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part i:  project IDentification                                                        
GEFSEC Project ID: 3807
gef agency Project ID:      
Country(ies): GLOBAL (with pilot sites in Chile, Viet Nam, Trinidad and Tobago Gariep river basin (transboundary –  South Africa, Lesotho))
Project Title: Project for Ecosystem Services (ProEcoServ)

GEF Agency(ies): UNEP

Other Executing partner(s): UNEP-DEPI in cooperation with National Governments, and the MA SGA follow-up network

GEF Focal Area (s): Biodiversity

GEF-4 Strategic program(S): BD-SP4; BD-SP5 

Name of parent program/umbrella project: N/A 

A. Project framework  (Expand table as necessary)
	Project Objective: Reduced threats to globally important biodiversity through integrating the sustainable use of biological resources and ecosystem services into national decision making and development approaches. 

	Project Components
	TA, or STA
	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs 
	Indicative GEF Financing*
	Indicative Co-financing*
	Total ($)



	
	
	
	
	($)
	%
	($)
	%
	

	1. Policy support tools
	STA, TA
	A) Technical advisory units to policy-makers have capacity to analyze changes in selected bundle of inter-related ecosystem services and drivers of change. 

	A1) Spatial mapping of ecosystem services.

A2) Estimation of supply response functions for selected bundles of ecosystem services
.

A3) Trade-off matrices produced across ecosystem services, and competing natural resource uses and human well-being
.

A4) GIS-based valuation of ecosystem services at sub-national levels, chiefly for regulating services.

A5) Decision support systems to guide decision makers on choosing development strategies which ensure sustainable flow of selected bundle of ecosystem services
.
A6) Provision and dissemination of practical tools, guidelines, indicators and information for decision makers at various levels of the pilot countries.
	2,243,118
	23
	7,350,000
	77
	9,593,118

	
	
	B) Technical advisory units to policy-makers have capacity to factor uncertainty into ecosystem protection and sustainable use policies
	B1) Risk profiles produced for the bundle of ecosystem services under different plausible futures
B2) A manual on disaster risk management using ecosystem services approaches for local and national stakeholders

B3) Participation of local stakeholder groups in piloting schemes to apply ecosystem services and approaches for disaster risk management
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Policy Implementation


	TA
	A) National planning authorities integrate ecosystem management tools into economic, political and legal instruments.

B) Private sector involved into ecosystem management policies

C) Improved rights and negotiating power of local and disenfranchised groups

D) Scaling up of lessons learned and good practice


	A1) Spatial based ecosystem services planning framework mapped onto macroeconomic sectoral planning models.

A2) Review and gaps identified in existing legal and regulatory frameworks to accommodate ecosystem services related instruments. 

A3) Investment in ecosystem infrastructure
 needed to ensure an accepted minimum flow of selected ecosystem services reflected in Country Assistance Strategy (CAS), UNDAFs and mid-term budgetary frameworks. 

A4) A systematic outreach and dissemination strategy on ecosystem services developed and executed in the selected four pilot sites.

B1) An ecosystem services strategy developed for selected SMEs.
B2) Establishment of public-private ecosystem services management councils.

B3) Partnership building for public-private cooperation for ecosystem management.

C1) Promotion of pro-poor economic and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services.

C2) Involvement of local communities in decision making processes on ecosystem services and design of PES

D1) Usage of existing national and international clearing-house mechanisms to exchange lessons and good practice on ecosystem services approaches in the pilot countries

D2) Usage of existing interactive fora to link local to international experiences and actors (e.g. MEA Secretariats, bi- and multilateral agencies)
	2,840,124
	38
	4,600,000
	62
	7,440,124

	3. Science-Policy Interface
	STA
	A) Increased policy relevance of ecosystem sciences.

B) Innovative international mechanisms
	A1) Utilization of policy platforms on ecosystem services (e.g. GLOBE) to inform science and tool development

A2) Fora for discussion of scientific tools and political needs to bridge the gap between science and policy

B1) Scoping for new international markets for non-carbon based ecosystem services

B2) Linkage of piloting experiences with international fora (e.g. TEEB, EcoServices, REDD, IPES)
	577,031
	54
	500,000
	46
	1,077,031

	4. Project management
	
	636,364
	29
	1,550,000
	71
	2,186,364

	Total project costs
	
	6,269,636
	31
	14,000,000
	69
	20,269,636


B.   Indicative Financing Plan Summary For The Project ($)
	
	Project Preparation* 
	Project 
	Agency Fee
	Total

	GEF 
	
	6,296,637
	629,663
	6,926,300

	Co-financing 
	
	14,000,000
	 
	14,000,000

	Total
	
	20,296,637
	629,663
	20,926,300


* A  PPG of US$ 67,000 is submitted alongside this PIF. The GEF amount total thus comes to US$ 7,000,000 inclusive of PPG and PPG fee of US$ 6700
C.   Indicative Co-financing for the project (including project preparation amount) by source and
       by name  (in parenthesis) if available, ($)
	Sources of Co-financing
	Type of Co-financing
	Amount

	Project Government Contribution
	In-kind
	4,700,000

	GEF Agency(ies)
	Cash 

In-kind
	290,000

2,842,000

	Bilateral Aid Agency(ies)
	Cash
	3,325,100

	Multilateral Agency(ies)
	Cash and In-kind
	1,637,900

	NGO
	Cash and In-kind
	1,250,000

	Total co-financing
	
	14,045,000


D.   GEF Resources Requested by Focal Area(s), agency (ies) share and country(ies)* 
	    GEF Agency
	Focal Area
	Country Name/

Global
	(in $)

	
	
	
	Project Preparation
	Project 
	Agency

Fee
	Total

	UNEP
	Biodiversity
	Global
	
	6,296,637
	629,633
	6,926,300**

	Total GEF Resources
	
	
	
	


         *  No need to provide information for this table if it is a single focal area, single country and single GEF Agency project.
** Please note that a PPG of US$ 67,000 is submitted alongside this PIF whose amount including its fee (US$ 6,700) brings the total to US$ 7,000,000.
part ii:  project JustiFication

A. State the issue, how the project seeks to address it, and the expected global environmental benefits to be delivered:  

The GEF-supported Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) concluded that more than 60% of the world’s ecosystem services are either degraded or used unsustainably. There is increasing evidence that many changes inflicted by human activities are potentially irreversible, particularly with regard to biodiversity, with likely negative impacts on development and human well-being that are disproportionately borne by disenfranchised people at local levels. Particularly affected are regulating services of the ecosystem, such as air quality regulation, climate regulation at regional and local levels, erosion regulation, water purification and waste absorption, as well as natural hazard regulation. This degradation constitutes a significant barrier to achieving the Millennium Development Goals, if not reversed through a set of changes in policies, institutions and practices to conserve or enhance ecosystem services that avoid negative trade-offs and instead provide positive synergies among ecosystem services.

Independent evaluations attest the MA’s emphasis on ecosystem services to having clarified the environment-development nexus and the linkage between biodiversity conservation and poverty alleviation in particular. The MA is also widely regarded as having been an innovative and technically sound assessment with high probability of impacting future applied research. The evaluations also concluded, however, that the MA’s main strength as a scientific assessment compounded its main weakness: there is little evidence so far that the MA has made a significant direct impact on policy formulation and decision-making, especially in developing countries. This has been linked to:

· A generally rather weak focus on sub-global assessments within the MA;

· A very limited involvement of national and local stakeholders that ultimately make decisions affecting biodiversity and ecosystem management and act upon these; and

· The lack of tools, models and methods palatable to decision-making and that can be readily applied at implementation levels.

There is a range of programmes and projects that began to address these weaknesses of the MA outcome, not least many funded through the GEF - e.g. on institutionalizing payments for ecosystem services (PES). Many sub-global assessments (SGA) have also been undertaken in the wake of the MA, particularly at sub-national but also at regional levels. A recent survey of SGAs for the CBD Secretariat asserts an increased involvement of and impact on decision makers through ongoing SGAs.
 However, among the remaining challenges were:

· Lack of data to establish baselines, and to develop tools, models, valuation of ecosystem services or indicators;

· Capacity at local levels to carry out assessments of ecosystem services; 

· Weak institutional and governance arrangement to take up the assessment results and recommendations in policy making; and

· Weak market incentives and regulations to support establishment and scaling up of payments for environmental services. 
The proposed project aims at addressing these challenges through an approach at multiple scales. While the overall developmental goal of the project is to utilize ecological assessment and economic valuation to better integrate ecosystem services into poverty reduction and sustainable development planning, the GEF increment will reduce threats to globally important biodiversity through an applied ecosystem services approach at national, transboundary and global levels. The project components are intertwined and will jointly lead to developing capacities of decision makers, users and beneficiaries of ecosystem services as well as intermediaries to develop and apply appropriate ecosystem management tools within sectoral planning frameworks and macroeconomic planning models, and explore the potential for national, regional, or global markets for ecosystem services. This will be achieved through: 

a) The development of multi-scale and locally valid tools and decision support models so as to particularly enable decision-makers at national and sub-national levels to analyze interconnected ecosystem services and drivers of ecosystem change, and to apply this knowledge in development planning and policy making. 

b) Policy implementation support for the application of ecosystem management and services approaches at national and transboundary levels. This includes spatial based ecosystem planning frameworks mapped onto macroeconomic sectoral planning models. At the political level, this requires a degree of awareness by decision making and the public about the potential limits to growth and social welfare changes arising from further unchecked degradation of critical ecosystem services. While this awareness is still far from perfect, it is nevertheless much greater than at the beginning of the decade, when the MA was conducted. There is also a need to utilize “entry points” in the decision making process (e.g. annual budgetary allocations by governments; reviews of development assistance programs by donors) through which remedial and preemptive actions can be internalized into state actions. At the operational level, the requirement is to have estimations of the response of targeted ecosystem services to increasing levels of degradation (e.g. response at the margin) and trade offs between ecosystem services flows (e.g. provisioning versus regulating services). This information needs to be provided in a terminology that is understandable and tangible to decision makers (e.g. income, employment, fiscal savings).
c) Strengthening science-policy interface, by utilizing existing clearing-house and knowledge management systems to promote ecosystem services tools, experiences and best practice at national level beyond the demonstration activities, and providing fora to strengthen multi-scale linkages from local to international actors, as well as to bridge the gap between science and policy in developing countries. 
d) Exploring the potential for viable ecosystem services markets at national, regional and global levels. This will include investigative studies into possible barriers to PES; conceptual frameworks to support the establishment of markets for ecosystem services at appropriate scale; institutional and regulatory mechanisms, reforms and incentives in support of such markets; and work with local, national and international actors to arrive at relevant agreement on such potentials.
With a focus on delivering on-the-ground results, demonstration activities will pilot the bundling of ecosystem services and the integration of ecosystem services approaches in resource management and decision making to promote innovative solutions that bear potential for scaling-up and replication. The project will undertake its activities in Chile, Trinidad and Tobago, and Viet Nam as well as in the transboundary watershed/river basin of the Gariep in southern Africa. All of the selected locations have already had relatively solid SGAs and therefore there is a wealth of existing data upon which this project will build. The selection of these countries is also based on demonstrated interest and ability to integrate ecosystem services approaches into environmental management and development policy making in previous SGA as well as complementarity of the project’s activities with national priorities and policies.

To allow for a best possible integration of ecosystem services and management approaches into sectoral planning processes (e.g. CCA/UNDAF, CAS, PRSP, MDG strategies or recurring budgeting and planning cycles), the project will, from the outset, aim at working closely with key representatives of the respective sectors and within planning and decision making bodies. The project will build on relevant national experiences, e.g. through their various GEF enabling activities that established specific action plans for mainstreaming environmental issues into national development processes. Further, utilizing experiences of the Poverty Environment Initiative, the project will follow a three-pronged operational strategy: Together with national stakeholders, key entry points will be identified where the contribution of ecosystem services to development, economic and political processes can best be demonstrated. Through an alignment of environmental planning with other governance processes that shape planning, budgeting and policy frameworks, a direct engagement with the national economic and development planning will be achieved. Such an alignment will particularly permit plotting ecosystem management interventions that harmonize with economic and developmental planning models and processes and vice versa. Thirdly, to sustain the efforts for integrating ecosystem services into non-environmental planning and policy processes, the implementation of such planning frameworks will be closely supported, so as to strengthen existing national implementation capacities that ensure the longer-term embedding of ecosystem management approaches in decision making and national to local implementation. Where such structures have to be created, this will have to be done in close collaboration with all key stakeholders so as not to duplicate or defy existing processes. In applying a “minimally invasive” approach, the project aims at enabling countries to maintain this integrative planning and policy making approach beyond the lifetime of the proposed project. 
By focusing on a few select regulating ecosystem services in decline - often strongly affected by the overuse of provisioning ecosystem services - the project provides an opportunity to generate targeted global benefits at significant levels. In each field case, the project will concentrate on 2 (and in exceptional cases a maximum of 3) ecosystem services from the list below:

1. Water purification and waste absorption services, which filter and decompose waste as it flows through ecosystems, are an important hydrological service in the context of water quality; 

2. Natural Hazard Regulation services, which are becoming gradually more important as the frequency of natural extreme events increases and adaptation efforts against the impacts of climate change become more urgent;

3. Erosion regulation services, which depend on vegetative cover, and play an important role in soil degradation, soil formation and soil loss;

4. Greenhouse gas (GHG) capture/sink services and air quality regulation.

The selected services promise to strengthen local constituencies’ resilience to natural hazards through enhanced disaster risk management tools and climate change adaptation prospects and they can marshal financial support for the conservation of globally significant ecosystems. These services present mostly untapped opportunities to increase the sustainability projection of conservation efforts, in view of already stretched protected area and conservation budgets and the mixed record of integrated development and conservation projects.

Chile’s Atacama Desert provides exceptional ecosystems with an extremely arid desert at lower altitudes and tropical arid zones at the higher altitudes of the Altiplano. Due to its aridity, the Atacama does not present a very rich biota, but a unique and highly specialized one with a large number of endemic species, 52 endemic plants and 12 endemic animals, among these different flamingo species, reptiles and amphibians. The desert ecosystems are particularly vulnerable to changes in water availability or land use and land use changes. Although not immediately obvious due to the overall aridity of the Atacama, desertification affects vulnerable ecosystems such as flat grasslands and peat bogs. Based on the existing SGA in a community area of the Atacama, the project will focus on hydrological and erosion regulating services to strengthen the linkages between biodiversity protection, ecosystem management and the value these ecosystems provide for human well-being and developmental activities, such as sustainable land use or tourism.

Trinidad and Tobago’s SGA focused on Trinidad’s Northern Range, the watershed areas of which are the most significant contributors to the freshwater supply for the island of Trinidad; they also help to control flooding in the low-lying regions at the foothills of the Range. Apart from vital services such as ecotourism, coastal/marine fishing; local climate regulation, timber and non-timber forest products, one notable feature of the Range is its relatively high biodiversity, which represents a combination of species from the South American continent, and from the Caribbean islands further north in the island archipelago, including various endemic species. With a focus on hydrological services of fresh- and coastal waters as well as natural hazard regulation services the project will include marine and terrestrial ecosystems and utilize the SGA experiences to contribute to national policy making and the inclusion of ecosystem service approaches in national development planning.

The downstream Mekong in Viet Nam is a lowland area impacted by both the positive and negative influences of hydrological regimes along the Mekong River. River and marine ecosystems interact, producing an abundance of natural resources, particularly a very rich biodiversity, including many globally threatened species, that provides significant ecosystem services and benefits. Human activities have strongly exploited the ecosystems of the Mekong River Delta, affecting ecosystem health, including a reduction in biodiversity, a rapid depletion of natural forest areas, changing landscapes and the serious depletion of wild marine life in the mangrove forests. These conditions are primarily caused by an increasing population pressure with a related rising demand on natural resources; insufficient coordination and control of economic development in the area; and a weak recognition of the values of ecosystems and their services by national planners and decision makers. While hydrological services are central for the Mekong River, the project will focus on natural hazard regulation services and GHG capture and sink services, which are equally important and provide direct links and potential for local communities’ well-being and developmental planning and decision making at national and sub-national levels. . 

Southern Africa has a very rich biota relative to its size, including many biodiversity hot-spots and a huge number of endemic plants as well as various endemic animal species. Southern Africa can also be described as having a water-rich north and a water-scarce south. The Gariep as a mainly South African watershed is a water-scarce and the region’s most regulated basin with large dams and water transfers. The Gariep catchment encompasses the entire nation of Lesotho, the urban-industrial complex of Gauteng province (incl. Johannesburg), the “grain basket” of South Africa’s central plateau, it’s extremely arid western regions as well as two international biodiversity hotspots. Transformation of fresh- and groundwater systems have resulted in biodiversity loss and water quality problems, causing a range of ecological, economic and human health related impacts. The water sector is being decentralized and pricing policies aim at full cost recovery of water services; however, ecological requirement have yet to be defined and internalized. The project therefore aims at utilizing water-quality related and natural hazard regulation ecosystem services to establish the linkage between biodiversity conservation and the economic value that these ecosystems provide. While the SAfMA SGA focused mainly on local assessments, the project aims at building on the existing data to link ecosystem service issues at local and provincial levels to national policy making and transboundary water resource management. 

To ensure the principle of subsidiarity, devolution of responsibilities and capacities, as well as access to and use of ecosystem services, specific activities in each pilot site will be designed to address the appropriate target groups.

Advisory/technical units and decision-makers at national and sub-national levels, e.g. through:
· Training and capacity development to analyze ecosystem changes and to utilize tools and methods for ecosystem services in mid- to longer term planning strategies; 

· Entry points to and alignment of policy frameworks such as PRSPs, MDG strategies, CAS, UNDAF; national development planning cycles and budgetary frameworks (Five Year Plans and similar strategies); 

· Promotion of taxation mechanisms, budgetary appropriations for investment in ecological infrastructure, pro-poor economic and financial incentives for sustaining ecosystem services; 
· Gap analysis in existing legal and economic/fiscal instruments to accommodate ecosystem services approaches;
· Application of ecosystem services information in decision-supporting instruments such as strategic environmental assessment and environmental impact assessment; 

· Engagement of key national actors e.g. through sector-wide approaches (SWAP) or awareness raising and consensus building mechanisms;

· Engagement of legislators in affecting policy.
Intermediaries at national and sub-national levels (private sector companies and associations, non-governmental organizations etc.), e.g. through:
· Involvement in and training on tools and methods to assess business risks and opportunities linked to ecosystem changes and services; 

· Trade-off analyses to sustain or reduce costs of natural resource inputs; 

· Potential of “green” branding, eco-certification and eco-tourism tools and opportunities, etc.;

· Development of ecosystem services strategies for SMEs;

· Local/national stakeholder involvement in identifying and exploring potentials for developing markets for ecosystem services. 
Local communities and stakeholders as ecosystem services beneficiaries, e.g. through:
· Close participation in the development of tools, models and methods for spatial analyses; 

· Establishment of baselines for critical ecosystem services, economic valuation of ecosystem services;

· Involvement in the implementation of pilots to utilize ecosystem management and ecosystem services approaches in natural disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation.
At the global level the project will build upon results of the pilot activities and the scoping study to provide information input to the global discourse on ecosystem services and initiatives such as International Payments for Ecosystem Services, on the potentials for and barriers to non-carbon markets for ecosystem services. 
The multi-scale approach of the project will be further guided by considerations of equitable access to ecosystem services. Unless equity and fairness issues are explicitly addressed, response strategies have a high likelihood of failing to meet the objectives of reversing ecosystem services decline. Markets need to be regulated and might require institutional reforms and incentives so as to minimize the risk to equity and fairness. Trade-off analyses and matrices guiding decisions on ecosystem use options need to consider the values of all the services for the various dimensions of well-being across the entire stakeholder landscape.

B. Describe the consistency of the project with national priorities/plans:  
The selection of the pilot countries is based on their demonstrated interest in applying and integrating ecosystem services approaches into environmental management and development policy making through a) national priorities and plans, b) active involvement in MA SGAs, and c) the existence of implementation potential so as to be able to provide examples of how mainstreaming of ecosystem approaches can be applied in practice.

Chile’s NBSAP is rooted in the recognition of the critical ecosystem services its biodiversity provides, and it commits itself to “study and promote the adoption of new mechanisms for funding conservation, such as payment for environmental services and biodiversity and the implementation of tradable permit schemes.” The biodiversity action plan lays out various activities with regard to ecosystem services, among these the involvement of the Ministry for the Economy in trainings for PES and the Environment Ministry as responsible for leading PES piloting schemes at national level, while the third national report to the CBD states as an important objective the need to maintain the ecosystem capacity through integrating its goods and services into planning and decision making. Chile conducted an SGA which was able to establish close links with civil society organizations and provided good community outreach. The main cooperating agency will be Chile’s National Environment Commission (CONAMA) which is tasked to coordinate environmental planning and related tools such as EIA, environmental information policies and education. Together with the Ministry of Development and Planning (MIDEPLAN), CONAMA is charged to oversee and coordinate environmental projects with international partners. CONAMA was already involved in the Chilean SGA, together with the National Forestry Corporation (CONAF). 

Trinidad and Tobago’s CCA (2006) states increased investment in infrastructure and the environment as one of its major goals, including the environment as an important factor in natural disaster preparedness and management. Its national development plan (Vision 2020) establishes a clear link between economic performance and the state of the environment, and the environment is envisaged as a national asset that requires conservation for the wellbeing and wealth of its population and the integration of biodiversity conservation principles into national development planning and policy making. 
Viet Nam’s UNDAF (2006-10) gives high priority to the quality of growth, which is defined through ecosystem services, namely environmental protection and rational use of natural resources as well as responsiveness to emergencies and disasters. The government commits itself to integrate environmental indicators in economic and sectoral decision making. Its National Sustainable Development Strategy (NSDS, 2004) as well as the PRSP (Five Year Development Plan 2006-10) establish a clear link between livelihoods and exploitation of natural resources and list among its priorities and implementation arrangements the utilization of financial tools for sustainable development. Furthermore, Viet Nam was actively engaged in a successful SGA, the results and data of which were used for the development of projects, particularly in the Mekong delta. The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development as well as the Ministry for Planning and Investment were already involved in Viet Nam’s SGA and thus provide promising entry points to embedding ecosystem management approaches in Viet Nam’s policy processes. They will be the project’s main collaborating partner organizations, together with their respective departments in the Mekong provinces.

In its National Sustainable Development Strategy (NSDS, 2005-16) South Africa commits itself to promote, among others, an ecosystem approach by 2010, while the National Biodiversity Implementation Plan in the NBSAP states as one of its main 15 year targets that there will be “no further loss of endangered and critically endangered ecosystems and no attrition of ecosystem services in priority areas.” A main outcome of the same strategy is that “biodiversity considerations are integrated into macro-economic, trade, industrial and fiscal policy”, reflecting the full costs and benefits of ecosystem services provision. South Africa is also a very active partner in southern African SGA (SAfMA), and used itself the SAfMA data and findings in its State of the Environment reporting. One of the four strategic outcomes of Lesotho’s UNDAF (2008-12) addresses the need to enhance sustainable development and natural resource management, entailing the integration of environmental concerns into national planning and development processes. Lesotho’s PRSP provides a strong link between environmental degradation and poverty, particularly focusing on the need to retain and restore ecosystem services such as food and wood provision, or erosion mitigation. 

In both South Africa and Lesotho, the respective ministries in charge of environmental affairs will be the project’s main collaborating agencies, including their provincial and local departments, e.g. the Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Environment.
C. Describe the consistency of the project with gef strategies and strategic programs:

The proposed project is fully in line with the long-term objective two of the biodiversity focal area strategy. It aims at mainstreaming biodiversity in production landscapes/seascapes and sectors, and it is compliant with the strategic priorities 4 and 5 through a multi-pronged approach that supports the strengthening of policy and regulatory frameworks for mainstreaming biodiversity, while removing critical knowledge barriers and fostering markets for biodiversity goods and services. 
D. Outline the Coordination with other related initiatives: 
The proposed project will be situated in a growing and increasingly complex landscape of past, ongoing and developing projects on ecosystem services and PES. So as to avoid duplication and to reduce overlap with other projects, the project will be firmly rooted in the lessons learned from the MA, complement the MA Follow-up Strategy endorsed by a broad consortium of collaborating organizations, utilize the results and data produced by the SGAs and aim at close partnerships with similar initiatives working on ecosystem services, specifically the MA follow-up networks established in the four targeted SGA areas. Particular potential synergies exist with the GEF-supported project on Institutionalizing Payments for Ecosystem Services (GEF project ID 2589). While the PES project aims at providing information tools at a global scale and at establishing regional networks for payment-based schemes, the proposed project is complementary as it aims at mainstreaming ecosystem service concerns into development policy. 
Whenever feasible, the project will build upon and utilize policy-relevant outputs from international fora and platforms such as GLOBE, while also aiming at providing relevant national lessons learned and good practice to ongoing and emerging international consortia working on ecosystem services and payment schemes, including International Payment for Ecosystem Services (IPES) initiative, Efforts to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD), or The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) review. 

A further close collaboration is envisaged with the joint Poverty and Environment Initiative of UNEP and UNDP to allow for the exchange of experiences and practices not only with regard to the pilot countries but in particular relating to mainstreaming environment into development planning and policy processes and the most promising tools and approaches for supporting and sustaining such integration efforts at national level. Similarly, the DIVERSITAS network can provide backstopping and be a sounding board for MA follow-up activities and scientific approaches to biodiversity and ecosystem services.
E. Discuss the value-added of GEF involvement in the project  demonstrated through incremental reasoning : 
The scenario without the proposed GEF-supported project would consist of scattered interventions at different levels, probably resulting in short-term or even one-time actions, limiting impacts to local levels and barely producing global environmental benefits. The fact that three years after the completion of the MA most associated SGAs remain incomplete and without much impact, mainly due to limited stakeholder involvement and weak institutional arrangements, may serve as an indicator here. 

The baseline scenario would therefore have continued negative impact on provisioning and regulating ecosystem services, such as loss of biodiversity and natural resources based livelihoods, hydrological functions of watersheds, soil degradation and erosion, or siltation and sedimentation.

The proposed project will support the strengthening of participating institutions, organizations and stakeholder groups in assessing, planning, integrating and implementing ecosystem management and ecosystem services approaches. GEF-support will also help catalyzing support from the private sector and involvement of non-environment actors at national and sub-national levels. The thus created multi-scale commitment is one of the key prerequisites for the mainstreaming of ecosystem services into development planning, resulting in global environmental benefits through improved biodiversity conservation, sustainable land management and water resource management. Furthermore, these GEB and the stabilization of regulating ecosystem services will contribute to improving local livelihoods. 

The project’s focus on developing and applying locally adapted instruments for ecosystem services, as well as the emphasis on scaling up and replicability of these pilot activities at the global level bear the potential of further enhanced GEB.

F. Indicate risks, including climate change risks, that might prevent the project objective(s) from being achieved, and if possible including risk measures that will be  taken: 

	Risk identified
	Risk Level
	Mitigation Measure

	Impact of climate change on ecosystem services (through increased natural hazards, loss of livelihoods etc.)
	Medium
	Valuations of ecosystem services and baselines for these are important preconditions for internalizing ecosystem services in development planning. This in turn will reduce the vulnerability of local communities to declining ecosystem services and strengthen their resilience to natural disaster hazards and increase their capacities to adapt to climate change induced deterioration of provisioning and regulating services.

	Reduced commitment to EM, ES and PES due to changes in government
	
Medium
	Changes in commitment can not be excluded and are difficult to asses. Due to the project’s multi-scale approach and multi-country piloting implementation, the overall project strategy is based on a wide group of stakeholders, which increases the chances for continuity and sustainability. Further, the utilization of existing institutional structures at sectoral working levels will have a mitigation effect in case of government changes, as such bodies usually continue to exist beyond governmental life cycles.

	Weak institutional capacities
	Medium 
	Within national governmental institutions as well as at local levels, the risk of a weak understanding of ecosystem management approaches is high. However, the project’s strategy is founded on close interaction and capacity building at all levels of intervention in order to address this challenge.

	Lack of coordination among different stakeholders
	Medium
	Horizontal as well as vertical coordination among various stakeholders is usually a risk in many environmental projects. The proposed project will therefore emphasize on partnership building, common agenda-setting, and alignment of interests from the outset.

	Ecosystem management knowledge is not applied or integrated into policy frameworks
	Medium
	At local levels, participatory approaches will ensure buy-in of stakeholders, generation of local knowledge and self-esteem; close involvement of and training for decision makers from a variety of departments will increase the likeliness of ecosystem services approaches being internalized into national planning and policy making.


G. describe, if possible, the expected cost-effectiveness of the project:
The proposed project will enable governments, national organizations and local stakeholders to better understand direct and indirect drivers of ecosystem change and will enable them to jointly develop more efficient policy responses in order to address these challenges. The project will link with and build on ongoing global initiatives for greater synergies and therefore cost-effectiveness. It will generate global benefits through a multi-country coordinated approach that avoids duplication of activities and investment. Cost-effectiveness measures will include: policy frameworks to provide benefits at scale; partner and policy harmonization; building on existing programme and grassroots efforts; benefits at local level in terms of livelihood opportunities. More specifically, the chosen design is cost effective because: (1) it builds on prior experience and data (SGAs); (2) it uses national demonstrations to obtain global benefits; (3) it will be harmonized with MA Follow-up Network activities; and (4) it targets a broad range of stakeholders, so that change and impacts can occur at governmental and societal levels. Mainstreaming ecosystem services and management approaches into national development planning might require external support for a short- to mid-term period of time. However, the project’s overall approach is based on the assumption that the longer-term benefits of internalizing and valuating ecosystem services will by far outweigh the initial costs of such an integrative process, both at national levels through the harnessing of payments for ecosystem services, as well as globally through reduced threats to important biological resources as well as the expected mitigation effects on regulative ecosystem services such as water purification, waste absorption, natural hazard mitigation or carbon capture and sink services. A further detailed analysis of the cost-effectiveness of the project will be provided in the PPG phase.
H. Justify the comparative advantage of GEF agency: 

UNEP’s comparative advantage derives from its mandate to coordinate UN activities with regard to the environment, including its convening power, its ability to engage with different stakeholders to develop innovative solutions and its capacity to transform these into policy- and implementation-relevant tools.

For ecosystem management in particular, this entails the strengthening of scientific understanding of ecosystems functions, including assessment and review as well as policy and law development in relation to ecosystem management that takes socio-economic aspects into account. UNEP’s coordinating role on ecosystem services through the MA is an important building block for its work in the GEF. Its recently adopted mid-term strategy centers on an ecosystem management approach, making UNEP an even more trustworthy broker among different stakeholders. 

A further comparative advantage of UNEP lies in its broad range of relevant programmatic and project experiences, proof of innovative concepts, and the best available science and knowledge foundation on which it can base its investments. 
part iii:  approval/endorsement by gef operational focal point(s) and GEF agency(ies)

A.   Record of Endorsement of GEF Operational Focal Point (S) on Behalf of the Government(S): (Please attach the  country endorsement letter(s)  or regional endorsement letter(s) with this template).

	(Enter Name, Position, Ministry)
	Date: (Month, day, year)


	(Enter Name, Position, Ministry)
	Date: (Month, day, year)


B.  GEF Agency(ies) Certification



	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for project identification and preparation.

	Maryam Niamir Fuller,

Director DGEF/UNEP

GEF Agency Coordinator[image: image2.jpg]




	Project Contact Person
Gabriel Labbate

	Date: October 13, 2008
	Tel. and Email:+254-762-4153. carmen.tavera@unep.org
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� “Supply response function” refers to an analytical formulation that provides information on the key variables that support the supply of an ecosystem service and allows analysis of how marginal changes in these variables affect the supply of the ecosystem service in question. 


� “Trade off matrices” refer to the mapping of trade offs between ecosystem services in situations when the increased flow of a given service implies a decreased flow of another (e.g. simultaneous maximization is not possible). Trade offs will be mapped between ecosystem services, resource use and other human interventions.


� “Decision support systems” refer to established processes for the utilization of supply response functions, trade off matrices and GIS based valuation to guide decision makers in supporting development paths deemed compatible with long term sustainable of selected ecosystem services (e.g. levels of ecosystem degradation that are compatible with an agreed minimum flow of service).


� Ecosystem Infrastructure relates to the monetary investment needed to restore degraded ecosystems (examples include restoration of mangroves along coastlines). 


� See: UNEP/CBD/COP/9/INF/30.
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