g GEF SECRETARIAT REVIEW FOR FULL/MEDIUM-SIZED PROJECTS*
gef THE GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF TRUST FUNDS

GEF ID: 5671

Country/Region: Timor Leste

Project Title: Building Shoreline Resilience of Timor Leste to Protect Local Communities and their Livelihoods

GEF Agency: UNDP GEF Agency Project ID: 5330 (UNDP)

Type of Trust Fund: Least Developed Countries Fund GEF Focal Area (s): Climate Change
(LDCF)

GEF-5 Focal Area/ LDCF/SCCF Objective (s): CCA-1; CCA-1; CCA-1;

Anticipated Financing PPG: $150,000 Project Grant: $7,000,000

Co-financing: $31,644,402 Total Project Cost: $38,944,402

PIF Approval: July 01, 2014 Council Approval/Expected: | July 30, 2014

CEO Endorsement/Approval Expected Project Start Date:

Program Manager: Fareeha Iqbal Agency Contact Person: Keti Chachibaia

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work Secretariat Comment At CEO

LGk QUG Program Inclusion ! Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

1.1s the participating country Yes. Timor Leste is an LDC and has
eligible? completed its NAPA preparation.
2.Has the operational focal point Yes, a letter from the OFP dated Yes.
endorsed the project? December 13, 2013 has been submitted.
Resource 3. Is the proposed Grant (including
Availability the Agency fee) within the
resources available from (mark
all that apply):
e the STAR allocation?

Eligibility

e the focal area allocation?

e the LDCF under the principle of | Yes. Yes.
equitable access

FI, 3/4/14:

No. The GEF has temporarily suspended

*Some questions here are to be answered only at PIF or CEO endorsement. No need to provide response in gray cells.

I Work Program Inclusion (WPI) applies to FSPs only . Submission of FSP PIFs will simultaneously be considered for WPI.
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Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work Secretariat Comment At CEO

Review Criteria Questions Program Inclusion ! Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

the approval of LDCF funds until
additional contributions are received.
Projects will continue to be technically
reviewed and cleared. They will be
processed for Council review and
approval as soon as adequate resources
become available.

o the SCCF (Adaptation or
Technology Transfer)?

o the Nagoya Protocol Investment
Fund

e focal area set-aside?

4. Is the project aligned with the Yes. It is aligned with LDCEF strategic Yes, it is aligned with GEF-6
focal area/multifocal areas/ objective CCA-1 (reducing vulnerability | LDCF/SCCF objectives CCA-1 and
LDCF/SCCF/NPIF results to climate change). CCA-3.
framework and strategic
objectives?
For BD projects: Has the project
explicitly articulated which Aichi
Target(s) the project will help
achieve and are SMART
indicators identified, that will be
used to track progress toward
achieving the Aichi target(s).

Strategic Alignment

5. Is the project consistent with the Yes. The LDCF project addresses Timor | Yes. See PIF stage comment.

recipient country’s national Leste's NAPA (2010) priority on
strategies and plans or reports 'restoration and conservation of

and assessments under relevant mangrove ecosystem and awareness-
conventions, including NPFE, raising to protect coastal ecosystems

NAPA, NCSA, NBSAP or NAP? | exposed to sea level rise". Timor Leste's
National Biodiversity Strategy & Action
Plan (NBSAP) also includes two strategic
priorities the project responds to: (i)
building climate-resilient ecosystems
through effectively managing protected
areas and reducing threats to biodiversity;
and (ii) enhancing biodiversity and
ecosystems services to ensure benefits to

FSP/MSP review template: updated January 2013



Review Criteria Questions

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

all.

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

6. Is (are) the baseline project(s),
including problem(s) that the
baseline project(s) seek/s to
address, sufficiently described and
based on sound data and
assumptions?

Project Design

Yes, the baseline problems are sound.
Timor Leste is a post-conflict and fragile
Least Developed Country that is highly
vulnerable to the combined adverse
impacts of high climate variability
(resulting in flash flooding, storms, and
landslides), high deforestation rates, rapid
infrastructure development (with
consequent land clearing and disturbance
of coastal settlements), and expansion of
settlements towards coastal areas.
Climate change will exacerbate issues
relating to climate variability and sea
level rise.

The LDCEF project will integrate climate
resilience within the following baseline
projects: (i) Agriculture Sector
Development Midterm Operation Plan;
(i1) National Natural Resource and Forest
Management Through the State Budget;
(iii) Nat'l and Int'l Environmental
Management and Capacity Development
Through the State Budget; (iv) Tibar Bay
Port Construction Investment; and (v)
UNDP project, Mobilizing Social
Business to Accelerate the Achievement
of Timor Leste's MDGs.

FI, 1/27/2016:

Further detail requested.

Please include information on how the
LDCF project activities will provide
additional adaptation benefits in the
context of baseline activities. Please
discuss LDCF project activities vis a vis
the MTOP, EU's GCCA program,
KOIKA support, and WorldFish
activities. Perhaps a table could be
included, showing the main activities of
the baseline projects/initiatives and (in a
separate column) additional adaptation
aspects that are being financed by the
LDCEF grant.

FI, 3/3/2016:
Yes, the requested information has been
provided (Annex B.3).

Note:

Some of the Annex B.3 text on LDCF
activities does not clearly specify that
changing climatic conditions and the
impacts they generate will be explicitly
factored into the actions (e.g., in the first
two paras corresponding to the MAF,
and the WorldFish section). Please
ensure that as the project moves
forward, issues such as long term
changes in tide patterns, and suitability
for mangrove site selection, are fully
taken into account.
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Questions

Review Criteria

7. Are the components, outcomes
and outputs in the project
framework (Table B) clear,
sound and appropriately detailed?

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

FI, 1/30/14:

More information is requested regarding
Component 2, towards which $4 million
of the requested $7 million grant is being
directed. Activities include (i) mangrove
planting, and (ii) livelihoods
diversification through social business in
silvo-fisheries, agroforestry, sea-grass
cultivation, and salt production. These
seem to be relatively inexpensive
activities.

Recommended action (1/30/14, FI):
Please provide more information on the
types of investments that will be
undertaken under Component 2 and why
costs are expected to reach $4 million.
We have no objection to the amount
being requested; our concern is that the
measures should have significant impact.

Update, FI, 3/3/14:

Yes. Additional information has been
provided on the apparently high costs for
seemingly low-cost activities. The
mangrove restoration and planting, for
example, will be guided by GIS mapping
(change in coastal profile and expansion
of inundated areas), establishment of
nurseries, rehabilitation of supporting
hydrological features such as ponds and
wetlands, and the cost of establishing
mangrove-based social businesses and
livelihoods for more than 20,000 people.

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

FI, 1/27/2016:

Further information and/or revision
requested.

A) The number of beneficiaries in Table
B sub-component 2.2 has been largely
reduced from 20,000 people (PIF stage)
to 1,000 households (approx. 5,000
people), although the LDCF amount for
Component 2 remains unchanged.
Please explain the reasons that such a
drastic reduction has been proposed
despite the sizeable ($4M) LDCF
resources allocated for Component 2.

B) Please provide further information on
the proposed infrastructure offset for
coastal protection scheme, and PES
(Table B Outputs for Component 3.3).
What are specific next steps likely to be,
and the final shape of these outputs?
(Please provide information additional
to that provided in Annex G.3.)

FI, 3/3/2016:

Not yet. The LDCF grant amount
corresponding to Outcome 2 appears
high ($4M). Please clarify whether the
rehabilitation/restoration of 1,000ha of
mangroves includes planting of new
saplings using LDCF resources (and if
so, on how many hectares of the 1,000).
Comments (A) and (B) of 1/27/16 are
cleared.

FI, 4/8/2016:
Cleared. Agency has provided additional
information on costs.
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Questions

Review Criteria

(a) Are global environmental/
adaptation benefits identified? (b)
Is the description of the
incremental/additional reasoning
sound and appropriate?

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

FI, 1/30/14:

More information is requested regarding
the various on-the-ground adaptation
measures proposed in Components 2 and
3. The activities seem to be targeted at
reducing vulnerability generally, but the
intent and ability of the identified
measures to provide resilience to the
"additional" risks posed by climate
change (i.e., the additional adaptation
benefits) are not clear.

Recommended action (1/30/14, FI):
Please provide more information for the
on-the-ground activities and investments.
These should be measures that are needed
to cope with the additional risks posed by
climate change (identified as such
through a rigorous analysis/study). In
other words, the project's delivery of
activities in mangrove planting,
livelihoods diversification etc. should go
beyond what is needed to address current
threats and climate risks that are faced.
LDCF-supported activities need to
provide additional adaptation benefits
that will build resilience to longer-term
impacts that may be faced with climate
change in the future.

A related question we pose to the Agency
is: for the amount of LDCF grant
requested, is it possible to move beyond
"low-hanging fruit" measures such as
mangrove planting and instead devise a
project that can really have a
transformational impact on resilience to
climate change in coastal areas?

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

Yes. Proposed project activities will
enhance resilience to adverse impacts of
climate change through on-the-ground
investments as well as policy measures.
PIF stage recommendations for CEO
Endorsement stage have been taken on
board.
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Review Criteria

Questions

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

Update, FI 3/4/14:

Yes for PIF stage. The revised PIF
provides reasoning on why mangroves
are important in an adaptation context.
While we agree that mangroves can
provide valuable adaptation benefits for
coastal protection and community
livelihoods, there are certain factors that
distinguish mangrove rehabilitation from
an activity that is urgently needed
regardless of climate change from an
activity geared at enhancing adaptation to
climate change. A positive example is the
fact that the project will use GIS mapping
of coastal change to guide priority area
selection, species selection, and zoning,
i.e., it will take coastal change into
account.

By CEO endorsement:

There is quite a lot of emerging research
on adaptation-related aspects of
mangrove planting and restoration. Please
do take into consideration climate change
related factors (sea level rise, changing
storm surge height, possible increase in
intensity and/or frequency of coastal
storms, etc.) when planning tree specie
selection (e.g., aerial root height), tree
spacing, mangrove belt width and other
factors.

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

9. Is there a clear description of:
a) the socio-economic benefits,
including gender dimensions, to
be delivered by the project, and
b) how will the delivery of such
benefits support the achievement

Yes. The project will improve
livelihoods resilience of mangrove-
dependent communities (with 30 percent
of direct beneficiaries being women).
Community consultations undertaken
included engagement with women. The
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Review Criteria

Questions

of incremental/ additional
benefits?

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

challenges and suggestions they shared
have been taken into consideration in
project design (details provided in
Annex G.2).

. Is the role of public participation,

including CSOs, and indigenous
peoples where relevant, identified
and explicit means for their
engagement explained?

Yes. A wide range of community
consultations have been undertaken
through the UNDP baseline project on
social business development.

FI, 3/4/14 -- by CEO endorsement:

We are very pleased to note the
additional focus on women in the revised
PIF, particularly (i) their roles as
beneficiaries, and (ii) consideration of
gender-related concerns in assessments
that will be undertaken during project
preparation. By CEO endorsement,
please provide additional details on how
women are consulted during project
preparation, and on plans for their
continued involvement.

FI, 1/27/2016:

Agency is requested to provide
information on engagement with CSOs
and how this engagement will be
sustained during implementation.

FI, 3/3/2016:

Yes. The project has consulted with and
may engage Haburas Foundation during
implementation of mangrove restoration
activities. It will also engage CSOs to
support livelihood-related aspects.

. Does the project take into account

potential major risks, including
the consequences of climate
change, and describes sufficient
risk mitigation measures? (e.g.,
measures to enhance climate
resilience)

Yes for PIF stage. Institutional, financial
and organizational risks are addressed.

By CEO Endorsement:

Please also discuss physical risks to the
project (e.g., risks posed by increased
severity/frequency of extreme events)
and potential risks to sustainability of
capacities built and to on-the-ground
investments.

Yes. Agency has responded to PIF stage
risk concern in the response matrix.

. Is the project consistent and

properly coordinated with other
related initiatives in the country
or in the region?

Yes. Several relevant ongoing adaptation
and development projects have been
identified that the LDCF project will
coordinate with on data management,
knowledge-sharing, community
engagement and capacity building. These

Yes. See PIF stage comment. The
project will also coordinate with
ongoing efforts toward NAP preparation
in-country, and with other LDCF and
GEF TF funded projects in TL.
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Questions

Review Criteria

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

include other LDCF projects in Timor
Leste as well as JICA-supported work in
CBNRM, the USAID-supported Coral
Triangle Initiative, NOAA's provision of
information and technical assistance, and
the USDA-supported 'Mud Crab and
Milkfish Cultivation Program'.

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

13. Comment on the project’s
innovative aspects,
sustainability, and potential for
scaling up.

e  Assess whether the project is
innovative and if so, how,
and if not, why not.

e Assess the project’s strategy
for sustainability, and the
likelihood of achieving this
based on GEF and Agency
experience.

e Assess the potential for
scaling up the project’s
intervention.

Innovativeness: While mangrove planting
and mangrove-based diversified
livelihoods are not innovative in an
adaptation context, some of the proposed
activities are innovative in the context of
Timor Leste's adaptation efforts. These
include the integration of climate change
adaptation considerations in shoreline
management plans, social business
development of coastal communities, and
infrastructure offsets based on economic
valuation of ecosystems, which will be
used to secure financial resources for
coastal resilience.

Sustainability:

FI, 1/30/14:

More information is requested on
sustainability of project activities and
their outcomes.

Update, FI 3/4/14:

The project includes various measures
that contribute to sustainability, such as:
(1) targeting barriers to coastal resilience
(technical, capacity and financial); and
(i1) providing communities with
incentives to maintain mangrove health.

Scale-up: Yes, there is potential for scale-
up in other vulnerable coastal areas of

Yes. Efforts to ensure sustainability
include integration of climate change
adaptation considerations into coastal
management plans, active engagement
of communities in mangrove restoration
activities (and activities to enhance their
livelihoods), training of government
officials, and measures to reduce land
degradation. The Agency will employ
replicable methods to monitor the
progress of the activities, so that best
practices can be captured and shared.

FSP/MSP review template: updated January 2013




Review Criteria

Project Financing

Questions

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

Timor Leste that offer similar conditions.

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

14. Is the project structure/design

sufficiently close to what was
presented at PIF, with clear
justifications for changes?

Yes.

15.

Has the cost-effectiveness of the
project been sufficiently
demonstrated, including the cost-
effectiveness of the project
design as compared to alternative
approaches to achieve similar
benefits?

Yes. Mangrove restoration will be
informed by international best practices
(such as community based ecological
mangrove restoration).The project's
livelihoods support will be preceded by
economic analysis in order to pursue
financially sound options. Support to
curb upland land degradation will be
effective in preventing high future costs.

16.

Is the GEF funding and co-
financing as indicated in Table B
appropriate and adequate to
achieve the expected outcomes
and outputs?

FI, 1/30/14:

More information is requested. Please
refer to comment for Item 7, requesting
details on LDCF financing for
Component 2. Co-financing is
appropriate and adequate.

Update, FI 3/4/14:

Yes. As discussed in updated (3/4/14)
comment for Item 7, above, the proposed
LDCF funding for Table B components is
adequate.

FI, 1/27/2016:
Please respond to comment (A) for Item
7, above.

FI, 3/3/2016:
Not yet. Pending response to comment
of 3/3/16 for Item 7, above.

FI1, 4/8/2016:
Cleared.

17.

At PIF: Is the indicated amount
and composition of co-financing
as indicated in Table C adequate?
Is the amount that the Agency
bringing to the project in line
with its role?

At CEO endorsement: Has co-
financing been confirmed?

Co-financing is adequate at $27,526,090.

FI, 1/27/2016:

Further information is requested:

(1) Please discuss why UNDP is not
contributing co-financing; and

(2) Please explain whether the full range
of activities for the KOIKA and
WorldFish projects will be relevant as
baseline actions for the LDCF (since the
specified co-financing contribution from
these initiatives is their full amount).

FSP/MSP review template: updated January 2013
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Review Criteria

Project Monitoring
and Evaluation

Questions

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

FI, 3/3/2016:

Cleared. UNDP is not contributing
resources to the project; however, this is
not a requirement. The KOIKA and
WorldFish projects are considered
relevant in their entirety as baseline co-
financing.

. Is the funding level for project

management cost appropriate?

Yes, project management costs are
appropriate at almost 4.3%.

Yes, project management costs are 4.7%
of the total LDCF grant amount.

. At PIF, is PPG requested? If the

requested amount deviates from
the norm, has the Agency
provided adequate justification
that the level requested is in line
with project design needs?

At CEO endorsement/ approval,
if PPG is completed, did Agency
report on the activities using the
PPG fund?

Yes, PPG has been requested and is
within the norm.

Yes, Agency has reported on status of
PPG in Annex C.

. If there is a non-grant

instrument in the project, is
there a reasonable calendar of
reflows included?

N/A

N/A

. Have the appropriate Tracking

Tools been included with
information for all relevant
indicators, as applicable?

FI, 1/27/2016:

1) Please also track the number of direct
beneficiaries (Indicator 1);

2) Please ensure for Indicator 2 that the
target at CEO Endorsement is greater
than the baseline at CEO Endorsement.
3) Surely it would be relevant to also
track, for Indicator 2, the km of coast
made more resilient by the project?

4) Given the investments that will be
made in hydromet services, please also
select Indicator 7 or 8, as relevant.

FI, 3/3/2016:
Agency is requested to enter the

FSP/MSP review template: updated January 2013
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Questions

Review Criteria

Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work
Program Inclusion !

Secretariat Comment At CEO
Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)

"Baseline at CEO Endorsement" figure
for Indicator 7 in the Tracking Tool.
(Target at CEO Endorsement has been
provided.)

FI, 4/8/16:

Cleared. Explanation has been provided.

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

Yes, in Table 9 of the ProDoc.

23. Has the Agency adequately
responded to comments from:

e STAP?

e Convention Secretariat?

e The Council?

Agency Responses

FI, 1/27/2016:

No. Unable to locate Agency responses
to comments from Germany. Agency is
requested to provide these.

FI, 3/3/2016:

Not yet. Germany provided comments
on this project in a letter dated July 30,
2014, logged in PMIS. Agency is
requested to kindly respond.

FI, 4/8/16:
Cleared. Responses to Germany's
comments have been provided.

e Other GEF Agencies?
Secretariat Recommendation

24, Is PIF clearance/approval
Recommendation at being recommended?

PIF Stage

FI, 1/30/14:
Not yet. Clearance is pending action on
Items 7, 8, 13 and 16.

Update, FI, 3/4/14:
Yes. The project is technically cleared.

FSP/MSP review template: updated January 2013
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Secretariat Comment at PIF (PFD)/Work Secretariat Comment At CEO

Review Criteria Questions Program Inclusion ! Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP)
However, the project will be processed
for clearance/approval only once
adequate, additional resources become
available in the LDCF.
25. Ttems to consider at CEO Item 11.
endorsement/approval.
Update, FI, 3/4/14:
Items 8, 10 and 11.
26. Is CEO endorsement/approval FI, 1/27/2016:
being recommended? Not yet. Agency is requested to please
address comments for Items 6, 7, 10, 16,
17,21 and 23.
Recommendation at FI, 3/3/2016:
CEO Endorsement/ Not yet. Agency is requested to respond
Approval to Items 7, 16, 21 and 23.
FI, 4/8/2016:
Yes.
First review* January 30, 2014 January 27, 2016
Additional review (as necessary) March 04, 2014 March 03, 2016
Review Date (s) Additional review (as necessary) April 08,2016

* This is the first time the Program Manager provides full comments for the project. Subsequent follow-up reviews should be recorded. For specific comments
for each section, please insert a date after comments. Greyed areas in each section do not need comments.
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