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part i: project information

	Project Title: Sustainable Management of Peatland Ecosystems in Mekong Countries

	Country(ies):
	Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar
	GEF Project ID:

	9232

	GEF Agency(ies):
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
    FORMDROPDOWN 
       FORMDROPDOWN 

	GEF Agency Project ID:
	     

	Other Executing Partner(s):
	National Government Agencies, FREDA, Global Environment Centre 
	Submission Date:
	3 October 2017

	GEF Focal Area (s):
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
   
	Project Duration (Months)
	48

	Integrated Approach Pilot
	IAP-Cities  FORMCHECKBOX 
  IAP-Commodities  FORMCHECKBOX 
  IAP-Food Security  FORMCHECKBOX 

	Corporate Program: SGP  FORMCHECKBOX 
  

	Name of Parent Program
	[if applicable]
	Agency Fee ($)
	261, 636


A. Focal Area  Strategy Framework and Other Program Strategies

	Focal Area Objectives/Programs
	Focal Area Outcomes
	Trust Fund
	(in $)

	
	
	
	GEF Project Financing
	Co-financing

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
 
	Outcome 1.2: Improved management effectiveness of protected areas

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	421,288
	1,310,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
 
	Outcome 9.1: Increased area of production landscapes and seascapes that integrate conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity into management

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	421,288
	1,410,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
 
	Outcome A. Accelerated adoption of innovative technologies and management practices for GHG emission reduction and carbon sequestration
Outcome B. Policy, planning and regulatory frameworks foster accelerated low GHG development and emissions mitigation 


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	722,646
	2,200,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
 
	Outcome 3.1: Support mechanisms for SLM in wider landscapes established
Outcome 3.2: Integrated landscape management practices adopted by local communities based on gender sensitive needs 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	383,496
	3,600,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Outcome 5: Integrated landscape restoration plans to maintain forest ecosystem services are implemented at appropriate scales by government, private sector and local community actors, both women and men 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	958,346
	1,840,447

	
   FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	
   FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	Total project costs
	
	2,907,064
	10,360,447


B. Project description summary 
	Project Objective: To sustainably manage peatland ecosystems in targeted countries and to conserve biodiversity and reduce GHG emissions

	Project Components/
Programs
	Financing Type

	Project Outcomes
	Project Outputs
	Trust Fund
	(in $)

	
	
	
	
	
	GEF Project Financing
	Confirmed Co-financing

	1. Assessment and documentation of peatlands in targeted countries
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Peatland ecosystems are better documented in the three target countries supporting enhanced recognition and management
	1.1 Surveys to identify peatland ecosystems in Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar undertaken
1.2 Important peatland sites assessed and documented 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	780,744
	2,480,000

	2. Capacity development and policy and legal frameworks
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Capacity and policy/legal frameworks for sustainable peatland management strengthened
	2.1 Key stakeholders at various levels trained on peatland assessment, rehabilitation and management and their awareness and understanding of the functions and importance of peatland ecosystems enhanced
2.2 National strategies and/or action plans for protection and sustainable use of peatland ecosystems prepared and peatlands mainstreamed into national and sub-national policies and regulations

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	743,400
	1,156,000

	3. Development and demonstration of Best Management Practices
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Integrated sustainable management of peatland ecosystems in the targeted countries demonstrated, with an emphasis on conserving biodiversity, reducing GHG emissions and strengthening sustainable livelihoods for local communities
	3.1 Protection and sustainable use of the peatlands in Peam Krasop Wildlife Sanctuary enhanced
3.2 Protection and sustainable use of the peatlands in the Beung Kiat Ngong landscape enhanced
3.3 Protection and sustainable use of the peatlands in Inle Lake Watershed enhanced 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	909,500
	5,262,000

	4. Regional cooperation
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Regional cooperation among countries in peatland sustainable management is enhanced
	4.1 Experiences and best practices for peatland assessment and management in Mekong countries documented and shared
4.2 Technical project implementation support and coordination provided
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	335,000
	970,000

	Subtotal
	
	2,768,644
	9,868,000

	Project Management Cost (PMC)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	138,420
	492,447

	Total project costs
	
	2,907,064
	10,360,447


C. confirmed sources of Co-financing for the project by name and by type
Please include evidence for co-financing for the project with this form.
	Sources of Co-financing 
	Name of Co-financier 
	Type of Cofinancing
	Amount ($) 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	IUCN
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	949,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Cambodia
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	81,600

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Ministry of Environment, Cambodia


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	195,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment, Lao PDR


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	985,001

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Conservation, Government of Myanmar
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	1,629,999

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	GIZ (EU-SUPA project)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	3,500,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	IFAD
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	2,500,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Global Environment Centre


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	350,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Forest Resource Environment Development and Conservation Association, Myanmar


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	169,847

	Total Co-financing
	
	
	10,360,447


D. Trust Fund  Resources Requested by Agency(ies),  Country(ies) and the Programming of Funds
	GEF Agency
	Trust Fund
	Country 

Name/Global
	Focal Area
	Programming of Funds
	(in $)

	
	
	
	
	
	GEF Project Financing (a)
	Agency Fee a)  (b)2
	Total
(c)=a+b

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Cambodia   
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
  
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	266,077
	23,947
	290,024 FORMTEXT 

290,024


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Lao PDR   
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
  
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	117,420
	10,567
	127,987 FORMTEXT 

127,987


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Lao PDR   
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
  
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	234,839
	21,136
	255,975 FORMTEXT 

255,975


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Myanmar   
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
  
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	842,576
	75,831
	918,407 FORMTEXT 

918,407


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Myanmar   
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
  
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	487,807
	43,903
	531,710 FORMTEXT 

531,710


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Cambodia   
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
  
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	133,038
	11,973
	145,011 FORMTEXT 

145,011


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Lao PDR   
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	160,116
	14,410
	174,526 FORMTEXT 

174,526


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Myanmar   
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	665,191
	59,869
	725,060 FORMTEXT 

725,060


	Total Grant Resources
	2,907,064 FORMTEXT 

2,907,064

	261,636 FORMTEXT 

261,636

	3,168,700 FORMTEXT 

3,168,700



                          a ) Refer to the Fee Policy for GEF Partner Agencies
E. Project’s Target Contributions to Global Environmental Benefits

Provide the expected project targets as appropriate. 
	Corporate Results
	Replenishment Targets
	Project Targets

	1. Maintain globally significant biodiversity and the ecosystem goods and services that it provides to society
	Improved management of landscapes and seascapes covering 300 million hectares 
	194,275 hectares

	2. Sustainable land management in production systems (agriculture, rangelands, and forest landscapes)
	120 million hectares under sustainable land management
	14,576 hectares   

	3. Promotion of collective management of transboundary water systems and implementation of the full range of policy, legal, and institutional reforms and investments contributing to sustainable use and maintenance of ecosystem services
	Water-food-ecosystems security and conjunctive management of surface and groundwater in at least 10 freshwater basins; 
	      Number of freshwater basins 

	
	20% of globally over-exploited fisheries (by volume) moved to more sustainable levels
	      Percent of fisheries, by volume 

	4. 4. Support to transformational shifts towards a low-emission and resilient development path
	750 million tons of CO2e  mitigated (include both direct and indirect)
	874,980 metric tons

	5. Increase in phase-out, disposal and reduction of releases of POPs, ODS, mercury and other chemicals of global concern
	Disposal of 80,000 tons of POPs (PCB, obsolete pesticides) 
	      metric tons

	6. 
	Reduction of 1000 tons of Mercury
	      metric tons

	7. 
	Phase-out of 303.44 tons of ODP (HCFC)
	      ODP tons

	6. Enhance capacity of countries to implement MEAs (multilateral environmental agreements) and mainstream into national and sub-national policy, planning financial and legal frameworks 
	Development and sectoral planning frameworks integrate measurable targets drawn from the MEAs in at least 10 countries
	Number of Countries:      

	7. 
	Functional environmental information systems are established to support decision-making in at least 10 countries
	Number of Countries:      

	B. f.  Does the project include a “non-grant” instrument?     FORMDROPDOWN 
                  

(If non-grant instruments are used, provide an indicative calendar of expected reflows to your Agency and to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF Trust Fund) in Annex D.



part ii:  project justification

A. describe any changes in alignment with the project design with the original pif
 
A.1. Project Description. Elaborate on: 1) the global environmental and/or adaptation problems, root causes and barriers that need to be addressed; 2) the baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects, 3) the proposed alternative scenario, GEF focal area
 strategies, with a brief description of expected outcomes and components of the project, 4) incremental/additional cost reasoning and expected contributions from the baseline, the GEFTF, LDCF, SCCF,  and co-financing; 5) global environmental benefits (GEFTF) and/or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF); and 6) innovativeness, sustainability and potential for scaling up.  
No changes in alignment with the original PIF, but additional information is provided in the ProDoc for these sections, in particular the incremental/additional cost reasoning and the global environmental benefits. The reference to palm oil has been removed as this information could not be verified at the PPG stage and is not considered a main threat to peatlands in the three target countries.
A.2. Child Project?  If this is a child project under a program, describe how the components contribute to the overall program impact.  

N/A
A.3.  Stakeholders. Identify key stakeholders and elaborate on how the key stakeholders engagement is incorporated in the preparation and implementation of the project.  Do they include civil society organizations (yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
 /no FORMCHECKBOX 
)? and indigenous peoples (yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
 /no FORMCHECKBOX 
)? 

Detailed stakeholder consultations were conducted at the PPG stage. A stakeholder analysis and stakeholder engagement table are included in the ProDoc. A social impact assessment has also been conducted.
A.4. Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment. Elaborate on how gender equality and women’s empowerment issues are mainstreamed into the project implementation and monitoring, taking into account the differences, needs, roles and priorities of women and men.  In addition, 1) did the project conduct a gender analysis during project preparation (yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
 /no FORMCHECKBOX 
)?; 2) did the project incorporate a gender responsive project results framework, including sex-disaggregated indicators (yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
 /no FORMCHECKBOX 
)?; and 3) what is the share of women and men direct beneficiaries (women 50%, men 50% women)? 

The IUCN Environmental and Social Management System (ESMS) was applied at the PPG stage, which includes gender mainstreaming as one of its policy considerations. A social impact assessment was carried out, which included a gender analysis. The results framework for the project includes gender responsive indicators. At least 50 per cent of the project's direct beneficiaries are expected to be women. 
A.5 Risk. Elaborate on indicated risks, including climate change, potential social and environmental risks that might prevent the project objectives from being achieved, and, if possible, the proposed measures that address these risks at the time of project implementation.(table format acceptable): 

Potential risks include factors related to governance and technical capacity of human resources, land ownership and security issues, and climate change. The following table describes the risks, the level of severity, and the project’s mitigation measures in more detail.

  Risk analysis and mitigation measures
	Risk Description
	Level
	Mitigation measure(s)

	Lack of political will or poor governance
	Moderate
	· Linking project activities closely with national policies and regulations and addressing issues prioritized by the countries/provinces/regions including those in the respective national plans related to UNFCCC, CBD, UNCCD, and the commitments under ASEAN

	Potentially slow implementation of multi-stakeholder integrated management strategies
	Moderate – High
	· Careful selection of project partners (this will include local government agencies with demonstrated commitment to addressing peatland issues and sufficient staff to take responsibility) and through close monitoring and guidance of project activities.

	Lack of skilled workforce to conduct the highly technical remote sensing (RS) tasks (e.g., satellite image processing and data interpretation) necessary for the nation-wide peatland surveys
	Low
	· Rather than relying on country representatives, the project will engage a regional expert who has demonstrated success on similar RS tasks, such as through the SEApeat project; the regional expert will help all three countries in completing this RS task and provide capacity building to national representatives at the same time.

	Limited land access to peatlands of importance due to land tenure issues; and risk of land concessions in areas selected for pilot demonstration
	Moderate 
	· For the nation-wide survey, the project anticipates not all areas will be accessible due to private ownership in combination with some owners not amenable to the project mission, and also due to security issues, for example, in some of the regions in Myanmar. In such cases, the areas will be evaluated to the extent possible through the remote sensing stage and collaboration of land owners will be sought. Land owners will also be involved in awareness raising and capacity building activities.
· In terms of the pilot activities, sites will be selected that fall under public ownership such as within existing protected areas and coordination with government will ensure to minimize the risk of concessions.

	Climate change risk including impacts of extended droughts, floods or extreme events during the project period
	Moderate
	· Enhanced peatland management will enhance resilience to climate change.
· The project will adopt a river basin approach to Inle Lake management issues in Myanmar which will consider potential climate change risks.
· The project will collaborate with and draw on the experiences of the CAWA project (Lao PDR) as well as Mekong WET (Cambodia and Lao PDR) to consider climate change adaptation in peatlands management.
· The project will work closely with the ASEAN Specialized Meteorological Centre (ASMC) to detect any early warning signs of El Niño to adjust the planning of activities especially in the drought/flood prone regions to minimize disruption.

	Potential financial challenges are present in terms of being able to carry out all tasks as proposed
	Moderate
	· In Cambodia, Mekong WET will provide support in revising the Peam Krasop Wildlife Sanctuary Management Plan to incorporate recommendations and guidelines around sustainable use of peatlands.
· In Lao PDR, the project will work similarly with the CAWA project to update the Beung Kiat Ngong Management Plan to better protect and manage peatlands.
· In Myanmar, the project expects IFAD to play an important role in developing and supporting basin-level practices that mitigate impacts to downstream peatlands.
· The project will seek collaboration with ASEAN and the EU-SUPA project.


A.6. Institutional Arrangement and Coordination. Describe the institutional arrangement for project implementation. Elaborate on the planned coordination with other relevant GEF-financed projects and other initiatives.

Regional decision making and planning

The project will establish a Project Steering Committee at the regional level, involving:

1. IUCN as the GEF Implementing Agency

2. Cambodia’s MoE, represented by the Chair of the National Steering Committee

3. Lao PDR’s MoNRE, represented by the Chair of the National Steering Committee

4. Myanmar’s MONREC, represented by the Chair of the National Steering Committee

5. GEC

6. IFAD

7. ASEAN Secretariat 

8. EU SUPA project/GIZ

The Regional Project Steering Committee will meet once a year, if possible back-to-back with the annual meeting of the ASEAN Task Force on Peatlands. The Steering Committee will:

· Provide overall oversight of project progress and achievement of planned results;
· Review and approve project progress and financial reports and approve the annual work plan and budget at the regional level;
· Oversee the organization, coordination, and implementation of the project;
· Facilitate cooperation between the Project Management Unit, the Executing Agencies in each country and other relevant departments and partners;
· Advise the Regional Coordination Unit on other ongoing and planned activities, and facilitate collaboration between the project and other programmes, projects and initiatives in the three countries and at the ASEAN level;
· Help ensure that co-financing support is provided in a timely and effective manner.
Please refer to Chapter 6.1 in the ProDoc for further information about the Regional Steering Committee. 

National decision making and planning

The project will also establish national-level Steering Committees in order to ensure cross-sectoral coordination and effective in-country implementation. The National Steering Committees will meet at least once a year. 
Please refer to Chapter 6.2 in the ProDoc for further information about the National Steering Committees, including Terms of Reference and membership. 
Project coordination and management

The proposed project coordination and management structure is summarized in the diagram overleaf. 

IUCN will be the GEF Implementing Agency. The Lead Executing Agencies will be the Ministry of Environment (MoE) in Cambodia, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MoNRE) in Lao PDR, and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment Conservation (MONREC) in Myanmar. Based on requests from the Governments of Cambodia, Lao PDR, and Myanmar, IUCN will support the Lead Executing Agencies in the financial and operational execution of the GEF resources, including hiring of project staff, financial management, procurement of goods, and contracting of services following IUCN rules and procedures. 

In accordance with the present project document, progress in the financial execution of the project, and the Annual Work Plan and Budget will be approved by the regional Project Steering Committee and the National Steering Committees. A strict firewalling between IUCN’s role as the GEF Agency and its support to the execution will be maintained. All project staff hired by IUCN will report to the relevant National Project Directors and will be independent from the GEF Agency staff. 
While government staff time is provided in kind, their travel, accommodation and per diem expenses related to the project activities will be covered from the project budget. Relevant IUCN and/or government rates apply, depending on the regulations in each country.
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Regional Coordination Unit

The project will be delivered through a Regional Coordination Unit (RCU) and a national Project Management Unit (PMU) in each of the three countries. The RCU will be managed on a day-to-day basis by the Chief Technical Advisor and the three National Project Directors assigned (on a part-time basis) by the lead agencies in the three countries (MoE, MoNRE and MONREC). 

The RCU will be responsible for the overall day-to-day project operations. The RCU will operate under the guidance of the Regional Steering Committee, to ensure the effective and efficient coordination and delivery of the project. The RCU is not a physical unit since the three National Project Directors are located in three different countries. Rather, it is an organizational unit that communicates regularly via video calling, email and other means.

In addition to the National Project Directors of the three countries, the RCU is composed of the following project staff: 

1. Chief Technical Advisor

2. Knowledge Management Specialist (50%)

3. Regional Finance and Administrative Officer

These RCU staff members will be situated in Nay Pyi Taw, Myanmar at the same location as the national PMU for Myanmar. The Regional Finance/Admin Officer will be supported by part-time national Finance and Administrative staff of IUCN in Cambodia and Lao PDR. 

The RCU will:

· Lead the overall coordination of the project in close collaboration with project partners.

· Manage project information and documentation and distribution of project reports, communications products, and training materials to relevant stakeholders.

· Manage project M&E and knowledge management, and prepare biannual Project Progress Reports.

· Liaise with IUCN when preparing financial reports.

· Act as the secretariat to the Regional Project Steering Committee.

· Handle day-to-day project issues and requirements, coordinate project interventions with other on-going activities and ensure a high degree of inter-institutional collaboration, and ensure the timely delivery of inputs and outputs.

· Organize workshops and annual meetings for the project.

· Develop work plans with detailed budgets for the next year to be approved by the Regional Project Steering Committee and the national Steering Committees.

· Develop bi-annual Project Progress and Financial reports and assist in the preparation of the annual Project Implementation Review and midterm and final evaluations.

· Prepare and submit to the Regional Project Steering Committee, the national Steering Committees and IUCN Project Progress Reports on outputs and outcomes achieved, financial statements, Annual Work Plans, and detailed Budgets.
National Project Management Units (PMUs)

The national PMUs will be overseen by the National Project Director (NPD) in each country, and will be managed on a day-to-day basis by an Ecosystem Management Specialist, who acts as the National Project Coordinator.

The national PMUs will:

· Manage field operations in close collaboration with the lead agencies in each country, FREDA, GEC and other partners.

· Contribute to project M&E and knowledge management, and assist the Chief Technical Advisor to prepare biannual Project Progress Reports.

· Act as the secretariat to the national Steering Committees.

· Handle day-to-day project issues and requirements, coordinate project interventions with other on-going activities and ensure a high degree of inter-institutional collaboration, and ensure the timely delivery of inputs and outputs.

· Organize workshops and annual meetings for the project.

· Develop work plans with detailed budgets for the next year to be approved by the Regional Project Steering Committee and the national Steering Committees.

· Assist in the development of bi-annual Project Progress and Financial reports and assist in the preparation of the annual Project Implementation Review and midterm and final evaluations.
Please refer to Chapter 6.3 of the ProDoc for the Terms of Reference of the members of the national project management units.
Provincial/State and District Field Implementation

A Provincial/State and District-level field implementation team will be formed in each of the sites (Koh Kong Province, PKWS in Cambodia; Champasak Province, BKN in Lao PDR; and Shan State, Inle Lake in Myanmar), consisting of the main stakeholders of government and civil society. 

FREDA

In Myanmar, based on their previous experience and involvement under SEApeat and upon request of ECD, the activities implementation for components 1-3 will be supported by FREDA, in close collaboration with the Ecosystem Management Specialist and the Community Engagement Specialist.

Global Environment Centre (GEC)

The Global Environment Centre is the technical and operational support partner for the ASEAN Programme on Sustainable Management of peatland Ecosystems (APSMPE) and has more than 15 years of experience in supporting and facilitating collaboration for peatland assessment and management in the ASEAN region. GEC will provide technical support for the implementation of the project, in particular components 1, 2 and 4.

Through its institutional arrangements, the project will coordinate closely with other relevant initiatives, both at the national level and across the Lower Mekong countries. These will include:  the IFAD Shan State project in Myanmar; the BMU ICI funded IUCN implemented Mekong WET project in Cambodia and Lao PDR; the GEF funded CAWA project in Lao PDR; and the new IFAD/GEF peatland projects that are starting in Malaysia and Indonesia. Please refer to Chapters 3.4, 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 for further details on coordination with relevant initiatives including other GEF projects. 
Additional Information not well elaborated at PIF Stage:
At the request of the Environmental Conservation Department in Myanmar, FREDA has been added to the executing partners, in light of their technical expertise related to peatlands and their previous involvement in SEApeat. 
A.7 Benefits. Describe the socioeconomic benefits to be delivered by the project at the national and local levels. How do these benefits translate in supporting the achievement of global environment benefits (GEF Trust Fund) or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF)?

The development of sustainable peatland management and livelihood improvement strategies will lead to socio-economic benefits at the local level in Peam Krasop Wildlife Sanctury in Cambodia, Beung Kiat Ngong in Lao PDR and Inle Lake watershed in Myanmar. The project will establish pilot sites in Peam Krasop Wildlife Sanctuary in Cambodia, in the Beung Kiat Ngong landscape in Lao PDR, and within and surrounding Inle Lake in Myanmar. Activities within an estimated 10 sites across the three countries will be promoted, reaching households in those communities that have a direct impact on peatland conservation. A total of 14,600 ha of peatlands will be under improved management.
The project will engage roughly 500 households across the three countries in participatory development of livelihood improvement activities. This total is comprised of: 20% or a total of 100 households in the two PKWS target communities; 25% or a total of 100 (out of 440) households in the three target villages around Bung Naphat in Lao PDR; 50% or a total of 100 households including both Taung Po Gyi North village and Taung Po Gyi South village (situated to either side of the central peat dome); and a further 200 households from other areas. 
A.8 Knowledge Management. Elaborate on the knowledge management approach for the project, including, if any, plans for the project to learn from other relevant projects and initiatives (e.g. participate in trainings, conferences, stakeholder exchanges, virtual networks, project twinning) and plans for the project to assess and document in a user-friendly form (e.g. lessons learned briefs, engaging websites, guidebooks based on experience) and share these experiences and expertise (e.g. participate in community of practices, organize seminars, trainings and conferences) with relevant stakeholders. 
Component 4 of the project is focused on the exchange of lessons learned and best practices at the regional level, which includes the development of guidelines and training materials, as well as participation in regional events and trainings. The project will build on the good knowledge management experience through the APFP and SEApeat projects which includes active documentation of project sites and activities through photos and video records; organization of peer-to-peer learning and exchanges for local communities and government staff; multi-stakeholder workshops; annual project steering and technical meetings, etc. It will link with the ongoing APSMPE, which will facilitate exchange at regional level. It is envisaged that the progress and results of the project will be shared with annual meetings of the ATFP and will be reported to the Technical Working Group and Ministerial Steering Committee meeting on Transboundary Haze for the Mekong Sub-region – which oversees work on peatlands in the ASEAN region. Relevant aspects will also be reported to the ASEAN working groups on biodiversity and climate change.
There will also be synergies established with the new Indo-Burma Regional Ramsar Initiative (IBRRI) that involves the five Mekong countries, namely, Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar, Thailand and Vietnam and will act as a targeted mechanism for sharing experience on sustainable wetland (including peatland) management in the Mekong Sub-region. In addition, given the pilot peatland sites in Cambodia are in the coastal context, there will be considerable scope for knowledge exchange and learning through the Mangroves for the Future Initiative's Knowledge Platform. The Mekong WET project's regional collaboration focus on Ramsar site management will also provide opportunities for this GEF Project to leverage the knowledge management and experience sharing aspects.
Knowledge management and sharing will also take place at the national and local levels through meetings, workshops, training courses and exchanges. Peer-to-peer learning will be an important mechanism for engagement and knowledge exchange for local communities.
A grievance mechanism for the project community will be created, involving a channel for individuals to express concerns or complaints. The mechanism will be publicized. Any grievances received will be assessed based on IUCN’s established grievance mechanism. To minimize grievances it will be essential that the project implementing partners are highly attuned to community concerns, ideally local or regional NGOs with a track record of successful engagement in the area.
 
B. Description of the consistency of the project with:

B.1 Consistency with National Priorities. Describe the consistency of the project with national strategies and plans or reports and assessements under relevant conventions such as NAPAs, NAPs, ASGM NAPs, MIAs, NBSAPs, NCs, TNAs, NCSAs, NIPs, PRSPs, NPFE, BURs, etc.:
The project directly supports the commitment of the Mekong countries towards the ASEAN Peatland Management Strategy 2006-2020 (APMS) and ASEAN Agreement on Transboundary Haze Pollution (AATHP). The project supports the implementation of relevant actions and strategies proposed in the APMS and the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan's (NBSAP) of the countries and action plans related to Climate change and land degradation. Activities will also contribute to implementation of national plans related to land degradation and climate change mitigation. The following table provides overview analysis on alignment with CBD, UNFCCC and UNCCD related policies, plans and priorities:
	Country
	CBD
	UNFCCC
	UNCCD

	Cambodia
	Ministry of Environment of Cambodia through General Department of Administration for Nature Protection and Conservation is conducting peatlands inventories and assessment, leading to the development of national action plan for peatlands contributing to the CBD which focuses on the roles of peatland ecosystems in relation to biodiversity conservation, sustainable use and climate change mitigation and adaptation
	The Cambodia NAPA 2006 identifies community mangrove restoration and sustainable use of natural resources as being a high priority project which overlaps with the peatland areas in Koh Kong and Botum Sakor. 


	The Third National Report to CCD Secretariat in 2006 refers to the fact that land degradation can occur anywhere in the country and not just the dry zone which then calls for integrated approaches to land degradation including ecosystem restoration. It also identifies the coastal areas experiencing land degradation and the need for adopting integrated approaches



	Lao PDR
	The 2012 NBSAP assessment for Lao PDR identified wetland ecosystems as one of the critical ecosystems for conservation with Beung Kiat Ngong being amongst the priority wetlands

The Fourth National Report to the CBD dated September 2010, Page 35, referred to peat exploitation along with other development activities leading to direct and indirect negative impacts on forest and forest resources within the National Biodiversity Conservation Areas and the need to address this as a priority
	The Lao PDR NAPA indicates that in past decades, climate change appears to have exacerbated problems caused by natural and man-made environmental changes in areas of the country. These changes result from both unintentional and intentional human activities, including but not limited to environmental degradation by conversion of forest and wetlands for cultivation and construction. This conversion has reduced the services provided by key ecosystems such as the wetlands, including peatlands.

The Strategy on Climate Change (SCC) of Lao PDR highlights integrated solutions, awareness, education, community participation, innovative financial instruments and integrating climate and disease-resilient crops and farming patterns into landscapes.

The Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP), they key initiatives of which relate to developing institutional and HR capacity on climate change, building climate resilience for farming systems and rural economies, resilient forest ecosystem services and goods, management of agricultural lands, and mobilizing new climate-related finance mechanisms, as well as strengthen education and public awareness in media.   

The Technology Needs Assessment for Climate Change Adaptation (TNA CCA), highlights agroforestry and integrated cropping as existing key approaches to help farmers adapt to climate change and build climate resilience that need strengthening.


	The Lao PDR NAP 2000 identified mining of natural resources and degradation of natural ecosystems including wetlands as being problems related to land degradation and recommend measures to address these negative impacts.

The National Growth and Poverty Eradication Strategy (NGPES) highlights the agriculture and forestry sectors are two of four sectors where agroforestry is one of the key specific supporting sectors of growth.

The Agricultural Development Strategy facilitates the restoration of degraded forestlands and reducing upland degradation. The ADS also highlights the importance of ecosystem-friendly agroforestry farming systems, the implementation of collaborative management plans for sustainable forest management, including integrating livestock with crop production and maintaining diversified farming systems, as well as conservation agriculture and new agriculture as opportunities for Lao PDR

The Forestry Sector Strategy for 2020 (FS2020) states that the allocation of forests within the village boundary to village community for sustainable management, village forest is classified for use, protection, rehabilitation, etc. and agreements on rules managing each forest type are signed. To achieve poverty reduction the FS 2020 highlights capacity building, law enforcement, participation, domestic processing, NTFP management and the protection of soils and watersheds.

	Myanmar
	The 2012 NBSAP for Myanmar recognises that in spite of their importance, wetland ecosystems receive the least conservation investment and are posed with higher threat than forest ecosystems. The five-year plan for freshwater management has a considerable focus on wetlands management as well. 


	The Myanmar NAPA of 2012 specifies 32 priority activities or priority adaptation projects for eight sectors including water resources, forestry and biodiversity. The fourth project priority under forests for a value of USD 2.5 million is 'Enhancing the climate change resilience of rural livelihoods through community-based restoration at the Indawgyi and Inle Lake watershed areas in the Northern Hilly Region' which directly relates to the targeted peatland areas.
	Even though the NAP for Myanmar 2005 has no direct reference to peatland areas it identifies that due to forest degradation resulting in shortage of fuelwood there is exploitation of other sources such as agro-residue, coal briquette and forest waste. It also identifies that unsustainable shifting cultivation practices with reduced cycles are also exerting pressure on land and wetland resources




C.  Describe the budgeted m&e plan:  
The table below provides a summary of the main M&E activities, responsible parties, timeframe, and budgeted costs. The project includes provision for a full-time Knowledge Management Specialist who will design the M&E strategy within the first quarter of the project implementation and oversee all M&E activities in accordance with IUCN evaluation policy and procedures, as adapted for GEF projects. The M&E strategy will be based on the targets, indicators, and sources of verification from the project results framework.

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan

	M&E Activity
	Frequency
	Responsible
	Budget (GEF funded)

	Inception Workshop
	Within two months of project start-up
	RCU, supported by national PMUs and the IUCN Asia Regional Office
	$8,400 for regional workshop (budgeted under Output 4.3, Activity 1)

	Project Inception Report
	Immediately after workshop
	RCU, supported by national PMUs, and cleared by IUCN Asia Regional Office
	Estimated at 10% of total CTA

salary or $40,000

Estimated at 50% of the Knowledge Management Specialist salary or $48,000

IUCN costs covered

by agency fee

Travel for M&E $9,000

	Project day to day monitoring
	Continually 
	RCU, participating executing partners and other relevant institutions
	

	Supervision visits and rating of progress in Project Progress Reports and Project Implementation Review reports
	Annual or as required
	RCU, supported by national PMUs and the IUCN Asia Regional Office
	

	Project Progress Reports
	Six-monthly
	RCU, supported by the national PMUs and other partners
	

	Project Implementation Review report (including GEF tracking tools)
	Annual
	RCU, supported by the national PMUs. PIRs cleared and submitted by IUCN to the GEF Secretariat
	

	Co-financing Reports
	Annual
	RCU
	

	Technical Reports
	As appropriate
	RCU, supported by the national PMUs
	

	Terminal Report
	At least two months prior to project end
	RCU, supported by national PMUs and the IUCN Asia Regional Office
	

	Mid-Term Evaluation
	At mid-point of project implementation
	External Consultant, in consultation with the project team including the IUCN Asia Regional Office
	Covered by agency fee

	End-of-Project Evaluation
	At the end of project implementation
	External Consultant, in consultation with the project team including the IUCN Asia Regional Office
	Covered by agency fee


An independent Mid-Term Evaluation will be undertaken between years 2 and 3 of the project and an End-of-Project Evaluation will be undertaken in year 4. The Mid-Term Evaluation will review progress and effectiveness of implementation in terms of the following:

· Relevance – The extent to which the project is contributing to the project objective “to sustainably manage peatland ecosystems in Mekong countries and to conserve biodiversity and reduce GHG emissions”.
· Effectiveness – The extent to which the planned outputs are being achieved according to the indicators included in the project results framework.

· Efficiency – The extent to which project and co-funding resources are being used effectively.

· Impact – Recognizing that it is often difficult to attribute cause and effect relationships, the evaluation will attempt to assess the changes in conditions of people and ecosystems that result from the project. At a minimum, the indicators from the project results framework will serve as the basis for this evaluation.

· Sustainability – The extent to which conditions in the target countries support replication (scaling up) and continuity of the sustainable management of peatland ecosystems in the region.

For the Mid-Term Evaluation, the RCU and the regional and national Project Steering Committees will consider the findings and recommendations of the evaluation and propose any adjustments to the project design and implementation strategy for the remaining duration of the project.

The End-of-Project Evaluation will follow a similar approach to that outlined above, with a broader remit to recommend lessons for GEF, IUCN and other key stakeholders. The RCU will prepare the first draft of the Terms of Reference for the Mid-Term and End-of-Project evaluations in consultation with the regional Project Steering Committee and the IUCN Asia Regional Office.

PART iII:  certification by gef partner agency(ies)

A. GEF Agency(ies) certification
	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies
 and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for CEO endorsement under GEF-6.


	Agency Coordinator, Agency Name
	Signature
	Date
(MM/dd/yyyy) 
	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	Jean Yves Pirot, IUCN
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B. GEF_CEOENDR_60
ANNEX A:  PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK (either copy and paste here the framework from the Agency document, or provide reference to the page in the project document where the framework could be found).

See ProDoc, section 2 Project Results Framework, page 7 ff.

ANNEX B:  RESPONSES TO PROJECT REVIEWS (from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, and Responses to Comments from Council at work program inclusion and the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF).

To strengthen further the design of the project, STAP recommended addressing the following points. IUCN's responses on these points are summarized below.
	STAP comment
	Agency response at PPG stage

	1. Further detail on the baseline is required of the specific activities that form the baseline and who will undertake them.
	A detailed baseline analysis has been conducted at the PPG stage. Details are provided in section 3 Background and situation analysis of the ProDoc.

	http://www.gret-perg.ulaval.ca/fileadmin/fichiers/fichiersGRET/pdf/Doc_generale/Joosten_2012_Peatlands-guidance_for_climate_change.pdf2. STAP would like to see the role of policy, as part of effective governance, recognized, including measures to devise effective policies for managing the drivers of peatland losses in protected areas though logging, peat extraction and agricultural concessions. Additionally, STAP recommends for the project developers to use FAO's "Peatlands - guidance for climate change mitigation through conservation, rehabilitation and sustainable use", or a similar source on peatland management: . 

The guidelines will be useful in addressing the three project objectives (PIF, page 9): 1. Expand the network of protected peatland ecosystems in the countries in line with Aichi Target 11; 2. Strengthen capacity at local and national levels for sustainable peatland management; and, 3. Strengthen management of peatland in existing protected areas to demonstrate sustainable management of peatland to conserve biodiversity, reduce GHG emissions and strengthen sustainable livelihoods for local communities.

	FAO's guidance document as well as other guidelines have been consulted at the PPG stage and are included in the References section of the ProDoc. Relevant elements have been included in the project design; in particular, addressing the need for improved assessment of the peatlands, preventing further degradation of peatlands, as well as supporting local communities at the earliest stage of the project.

	3. For Myanmar and Cambodia, the project developers should consider the "Taking Deforestation out of Commodity Supply Chain" Integrated Approach Pilot, which focuses on the global impacts of agriculture commodities on climate change and biodiversity by meeting the growing supply and demand of certain crops, including palm oil. The design and implementation of Indonesia's project on palm oil should be of interest to this project. 
	The reference to palm oil from the PIF has been removed as this information could not be verified at the PPG stage. The commodity supply chains and demand of certain crops are not considered a main threat to peatlands in the three target countries. A detailed analysis of the threats is provided in the ProDoc.

	4. On global environmental benefits for biodiversity conservation, STAP suggests identifying concrete indicators how these benefits will be measured. Currently, this information appears absent in the document. Additionally, STAP recommends for the project to consider soil carbon increase by implementing SALT (Sloping Agricultural Land Technology) in Inle lake Basin in the project's incremental reasoning. To support the estimation of climate change benefits, STAP would also like to see an explanation of the method used to determine the areas of each of the mitigation measures. 
	Detailed assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services, including global benefits such as CC mitigation, have been included in Component 1of the project. In addition, relevant criteria and guidelines will be developed at the regional level under Component 4. SALT has been included in the incremental reasoning. An explanation of the method used to determine the areas of each of the mitigation measures has been included. 

	5. STAP is pleased the project seeks to empower local stakeholders as their role is critical for the sustainability of peatlands. It would be valuable to describe further how stakeholders' traditional knowledge, roles and responsibilities will be embedded in the design and implementation of the project. The project should also recognize the risk of having divergent views based on competing demands (e.g. increased agricultural productivity versus biodiversity protection), and how the project proposes to facilitate dialogue and consensus so that interventions are designed based on multiple perspectives. Additionally, mapping the relevant stakeholders at the local, regional and international level (e.g. Convention on Biological Diversity, Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil, among others) will be important to assess the problem and the role of stakeholders across scales to develop and implement effective policies for protected area management

amidst land use change.
 

	Detailed consultations with stakeholders were conducted at the PPG stage, including regional, national, sub-national and local stakeholders. A stakeholder analysis and stakeholder engagement table are included in the ProDoc. A social impact assessment has also been conducted. A process for participatory decision making that takes into account potentially conflicting uses of peatlands is described in the activities section. 

	6. STAP appreciates the recognition of sustainable use as a strategy to simultaneously contribute to environmental protection and livelihood enhancement. STAP would like to see more detail of the sustainable use options being considered, or the process to devise these. 
	Details on sustainable use have been included in the Activities section of the ProDoc, in particular for the demonstration sites in Peam Krasop Wildlife Sanctuary in Cambodia, Bueng Kiat Ngong in Lao PDR and Inle Lake Watershed in Myanmar. These include sustainable harvesting of NTFPs and aquatic resources, sustainable agricultural practices, and sustainable management of water resources.

	7. A comprehensive analysis of the social, economic and biophysical context to describe the socialecological characteristics and map the interactions between these variables, will be beneficial. This analysis will assist in identifying common drivers that might affect the social-ecological system (e.g. markets, climate change), and controlling variables (small number of variables that regulate the social-ecological system through direct and feedback loops). Doing so, will allow the project stakeholders to understand better the most effective measures to target in devising interventions, and to identify and evaluate sustainability of alternative options. Analysis of the likely impacts of climate change on the peatland environments and associated communities should form part of the project. The project developers could consult the Resilience, Adaptation Pathways and Transformation Assessment (RAPTA) Framework at www.stapgef.org for guidance on multi-stakeholder processes to assess resilience and develop adaptation pathways. 
	A datailed baseline analysis is provided in the background section. Detailed maps have also been produced of the interactions between bio-physical and socio-ecological systems. Climate change risks and impacts have been considered in the project design. The project activities will contribute not only to climate change mitigation, but also to building resilience through improved practices and sustainable ecosystem management.

	8. STAP is pleased there will be knowledge and learning exchange between the project and other regional projects on sustainable peatland management. The activities for knowledge exchange within the three targets countries are nominated; STAP would like to see more detail on the design of effective knowledge exchange between these countries and neighboring countries with strong experience in peatland management. Besides this, STAP also encourages the project developers to consider how learning from the project (e.g. drawing from a theory of change, and monitoring and assessment) will generate knowledge to assess and monitor its progress, as well as identify adjustments that will assist in reaching the objective.
	Details have been added in the Activities section for Component 4 on Regional cooperation. Learning and monitoring will be conducted in close collaboration with the stakeholders at the ASEAN level.


 Annex C:  status of implementation of project preparation activities and the use of funds

A.  Provide detailed funding amount of the PPG activities financing status in the table below:
        

	PPG Grant Approved at PIF:  USD 100,000

	Project Preparation Activities Implemented
	GEF/LDCF/SCCF Amount ($)

	
	Budgeted Amount
	Amount Spent 
To date
	Amount Committed

	Consultants
	68,300
	63,477.44
	     

	Travel costs
	16,000
	20,878.07
	2, 715.31

	Meeting costs
	15,700
	12,929.18
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	Total
	100,000 FORMTEXT 

100,000

	97,284.69
	2, 715.31


annex D:  CALENDAR OF expected reflows (if non-grant instrument is used)
Provide a calendar of expected reflows to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF Trust Funds or to your Agency (and/or revolving fund that will be set up)

N/A
� Project ID number remains the same as the assigned PIF number.


� When completing Table A, refer to the excerpts on � HYPERLINK "https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/document/GEF6%20Results%20Framework%20for%20GEFTF%20and%20LDCF.SCCF_.pdf" ��GEF 6 Results Frameworks for GETF, LDCF and SCCF�.


� Financing type can be either investment or technical assistance.


� For GEF Project Financing up to $2 million, PMC could be up to10% of the subtotal;  above $2 million, PMC could be up to 5% of the subtotal.  PMC should be charged proportionately to focal areas based on focal area project financing amount in Table D below.�


�   Update the applicable indicators provided at PIF stage.  Progress in programming against these targets for the projects per the Corporate Results Framework in the � HYPERLINK "http://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/GEF.C.46.07.Rev_.01_Summary_of_the_Negotiations_of_the_Sixth_Replenishment_of_the_GEF_Trust_Fund_May_22_2014.pdf" ��GEF-6 Programming Directions�, will be aggregated and reported during mid-term and at the conclusion of the replenishment period.


�  For questions A.1 –A.7 in Part II, if there are no changes since PIF, no need to respond, please enter “NA” after the respective question.  


� For biodiversity projects, in addition to explaining the project’s consistency with the biodiversity focal area strategy, objectives �   and programs, please also describe which � HYPERLINK "http://www.thegef.org/gef/content/did-you-know-%E2%80%A6-convention-biological-diversity-has-agreed-20-targets-aka-aichi-targets-achie" ��Aichi Target(s)� the project will directly contribute to achieving..


� As per the GEF-6 Corporate Results Framework in the GEF Programming Directions and GEF-6 Gender Core Indicators in the Gender Equality Action Plan, provide information on these specific indicators on stakeholders (including civil society organization and indigenous peoples) and gender.  


� Same as footnote 8 above.


� GEF policies encompass all managed trust funds, namely: GEFTF, LDCF, and SCCF 


�   If at CEO Endorsement, the PPG activities have not been completed and there is a balance of unspent fund, Agencies can continue to undertake the activities up to one year of project start.  No later than one year from start of project implementation, Agencies should report this table to the GEF Secretariat on the completion of PPG activities and the amount spent for the activities.  Agencies should also report closing of PPG to Trustee in its Quarterly Report.
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