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GEF-6 GEF SECRETARIAT REVIEW FOR FULL-SIZED/MEDIUM-SIZED PROJECTS

THE GEF/LDCF/SCCF TRUST FUND

GEF ID: 9723
Country/Region: South Sudan
Project Title: Strengthening the Capacity of Government and Communities in South Sudan to Adapt to Climate Change
GEF Agency: UNEP GEF Agency Project ID:
Type of Trust Fund: Least Developed Countries Fund GEF Focal Area (s): Climate Change
(LDCF)
GEF-6 Focal Area/ LDCF/SCCF Objective (s): CCA-1; CCA-2; CCA-3;
Anticipated Financing PPG: $150,000 Project Grant: $9,032,420
Co-financing: $30,000,000 Total Project Cost: $39,032,420
PIF Approval: Council Approval/Expected:

CEO Endorsement/Approval

Expected Project Start Date:

Program Manager:

Dustin Schinn

Agency Contact Person:

Jessica Troni

PIF Review

Review Criteria

Questions

Secretariat Comment

Agency Response

. Is the project aligned with the relevant

GETF strategic objectives and results
framework?!

DS, February 16, 2017:
Yes. Projects aligns with CCA-1,
CCA-2 and CCA-3.

Project Consistency

. Is the project consistent with the

recipient country’s national strategies
and plans or reports and assessments
under relevant conventions?

DS, February 16, 2017:

Partly unclear. Project is fully aligned
with the highest adaptation priority
identified in South Sudan's NAPA,
and aligns well with other national
plans and strategies. The proposed
project will also contribute toward
achieving SDGs 2, 5, 11, 13 and 15.

The project is aligned with South Sudan
INDC which has clearly identified
a€™'Adaptation of vulnerable communities
to climate change" as one of the key area
and has proposed actions for: promotion
of agro-forestry practices,

introduction of climate smart agriculture
techniques and practices, afforestation of

' 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 the
project’s contribution toward achieving the Aichi Target(s)?
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Please briefly describe in how far the
project relates also to South Sudan's
INDC under the UNFCCC.

DS, March 20, 2017:
Comment cleared.

3. Does the PIF sufficiently indicate the
drivers? of global environmental
degradation, issues of sustainability,
market transformation, scaling, and
innovation?

DS, February 16, 2017:
Yes.

. Is the project designed with sound
incremental reasoning?

DS, February 16, 2017:
Yes. Baseline initiative is sound and
clear.

. Are the components in Table B sound
and sufficiently clear and appropriate
to achieve project objectives and the
GEBs?

DS, February 16, 2017:

Partly. The proposed project seems
well designed for the most part,
however, a few issues remain:

(1) Please explain how the project
will help promote conflict resolution
and peace-building, in particular by
outlining how issues of "ownership"
of community and adaptation
activities will be dealt with in this
project;

(2) Please address comment under
Question 6 below on gender;

2 Need not apply to LDCF/SCCF projects.
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(3) Please explain what "locally
accessible tools/mechanisms" for
seasonal and shorter range weather
forecasts comprise under Component
2.4;

(4) Please explain what strategy the
project will explore to ensure that
Output 2.2 and Output 2.4 will be
sustainable in the long run? In
particular, how will communities and
beneficiaries preserve the benefits that
this project will deliver beyond
project completion? The speed with
which natural resource bases are
declining in the country raises the
question how this project will help
alleviate climate impacts and poverty
in the long term.

(5) Under Component 3 on
knowledge creation and transfer,
please consider also synthesizing
knowledge and lessons, including on
the type/kind of adaptation
opportunities and options that are
available to South Sudan, from
adaptation projects and initiatives that
have been undertaken/financed in
neighboring countries. While it is
reasonable to distill lessons from this
project during and after project
implementation, there is a range of
other adaptation projects that have
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been successfully implemented in
surrounding countries, and from
which lessons should inform
adaptation activities in South Sudan.

(6) Under Output 3.5, please include a
strategy and an explanation as to how
knowledge and capacity built through
this project will be retained in the
country and put to use in the medium
term. Brain drain may be an issue and
should be addressed intrinsically,
including by explicitly obligating
certain periods of time of service after
students have been given study
support for climate-related matters.

(7) Please provide an estimation of
the number of beneficiaries for the
project, i.e. how many people would
be able to benefit from the LDCF
resources.

(8) While planning is important, the
situation at hand in the country
indicates that this project would be
well placed to spend most of its
resources on concrete adaptation
activities on the ground, to benefit
vulnerable people. It seems the
project is already designed this way,
however, a clearer description in
terms of how much of the funding
would go to "investments" under
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Component 2 would be beneficial.

DS, March 20, 2017:
(1) Comment cleared.

(2) Comment cleared.

(3) Comment cleared.

(4) Comment cleared.

(5) Comment cleared.

(6) Comment cleared.

(7) Comment cleared at PIF stage; at
CEO Endorsement stage, please
provide refined number of
beneficiaries based on enhanced
project design during PPG phase.

(8) Please increase the investment
proportion to at least 50% of total
project financing.

DS, March 28, 2017:
All comments cleared.
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6. Are socio-economic aspects, DS, February 16, 2017:
including relevant gender elements, Partly. Please conduct a Gender Gap
indigenous people, and CSOs Analysis, as per the GEF Gender
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considered?

Equality Action Plan, during PPG
phase.

DS, March 20, 2017:

Comment cleared. Agency will carry
out a Gender Gap Analysis during
PPG phase and report back on
outcomes of that analysis in CEO
Endorsement Request documentation.

Is the proposed Grant (including the
Agency fee) within the resources
available from (mark all that apply):

e The STAR allocation?

e The focal area allocation?

e The LDCF under the principle of
equitable access

DS, February 16, 2017:
Yes.

e The SCCF (Adaptation or
Technology Transfer)?

e Focal area set-aside?

8.

Is the PIF being recommended for
clearance and PPG (if additional
amount beyond the norm) justified?

DS, February 16, 2017:

Not yet. Please address comments
under Questions 2, 5 and 6 and submit
revised PIF.

DS, March 20, 2017:

Not yet. Please address remaining
comment under Question 5 and
submit revised PIF.

DS, March 28, 2017:

Yes. All comments have been cleared
and the Program Manager
recommends the PIF for CEO

GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015




approval. However, the project will
be processed for approval only once
adequate, additional resources
become available under the LDCF.

Review

February 16, 2017

Additional Review (as necessary)

March 20, 2017

Additional Review (as necessary)

March 28, 2017

. If there are any changes from

that presented in the PIF, have
justifications been provided?

. Is the project structure/ design

appropriate to achieve the

expected outcomes and outputs?

. Is the financing adequate and

does the project demonstrate a
cost-effective approach to meet
the project objective?

. Does the project take into

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

. Is co-financing confirmed and

evidence provided?

. Are relevant tracking tools

completed?

. Only for Non-Grant Instrument:

Has a reflow calendar been
presented?

. Is the project coordinated with

other related initiatives and
national/regional plans in the
country or in the region?

. Does the project include a

budgeted M&E Plan that
monitors and measures results
with indicators and targets?

10. Does the project have

descriptions of a knowledge
management plan?

11.

Has the Agency adequately
responded to comments at the
PIF3 stage from:

e GEFSEC

STAP

GEF Council

e Convention Secretariat

12. Is CEO endorsement

3 Ifitis a child project under a program, assess if the components of the child project align with the program criteria set for selection of child projects.
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recommended?

Review

Additional Review (as necessary)

Additional Review (as necessary)
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