under
‘sustainability’.

Capacity-building aspects
Capacity building is included as an integral part of Outcome 3. This Outcome is directed at
addressing the identified barrier to mainstreaming conservation that there is inadequate
commitment to conservation at central and local levels. Through conservation organizations
(Output 3.1), it is intended that County Agricultural Bureaux will have appropriate
administrative structured built. Training of staff of local organizations (Output 3.2), extension
services (Output 3.3), farmers (Output 3.4), government officials (Output 3.5) and inter-agency
planning bodies (Output 3.6) are all covered in the project.

Innovativeness of the project
The innovation of this project primarily arises from its focus on incentive systems for
conservation of biodiversity. The proposal is considering a large number of possible types of
incentives, and the project should contribute substantially to our understanding of the place and
importance of incentives for local people to protect globally-significant biodiversity.
Recommendations have been made above for strengthening some aspects of the project in order
to build on the innovations promised by the project.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

The project rationale is soundly based on identified scientific criteria and needs. It is generally
well written, contains sound argumentation and has objectives that are sensible. There is good
evidence that the project offers possible long-term solutions for mainstreaming the conservation
of wild relatives of major food crops into Chinese policy and practice. The project proposal does
need some scientific and technical strengthening by reference to the considerable body of
literature and experiences on other projects that have similarly dealt with complex conservation
issues that cross between the natural and social sciences. The processes and methods towards
delivering the promised Outcomes need closer attention. Suggestions for enhancing the proposal
technically, for minimising the risk of failure of some of the interventions and for building wider
replicability and sustainability are made below.

This STAP review commends the project to the GEF as an appropriate use of funds entrusted and
an eminently suitable way to address pressing agricultural biodiversity issues in a key area of
natural biodiversity.

Summary Recommendations on Points that Could be Strengthened
1. Scientific and technical soundness of the project. .
e The ecological context should be more fully supported by evidence from accepted

sources that a project addressing biodiversity, agro-biodiversity and conservation of wild
relatives of crop plants is needed, wanted and correctly situated. [ProDoc, pp.4-5]
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‘Local knowledge’ aspects of the project need to be included and highlighted, ideally
under Outcome 1.

Some recognition needs to be recorded in the proposal that incentive mechanisms are
complex, may have perverse outcomes, and need to have very careful evaluation.
Reference to research on incentive mechanisms elsewhere would usefully support some
elaboration of the types of mechanisms that were suggested during project preparation
workshops [ProDoc, pp.19-20]

The processes of design of appropriate incentives (Output 1.3) and analysis/evaluation of
experiences (Output 1.4) need to be described [ProDoc, p.20].

Promote and enhance Output 4.5 (experiences and lessons from other countries) to
Outcome 1, so that learning from elsewhere on essential project components is built into
the project approach in China.

Consideration should be given to a new Output 5.1, where a participatory evaluation and
model testing is undertaken on a selection of sites where different incentive system
models have been explored. This is needed to give the evidence-base for the promotion
activities in the old Outputs 5.1 to 5.3.

2. Identification of the global environmental benefits. The proposers are urged to strengthen and
rationalise the link to global benefits rather more carefully and systematically:

In the ProDoc (p.27) global level environmental and developmental benefits need more
attention in view of the importance ascribed to this by GEF Council.>>*

The evidence-base (even in outline terms) should be provided for claimed global benefits
in the ProDoc and ExecSum.

The ICA and OCM baseline should be revised and increased substantially to reflect the
current situation in China and internationally on conservation of agricultural biodiversity.
It is to the proposers advantage that the baseline be quite substantial so that project
incremental activities are well rooted nationally in China and internationally.

In the ICA and ICM attention needs to be paid to the specification of global benefits
under the project alternative. There is no link, for example, between the text and the
financial amounts under the Alternative. There is no differentiation between global
environmental and developmental benefits, and who supports which type through co-
financing mechanisms.

3. Fit within the context of the goals of GEF

Additional specification is recommended on the global benefits that will arise and how
these will support GEF’s OS and OP13 — a paragraph on pp.14-15 would be appropriate
Project activities for monitoring key indicators of change in biodiversity by MoA and
ecological monitoring organizations should be introduced in Outcomes 4 and 5. An
explicit monitoring component for both global and domestic benefits would assist the
elaboration and support for the goals of the GEF

» One short paragraph in the main project document (p.27) is unlikely to be acceptable to GEFSec, and certainly
the contents fail to be convincing in terms of GEF eligible activities that by presumption must be seen as having
potential global benefits.

%% A good checklist of acceptable global environmental and associated developmental benefits that are eligible for
GEF support is in paras 19 to 21 of OP13. In addition, the project should be able to make a claim to benefiting
control of land degradation through reduction in exploitation of marginal areas where wild relatives of food crops
are mainly located (para 22, OP13)
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4. Regional context and replicability of the project. The proposers are asked to think about some
linkage to nearby hotspots of biodiversity with similar climates, environments and ethnic
backgrounds of local people.”’

5. Replicability and Sustainability of the project.
1t is recommended that:

e under ‘replicability and ‘sustainability’ the issues of empowerment of local people and
participation be addressed, and that these be made a more prominent part of project
methodology The project should explicitly address key sustainability questions and not
just assume that any level of ‘participation’ will ensure continuation.

e the ‘bigger picture’ of sustainability be included in the ProDoc discussion on page 29.
Key questions should be posed such as: What are the long-term vision and goals for
the project and its partners.

6. Secondary Issues. Some modifiations and elaborations requested — see Section 3 above.

Professor Michael Stocking

STAP Roster Expert (Land Degradation & Agricultural Biodiversity)
University of East Anglia, Norwich UK

30™ August 2005

27 Montane Mainland South East Asia is the obvious regional area that could both contribute to this project and learn
from it. The GEF project executed by ICRAF Alternatives to Slash and Burn has, for example, looked very much at
regional biodiversity issues here — see http://www.worldagroforestry.org/sea/th/DT-Pub.htm
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RESPONSE TO STAP REVIEW

STAP COMMENT?®

RESPONSE

1. Scientific and technical soundness of the project. .

The ecological context should be more fully supported by
evidence from accepted sources that a project addressing biodiversity,
agro-biodiversity and conservation of wild relatives of crop plants is
needed, wanted and correctly situated. [ProDoc, pp.4-5]

The project document, not being an academic document,
avoided citing scientific evidence, since this is not subject to
review by the Council. However, some citations proposed by
the reviewer have been added.

‘Local knowledge’ aspects of the project need to be included and
highlighted, ideally under Outcome 1.

Both the project document and the STAP reviewer in his review
comments acknowledge that in the case of wild relatives, local
knowledge is often absent. However, references to the
importance of local knowledge, where it exists, have been
added.

Some recognition needs to be recorded in the proposal that
incentive mechanisms are complex, may have perverse outcomes, and
need to have very careful evaluation. Reference to research on
incentive mechanisms elsewhere would usefully support some
elaboration of the types of mechanisms that were suggested during
project preparation workshops [ProDoc, pp.19-20]

Text acknowledging these points has been added on pp. 19-20

The processes of design of appropriate incentives (Output 1.3) and
analysis/evaluation of experiences (Output 1.4) need to be described
[ProDoc, p.20].

The design of incentive systems is actually in Output 1.1. Text
has been added to Output 1.1 and 1.4 describing likely processes
which, however, are subject to modification during project
implementation, consistent with the principle of adaptive
management

Promote and enhance Output 4.5 (experiences and lessons from
other countries) to Outcome 1, so that learning from elsewhere on
essential project components is built into the project approach in
China.

Moved

Consideration should be given to a new Output 5.1, where a
participatory evaluation and model testing is undertaken on a selection
of sites where different incentive system models have been explored.
This is needed to give the evidence-base for the promotion activities in
the old Outputs 5.1 to 5.3.

Existing Output 5.1 (Information exchanged and disseminated
among sites and with farmers and Agricultural Bureaux from
additional sites) was intended to reflect a process of
participatory evaluation and model testing. Therefore, rather
than creating an additional Output covering such activities, the
text of existing Output 5.1 has been amended to emphasize this

¥ Refers to Summary Recommendations at the end of the STAP Review
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point

2. Identification of the global environmental benefits. The proposers are
urged to strengthen and rationalise the link to global benefits rather more
carefully and systematically:

See below

In the ProDoc (p.27) global level environmental and
developmental benefits need more attention in view of the importance
ascribed to this by GEF Council.

In the biodiversity focal area, sustainable conservation of
globally significant biodiversity is considered to represent
global environmental benefits. The developmental benefits are
considered to be sustainable agricultural production, especially
in the face of climate change, which will require the
development of new agricultural varieties incorporating genes
conferring adaptation to extreme conditions, such genes being
likely to be found in populations of wild relatives

The evidence-base (even in outline terms) should be provided for
claimed global benefits in the ProDoc and ExecSum.

The global significance of rice, soy and wheat is well
established. However, figures have been added in support of
this.

The ICA and OCM baseline should be revised and increased
substantially to reflect the current situation in China and
internationally on conservation of agricultural biodiversity. It is to the
proposers advantage that the baseline be quite substantial so that
project incremental activities are well rooted nationally in China and
internationally.

The baseline figures were calculated on the basis of activities
being undertaken (mainly within the MoA and related agencies)
that contribute to the conservation of wild relatives. As a focus
on conservation of wild relatives is a recent development in
China, these figures are not currently very large. However, the
paucity of the baseline does not reflect a lack of national
commitment, rather the fact that activities in support of
conservation of wild relatives are still building up in China. It is
argued that the elaboration of the GEF co-financed project at
this stage represents an opportunity to ensure that conservation
of wild relatives is effectively mainstreamed in agricultural
development.

In the ICA and ICM attention needs to be paid to the specification
of global benefits under the project alternative. There is no link, for
example, between the text and the financial amounts under the
Alternative. There is no differentiation between global environmental
and developmental benefits, and who supports which type through co-
financing mechanisms.

Consistent with the concept of incremental costs, the financial
figures in the ICM are intended to reflect the costs of global
(GEF funds) and domestic (co-financing) benefits. However,
this distinction has been clarified through the addition of text in
the ICA and ICM emphasizing this point

3. Fit within the context of the goals of GEF

Additional specification is recommended on the global benefits
that will arise and how these will support GEF’s OS and OP13 —a

Additional text has been added to the existing paragraphs on
pp.14-15, emphasizing the relevance to the OS and OP13.
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paragraph on pp.14-15 would be appropriate

o Project activities for monitoring key indicators of change in
biodiversity by MoA and ecological monitoring organizations should
be introduced in Outcomes 4 and 5. An explicit monitoring
component for both global and domestic benefits would assist the
elaboration and support for the goals of the GEF

Consistent with current GEF practice, actual project activities
will be defined at the project’s inception workshop. However,
activities contributing to Outputs 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 will certainly
ensure that the indicators of global and local benefits (the two
indicators at the level of Objective) will be covered

4. Regional context and replicability of the project. The proposers are
asked to think about some linkage to nearby hotspots of biodiversity with
similar climates environments and ethnic backgrounds of local people

As GEF Implementing Agency, UNDP is committed to building
linkages to projects in other countries and regions. Two obvious
examples are the Vietnam Agrobiodiversity project (under
implementation) and Laos Agrobiodiversity project (under
preparation). The Biodiversity ‘Good Practices’ project, soon to
commence implementation, will provide a vehicle to facilitate
linkage with these other countries and regions.

5. Replicability and Sustainability of the project.

1t is recommended that:

e Under ‘replicability and ‘sustainability’ the issues of
empowerment of local people and participation be addressed, and
that these be made a more prominent part of project methodology
The project should explicitly address key sustainability questions
and not just assume that any level of ‘participation’ will ensure
continuation.

The project document makes the point that sustainability is
strongly related to the establishment of viable financial
mechanisms. While the precise nature of these mechanisms will
be location-specific, all will involve partnerships with local
stakeholders, which will serve to empower those stakeholders.
The assumption is not that ‘participation’ will ensure
continuation, but that the effectiveness of the mechanisms in
‘rewarding’ farmers for conserving wild relatives will ensure
continuation.

e The ‘bigger picture’ of sustainability be included in the ProDoc
discussion on page 29. Key questions should be posed such as:
What are the long-term vision and goals for the project and
its partners.

The long-term vision and goals are as reflected in the project
goal, namely “to sustainably conserve wild relatives of crop
plants in China”. This has been added on page 29.

6. Secondary Issues. Some modifiations and elaborations requested:

See below

Linkages to other focal areas The project is in focal area of
biodiversity. Attention has already been drawn to the potential
linkage with land degradation, especially through the higher
productivity of existing crop land through genetic enhancement from
wild relatives, and through the better protection of habitats where in-
site conservation is carried out. This needs mention in the proDoc.

Reference to the linkage with the land degradation focal
area (and adaptation to climate change) have been added to
the project document

Linkages to other programmes and action plans at regional or sub-

The text of the proposal does draw attention to several projects
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regional levels. The proposal has good national linkages through the
management arrangements for the project. The only international agency
involved appears to be UNDP itself. Consideration should be given to
including some regional membership of steering committee maybe
through an organisation such as ICIMOD, and some international
membership through scientific organisations that have major interests in
biodiversity (DIVERSITAS, Paris, for example).

implemented by other international organizations, and it is
intended that close links be established with these projects.
Participation of international organizations in the project
steering committee is a useful idea, and will be considered at the
project inception meeting. The most obvious international
organization to be engaged is [PGRI.

Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project GEF
attaches the greatest importance to stakeholder involvement. The
proposed project is closely linked to relevant stakeholders at national
level. The Ministry of Agriculture takes the lead in this project,
having been assigned ‘agricultural biodiversity’ at State level. There
may be some tension with Ministry of Forestry that has assigned to it
issues such as ‘integrated ecosystem management’ (OP12 in GEF)
and land degradation (OP15). However, MoF is included in the
Steering Committee. The primary stakeholders in local communities
are specifically identified as a target for benefits, while local and
national government agencies are the main beneficiaries of capacity
building. The project brings together the key agencies and
stakeholders, although how far local people are truly built into the
project (and what mechanisms there are for ensuring that the project
addresses local needs) has been questioned above under
‘sustainability’.

Regarding the involvement of local stakeholders, please
refer to the response under ‘sustainability’. Concerning
coordination at the national level, the project will be closely
associated with the China Biodiversity Partnership
Framework (CBPF), which is intended to promote cross-
agency cooperation. Therefore, although there would be
potential for tension with the MoF or others,
implementation of the CBPF will avoid such a situation.
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3. JUSTIFICATION FOR MAJOR CHANGES IN THE PROJECT, IF ANY?
N/A

4. REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

a) Project Appraisal Document -Attached

b) Confirmed letters of commitments from co-financiers (with English translations)
- Letter of Endorsement from Ministry of Finance dated 23 August 2005

- Co-funding commitment letter from Ministry of Agriculture dated 9 August 2005

c) Agency Notification Template on Major Project Amendment and provide details of
the amendment, if applicable. — N/A

¥ Provide justifications for any major amendments in the project, including an increase of project amount exceeding 5% from
the amount approved by the Council. Justification for such amendments and the project document will be circulated to the
Council for a four-week review period. For procedures to the approval for major amendments, refer to the Council paper:
Project Cycle Update: Clarification of Policies and Procedures for Project Amendment and Drops/Cancellations,

GEF/C.24/Inf.5
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