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Submission Date: 30 June 2011          
	Expected Calendar (mm/dd/yy)

	Milestones
	Dates

	Work Program (for FSPs only)
	Nov 2009

	Agency Approval date
	Aug 2011

	Implementation Start
	01 Sep 2011

	Mid-term Evaluation (if planned)
	Aug  2013

	Project Closing Date
	31 Aug 2015

	Project Duration
	4 years


part i:  project Information                                               
GEFSEC Project ID: 3951





gef agency Project ID: 00505
Country(ies): Global multi-country  Nepal, Vietnam, Indonesia, Chile
Project Title: Expanding FSC Certification at Landscape Level through incorporating additional ecosystem services.
GEF Agency(ies):  FORMDROPDOWN 

Other Executing partner(s): 
INTERNATIONAL: Lead - FSC, Support - CIFOR

NATIONAL: Chile - FSC Chile, INFOR; Indonesia - LEI, MoF, WWF Indonesia; Nepal - ANSAB, FECOFUN; Vietnam - MARD, RECOFTC, SNV 

National Executing Agencies: Chile: FSC Chile; Indonesia: WWF Indonesia; Nepal: ANSAB; Vietnam: MARD/SNV
GEF Focal Area(s):  FORMDROPDOWN  FORMDROPDOWN 
 
GEF-4 Strategic program(s): 
Strategic programme for GEF IV: BD-SP5 ‘fostering markets for biodiversity goods and services’, BD-SP4 ’strengthening the policy and regulatory framework for mainstreaming biodiversity in production sectors’, and indirectly/partly BD-SP8 ‘building capacity on access & benefit sharing’ & CC –SP 6 ‘management of LULUCF’
 
Name of parent program/umbrella project:  Related to, but not part of, GEF- Sustainable Forest Management       
A. Project framework
	Project Objective:  FSC certification incorporates expanded and enhanced global and national environmental standards which are applied to emerging markets for biodiversity conservation and ecosystems services as an initial step for upgrading successful models in order to improve ecosystem functions

	Project Components
	Indicate whether Investment, TA, or STA2
	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs 
	GEF Financing1
	Co-Financing1
	Total ($)

c=a+ b

	
	
	
	
	($) a
	%
	($) b
	%
	

	1.  Development of Science-based Certification Models following FSC Principles and Criteria and targeting maintenance and or enhancement of ecosystem services     
	STA
	1.1 Improved global forest certification  system specifically  incorporating evidence-based Biodiversity Conservation & key Ecosystem Services targets

1.2 New national indicators developed for incorporation into development of National Standards

	1.1.1 Identification of potential environmental benefits of certification and selection of optimal compliance indicators to improve/adapt FSC standards for certification of ES

1.1.2 FSC ecosystem services strategy developed

1.1.3 Policy paper and approval ‘Expanded FSC Certification’ by FSC Board of Directors

1.1.4 FSC international system adapted for additional ES and approved by FSC IC
1.2.1 FSC National Standards adapated for additional ES and approved by FSC IC


	225,500
	30
	532,271
	70
	757,771


	2. International and National Market Assessment
	STA
	2.1 Accessing national & international markets for certified Biodiversity Conservation and other Ecosystems Services incl.  Carbon sequestration, Water supply & purification,  Disaster risk reduction,and Recreational

2.2  Enhanced ‘business case’ for Sustainable Forest Management through  expanded FSC  certification schemes

	2.1.1 Identification of most promising ecosystem services for the market

2.1.2 Information available on market demand for ES-based FSC certification & disseminated (see output 4.2.2)

2.2.1 Priority market & key ES identified in terms of competitive opportunity costs (cost/benefit) and analysis of financial viability 

2.2.2 Design new business models for ES-based FSC certification  

	309,000
	49
	326,265


	51
	635,265



	3. National Pilots on Expanded FSC certification 
	STA
	3. 1 First forest management sites certified under additional ES system 

3.2 Enhanced evidence-base that FSC ES/BD forest certification models allow for increased social wellbeing and/or environmental performance

	3.1.1 Stakeholder assessment & empowerment including  capacity building of forest-based  communities

3.1.2 Measures for access & benefit sharing through Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) incorporated in pilot trial plans.

3.1.3 Spatial mapping of  ecosystem services related to the pilots

3.1.4 Systems of verification and certification for ES in place in target countries 

3.1.5 Field testing FSC National Standards, incorporating provisions for managing additional ES.

3.1.6 Business models applied at pilot sites , results potentially requiring correspondingly adapted FSC National Standards (adaptation part of   sub-ccmponent 1.2)

3.2.1 Global methodology for assessing environmental and social long term impact of the ES-based certification systems 

3.2.2 Site programs assessing environmental and social long term impact of the certification system in the pilot sites, including data collection and reporting

 

	1,426,000
	42
	1,942,244


	58
	3,368,244



	4. Awareness and Promotion of FSC Certification for ES Nationally and Globally
	STA
	4. 1 Greater awareness of the potential of BD or ES-based forest certification in four  pilot countries, with subsequent outreach through the global FSC Network 

4.2 Increased capacity of FSC associate national staff, technical agencies, communities and business partners to expand & monitor national programs on ES- & BD-based forest certification  



	4.1.1 National dissemination workshops held, and information and communication materials produced 

4.1.2 The experiences are disseminated globally through the FSC network, targeting potential suppliers of forest ES, in line with the development of international standards (Component 1)
4.2.1 Provision of tools (training modules, toolkits etc) for strengthening capacity of staff of local partner agencies and potential disseminators on expanded forest certification and PES services. 

4.2.2 Identified markets (Component 2) will be targeted and appropriate publicity materials produced to communicate about new business models for ES-based FSC certification 

4.2.3 Follow up undertaken to interested private sector stakeholders involved

	481,500
	47
	549,520

	53
	1,031,020


	5. Monitoring and evaluation 
	STA
	5.1. Monitoring and evaluation plan
	5.1.1 Implementation of Project M&E Plan and  national impact studies on awareness & ‘change of behavior’ towards increased level of certified forests, at baseline, midterm & project completion (see annex 7: Costed M&E plan)

5.1.2 Compilation of relevant M&E data according to Appendix 7

	150,000
	38
	245,000


	62
	395,000



	6. Project management
	 
	49
	298,600
	51
	586,600

	Total Project Costs
	2,880,000
	43
	3,893,900
	57
	6,773,900


B.   Sources of confirmed Co-financing for the project (expand the table line items as necessary)
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	Total
	%

	Cash
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Asia Network for Sustainable Agriculture and Bioresources (ANSAB)
	NGO
	Grant
	150,000
	3.9%

	Astorga Consultants 
	Private Sector
	Grant
	9,000
	0.2%

	Bosques Cautin S.A.
	Private Sector
	Grant
	33,000
	0.8%

	Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)
	Multilat. Agency
	Grant
	350,000
	9.0%

	Federation of Community Forestry Users (FECOFUN)
	Multilat. Agency
	Grant
	10,000
	0.3%

	FSC Chile 
	NGO
	Grant
	16,500
	0.4%

	FSC International Center 
	NGO
	Grant
	158,000
	4.1%

	GFA   
	Private Sector
	Grant
	75,000
	1.9%

	Instituto Forestal, Government of Chile (INFOR) 
	Nat'l Gov't
	Grant
	170,000
	4.4%

	National Trust for Nature Conservation
	NGO
	Grant
	212,500
	5.5%

	RECOFTC
	NGO
	Grant
	312,000
	8.0%

	The Indonesian Ecolabelling Institute (LEI)
	Private Sector
	Grant
	50,000
	1.3%

	WWF Indonesia
	NGO
	Grant
	600,000
	15.4%

	Sub-total
	 
	 
	2,146,000
	55%

	In-kind
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Asia Network for Sustainable Agriculture and Bioresources (ANSAB)
	NGO
	Grant
	200,000
	5.1%

	Center for Forestry Development Control, Ministry of Forestry
	Nat'l Gov't
	Grant
	115,000
	3%

	Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)
	Multilat. Agency
	Grant
	350,000
	9.1%

	Federation of Community Forestry Users (FECOFUN)
	Multilat. Agency
	Grant
	90,000
	2.3%

	FSC Chile 
	NGO
	Grant
	13,500
	0.4%

	FSC International Center 
	NGO
	Grant
	285,500
	7.4%

	Fundación Pumalin
	Foundation
	Grant
	100,400
	2.6%

	GFA   
	Private Sector
	Grant
	16,000
	0.4%

	Instituto Forestal, Government of Chile (INFOR) 
	Nat'l Gov't
	Grant
	90,000
	2.3%

	Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 
	Nat'l Gov't
	Grant
	30,000
	0.8%

	National Trust for Nature Conservation
	NGO
	Grant
	37,500
	1%

	RECOFTC
	NGO
	Grant
	155,000
	4%

	Relief International
	NGO
	Grant
	50,000
	1.3%

	SNV – Netherlands Development Organisation
	Imp. Agency
	Grant
	60,000
	1.5%

	UNEP Division of Environmental Policy
	UN Agency
	Grant
	35,000
	0.9%

	UNEP Regional Office – Asia Pacific
	UN Agency
	Grant
	20,000
	0.5%

	WWF Indonesia
	NGO
	Grant
	100,000
	2.6%

	Sub-total
	 
	 
	1,747,900
	45%

	Total Co-financing
	 
	 
	3,893,900
	100%


C.   Financing Plan Summary For The Project ($)
	
	Project Preparation a
	Project

 b
	Total

c = a + b
	Agency Fee
	For comparison:

GEF and Co-financing at PIF

	GEF financing
	125,000
	2,880,000
	3,005,000
	300,500
	3,305,500

	Co-financing 
	125,000
	3,893,900
	4,018,901
	 
	4,018,901

	Total
	250,000
	6,773,900
	7,023,901
	300,500
	7,324,401


D.  GEF Resources Requested by Agency(ies), Focal Area(s) and Country(ies)1
	         GEF Agency
	Focal Area
	Country Name/

Global
	(in $)

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

	UNEP
	Biodiversity
	Chile
	600,000
	60,000
	660,000

	,,
	,,
	Indonesia
	1,080,000
	108,000
	1,188,000

	,,
	,,
	Nepal
	600,000
	60,000
	660,000

	,,
	,,
	Vietnam
	600,000
	60,000
	660,000

	Total GEF Resources
	2,880,000
	288,000
	3,168,000


E.  Consultants working for technical assistance components:
	Component
	Estimated person weeks
	GEF amount($)
	Co-financing ($)
	Project total ($)

	Local consultants*
	
	     
	     
	     

	International consultants*
	33
	42,000
	0
	42,000

	Total
	33
	42,000
	0
	42,000


f.   Project management Budget/cost
	Cost Items
	Total Estimated person weeks/months
	GEF amount

($)
	Co-financing ($)
	Project total ($)

	Local consultants*
	None
	     
	
	     

	International consultants*
	156
	198,000
	15,000
	213,000

	Office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications*
	
	     
	     
	     

	Travel*
	
	     
	     
	     

	Others**
	
	0
	140,700
	140,700

	Others***
	
	0
	44,000
	44,000

	Others****
	
	90,000
	93,500
	183,500

	Others*****
	
	
	5,400
	5,400

	Total
	156
	288,000
	298,600
	586,600


*  
Details provided in Annex C.   
** 
Project supervision by Project Director
***
Project administration
**** 
Project management costs by National Executing Agencies.
***** 
Project auditing and reporting costs
G.  Does the project include a “non-grant” instrument? yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
   no  FORMCHECKBOX 


H.  describe the budgeted m &E PLAN:  Monitoring and evaluation of the project will address project execution, delivery of outputs, project performance and project impact. It will be following UNEP standard monitoring, reporting and evaluation processes and procedures. Substantive and financial project reporting requirements are summarized in the Appendix 8 of UNEP project Document. Reporting requirements and templates are an integral part of the UNEP legal instrument to be signed by the FSC the  executing agency and UNEP.  The project M&E plan is consistent with the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation policy. The Project Results Framework presented in Appendix 4 of UNEP Projetc Document, includes SMART indicators for each expected outcome as well as mid-term and end-of-project targets. These indicators along with the key deliverables and benchmarks included in Appendix 6 of UNEP project Document will be the main tools for assessing project implementation progress and whether results are being achieved, as well the  consolidated project impacts. The means of verification and the costs associated with obtaining the information to track the indicators,as well as other M&E tasks are summarized in the Table given below and its details in Appendix 7 of the UNEP project Document. The M&E plan will be reviewed and revised as necessary during the project inception workshop to ensure project stakeholders understand their roles and responsibilities vis-à-vis project monitoring and evaluation. Indicators and their means of verification may also be fine-tuned at the inception workshop. The project will also establish a system on measuting the ES-based impact indicators, and will be based on the applied research, certification modelling, and market assessment conducted by CIFOR, and are scheduled for completion and agreement by the end of project year one. Day-to-day project monitoring is the responsibility of the project management team but other project partners specifically at national and pilot site level will have responsibilities to collect specific information to track the indicators. It is the responsibility of the Project Manager to inform UNEP of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely fashion. The project Steering Committee will receive periodic reports on progress, meet at least once annually, and will make recommendations to UNEP concerning the need to revise any aspects of the Results Framework or the M&E plan. Project oversight to ensure that the project meets UNEP and GEF policies and procedures is the responsibility to the Task Manager in UNEP-GEF. The Task Manager will also review the quality of draft project outputs, provide feedback to the project partners, and establish peer review procedures to ensure adequate quality of scientific and technical outputs and publications.  At the time of project approval 90% percent of baseline data is available. Some field data still have to be collected and the detailed methodology and budget for this is detailed in Appendix 7. Project supervision will take an adaptive management approach. The Task Manager will develop a project supervision plan at the inception of the project which will be communicated to the project partners during the inception workshop. Progress vis-à-vis delivering the agreed project outcomes, based on global environmental benefits, will be assessed with the Steering Committee at agreed intervals. Project risks and assumptions will be regularly monitored and reported upon by FSC and UNEP, assisted by project partners. Risk assessment and rating is an integral part of the Project Implementation Review (PIR) lead by UNEP. The quality of project monitoring and evaluation will also be reviewed and rated as part of the PIR. Key financial parameters will be monitored quarterly to ensure ‘responsible’ and cost-effective use of financial resources. A mid-term review (MTR) will take place early Project Year 3 as indicated in the project milestones to assist improving project performance, if applicable, over the remainder of the project years. The review will be carried out using a participatory approach including formal project partners, FSC and UNEP, and whereby ‘external’ parties that may benefit or be affected by the project will be consulted.  The independent terminal evaluation at the end of project will follow the standard UNEP-GEF format and terms of reference (see Appendix 11 in UNEP project Document). Additionally the project will gather information and report on project performance through through the GEF tracking tool (Appendix 15). These will be updated at mid-term and at the end of the project and will be made available to the GEF Secretariat along with the project PIR report. The indicative cost of M&E for this project is shown in Table G1.


Table G1. Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, with Indicative costs
	Type of M&E activity


	Responsible Parties
	Budget 
(GEF & co-finance)
	Time Frame

	Component 5
	
	
	

	Inception Workshop
	· Global Project Manager/GPMT

· UNEP
	Total US$15,000

GEF US$7,500

Co-finance US$7,500
	Within 2 months of project start-up

	Inception Report
	· Global Project Manager

· GPMT
	None
	1 month after project inception meeting

	Measurement of project indicators (outcome,  progress and performance indicators, GEF tracking tools) at national and global level
	· Global Project Manager/GPMT

· Studies/consultants to be hired by the NCUs and local implementing agencies
	Co-finance US$146,000
	Outcome indicators: start, mid and end of project

Progress/perform. Indicators: annually

	PIR
	· Global Project Manager & NCUs

· UNEP
	None
	Annually, part of reporting routine

	Semi-annual Progress Reports to UNEP
	· Global Project manager/GPMT

· NCUs
	None
	

	Collating M&E data from countries
	· Global Project Manager 

· Administration Assistant (GPMT) in Asia
	GEF US$ 16,000 
	From project start onward

	Project Steering Committee meetings and NEAs committee meeting
	· Global Project Manager

· GPMT

· NCUs – national meetings
	Total US$100,00
GEF US$40,000 

Co-finance US$60,000
	Once a year minimum

	Mid Term Evaluation
	· Global Project Manager/GPMT

· UNEP

· NCUs

· Domestic & External consultant(s)
	GEF US$30,000
	At mid-point of project implementation

	Terminal Evaluation
	· UNEP

· External consultant(s)
	GEF US$25,000
	Within 3 months of end of project implementation

	Publication of Lessons Learnt and other project documents
	· NCUs, Global Project Manager/GPMT


	None
	Annually, part of Semi-annual reports & Project Final Report

	Visits to field sites and NEA 
	· NCU

· Global Project Manager
	Total US$63,000
GEF US$31,500

Co-finance US$31,500
	Quarterly for PY 1&2, half yearly for PY3&4

	Indicative budget for Component 5 (M&E)


	Total US$395,000
GEF US$150,000
Co-finance US$245,000
	

	Component 3
	
	
	

	Design a methodology assessing environ​mental and social long term impact of the certification system tested in the pilot sites
	· CIFOR
	Total US$224,000
GEF US$24,000
Co-finance US$200,000
	 Project Year 1, Quarter 1 to 3

	Workshop to select indicators
	· CIFOR
	Total US$125,000
GEF US$25,000
Co-finance US$100,000
	 Project Year 1, Quarter 3

	Design database
	· CIFOR
	Total US$65,000
GEF US$15,000
Co-finance US$50,000
	Project Year 1, Quarter 3

	Support the training of country team data collectors in collection and input of data
	· CIFOR
	GEF US$15 000
	Project Year 1, Quarter 4

	Selecting relevant indi​cators for Chile and the 3 sites and collec​ting data (related to component 5) - Chile
	· FSC Chile
	Total US$58,000
GEF US$28,000
Co-finance US$30,000
	Project Year 1 (baseline)

Project Year 3 (mid term monitoring)

Project Year 4 (final monitoring)

	Selecting relevant indicators for Indone​sia and the 3 sites and collecting data (related to component 5) - Indonesia
	· WWF
	Total US$16,500
GEF US$1,500
Co-finance US$15,000
	Project Year 1 (baseline)

Project Year 3 (mid term monitoring)

Project Year 4 (final monitoring)

	Selecting relevant indicators for Nepal and the 2 sites and col​lecting data (related to component 5) - Nepal
	· ANSAB
	Total US$ 20,500
GEF US$15,500
Co-finance US$5,000
	Project Year 1 (baseline)

Project Year 3 (mid term monitoring)

Project Year 4 (final monitoring)

	Selecting relevant indicators for Vietnam and the 2 sites and collecting data (related to component 5) - Vietnam
	· MARD/SNV
	Total US$28,424
GEF US$15,000
Co-finance US$13,424
	Project Year 1 (baseline)

Project Year 3 (mid term monitoring)

Project Year 4 (final monitoring)

	After 6 months review of data collection
	· CIFOR
	Total US$65,000
GEF US$15,000
Co-finance US$50,000
	Project Year 2, Quarter 1-2

	Data compilation and analysis
	· CIFOR
	GEF US$60,000
	Project Year 3, Quarter 3 until Project Year 4, Quarter 4

	Indicative budget for design of ‘evidence-based’ ES monitoring system - part of Component 3. 
Sample plots for measurement and monitoring at 10 pilot site level (e.g. carbon, biodiversity, water, social aspects)
	Total: US$677,424
GEF US$214,000
Co-finance US$463,424
	


part ii:  project justification:  In addition to the following questions, please ensure that the project design incorporates key GEF operational principles, including sustainability of global environmental benefits, institutional continuity and replicability, keeping in mind that these principles will be monitored rigorously in the annual Project Implementation Review and other Review stages.
A. State the issue, how the project seeks to address it, and the expected global environmental benefits to be delivered:  Payment for Eco-systems Services (PES) will be a key element in strategies for mainstreaming forest biodiversity conservation and maintaining essential support services, and for meeting the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). The GEF-supported Millennium Ecosystem Assessment concluded that more than 60% of the world’s ecosystems services are either degraded or used unsustainably. The Stern Report in 2006 highlighted the effect of deforestation on climate change through carbon emissions while the role of forests in watershed protection is critical for water supply services downstream, for agriculture and flood prevention. Biodiversity is closely linked with the functioning of various forest ecosystems services such as soil conservation, genetic resources conservation and carbon sequestration, and as a result depredation of the forest fauna and flora can have severe consequences for human welfare. At the same time, these challenges pose problems for forest management for sustainable timber production as an integrated component of the ecosystem. The forests provide a wide range of services and a viable management plan needs to incorporate these fully. Some may have commercial potential while others are of social importance and it is within this holistic approach that the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) system has a distinct advantage over other certification systems being developed which focus exclusively on one service or another. It also has a track record in biodiversity conservation through its High Conservation Value Forest approach and in fact has one of its Core Principles (Principle 9) dedicated to this. Nevertheless FSC is often seen as being exclusively timber focused rather than addressing the wider ecosystem services. The purpose of this project is therefore to improve and promote sustainable forest management for a range of ecosystem services through the medium of FSC certification. Over the project duration of four years, the application of FSC certification will be tested on the ground for the additional services mentioned above and other allied ones such as recreation. To demonstrate the feasibility of this approach and system, as well as to provide the so needed ‘evidence-base’, it will need to be tested and its impacts measured in different socio-political as well as environmental conditions. For this reason, the project will be implemented in four countries, Chile, Indonesia, Nepal and Vietnam, through local and international NGOs and government agencies. Essential to this is the development of suitable measurable compliance indicators which will be incorporated in FSC national standards in the pilot countries and into international standards. At the same time, certification has to be paid for and it is necessary to determine the market demand, both in relation to specific services and also for the concept of “bundling” a set of such services under one certification process. This in turn requires a feasible business model to be designed for both international and domestic markets. At the international level, a number of actions will take place:  (i) 
International generic ecosystem service indicators will be developed for approval by the  FSC Board; (ii) An FSC ecosystem services strategy will be defined; (iii) Guidance documents for standards development will be published; (iv) A impact monitoring methodology to track FSC certification impact will be designed; (v) New certification business models will be designed and tested in various habitat and landscapes based on FSC Principles and Criteria; (vi) Market promotion of ES-based forest certification will be undertaken through communications campaign, partnership building in countries, training and technical services; (vii) Information and didactic materials will be produced for public outreach. At the termination of the project, it is expected to have enabled a global system of expanded FSC forest certification targeting a few key ecosystem services with (present or future) market potential, established a few certified sites for ecosystem services and to have successfully proven the (monetary as well as non-monetary) benefits through the mechanism of FSC certification such as revenue generated for forest operations and local communities.
Project implementation will be based on four inter-related components that will directly address the identified barriers through the following Componenets and associated Outcomes:

Component 1: Development of Science-based Certification Models following FSC Principles and Criteria and targeting maintenance and or enhancement of ecosystem services

· Outcome  1.1: Improved global forest certification  system specifically  incorporating evidence-based Biodiversity Conservation & key Ecosystem Services targets 
· 
Outcome 1.2: New national indicators developed for incorporation into development of National Standards 


Notwithstanding the significant progress made with FSC forest certification programs, it has not fully developed the necessary indicators for verifying compliance with sustainable management of forests for their ES. For example, while the FSC High Conservation Value Forest concept does have a set of criteria and associated indicators, it does not address the question of quantification and tracking (monitoring) of ES which is most likely to be required by potential buyers. The project, through its partners in-country and internationally with back-up from FSC experts, will therefore develop scientifically derived verifiable indicators for forest management for ES. It will also design and test the needed evidence-based systems to prove that FSC ES-based certification does generate the SFM as well as Biodiversity GEB.  The project would work on (i) global FSC policies and business model(s) to support the relevance of expanded FSC certification related to its (ii) financial feasibility (input from Comp 2) as well as social- and environmental costs. The two must be developed in parallel as no business model will be credible without it being based on sound scientific as well as financial and equity performance criteria. Once the basic research has been conducted, the overall strategy for the FSC certification of BD & other ES will be elaborated, the FSC policies developed and approved by its International Board, and international standards developed. A significant output of this project is the design of FSC National Standard incorporating ES in the 4 countries thanks to the certification indicators which will be agreed on. 
Component 2: International and National Market Assessment

· Outcome  2.1: Accessing national & international markets for certified Biodiversity Conservation and other Ecosystems Services incl.  Carbon sequestration, Water supply & purification,  Disaster risk reduction,and Recreational 

· Outcome 2.2:  Enhanced ‘business case’ for Sustainable Forest Management through  expanded FSC  certification schemes

This component will assess and analyze the potential demand for FSC certification in these fast-growing market places. Emerging forest- and biodiversity based PES markets (like REDD), although being of high economic importance locally, often suffer from a lack of credibility and transparency. Very often, sustainability and good forest management practices are not explicitly covered, putting in doubt the long term provision of such services. FSC certification and its global coverage may well be attractive for the emerging PES systems by guaranteeing sustainable and responsible forest practices. On the other hand, while certification can demonstrate good management, rationally no-one would pay for this unless the financial benefits outweighed the costs. To know the extent of market demand is crucial and, for many of the services such as carbon sequestration or biodiversity conservation, the potential demand is likely to be international. A key issue is therefore to identify feasible business opportunities and not raise unrealistic expectations. The project will determine financial feasibility both from the market standpoint and the supply side. The project will examine market potential through demand studies and analyse the costs & benefits of incorporating ES/BD through FSC certification. The project will cover market identification and promotion, including fostering linkages in the market place, as well as publications for dissemination to interested parties. Entry points of PES will be considered for (1) direct service payments, (2) co-financing of multiple services (“bundling”) and (3) investment finance for PES projects. Threats to PES effectiveness will be evaluated through the development of appropriate monitoring indicators.

Component 3: National Pilots on Expanded FSC certification 

· Outcome  3. 1 First forest management sites certified under additional ES system

· 
Outcome  3.2 Enhanced evidence-base that FSC ES/BD forest certification models allow for increased social wellbeing and/or environmental performance

The testing of the FSC ES model must necessarily take place in the national context. For this reason, the national organizations will be at the forefront, producing through consensus locally adapted indicators based on the adapted FSC international standards. The project will apply pilot site selection criteria, based on global BD significance and potential benefits to communities as well as nationally important ES. A diverse array of sites will be selected in the four countries in differing ecosystems and socio-political conditions. Various ES and site conditions, including different tenure and landscape scenarios, will be tested to demonstrate the wide applicability of FSC certification. Particular emphasis will be placed on community-based operations to generate new sources of income and help alleviate poverty in forest-dwelling populations based on principles & mechanisms of PIC (ABS Bonn Guidelines). Specialized organizations in both community forestry and capacity building such as RECOFTC will have an important role here. Up to three pilots will be run in each country determine both the applicability of FSC Principles and Criteria to ES and the income generation potential. FSC Principle 2 on communities’ use rights, Principle 3 on indigenous peoples’ rights, especially the right to FPIC, Principle 4 on community benefits, and Principle 5 on benefits from multiple products & services, are particularly relevant. Enhanced evidence-base that FSC ES/BD forest certification models allow for increased social wellbeing and/or environmental performance will be designed thanks to CIFOR and FSC expertise. Impact indicators will be agreed and monitored in the first year of the project. This will be a test for the model to be endorsed by FSC. Then data related to these indicators will be collected two times more during the project lifetime at mid term and end of the project in order to measure progress of some environmental and social indicators in the 10 selected pilot sites.

Component 4: Awareness and Promotion of FSC Certification for ES Nationally and Globally

· Outcome  4. 1 Greater awareness of the potential of BD or ES-based forest certification in four  pilot countries, with subsequent outreach through the global FSC Network 

· Outcome  4.2 Increased capacity of FSC national office staff, technical agencies, forest managers, communities and business partners to implement and benefit from ES-based forest certification


The project will invest significant resources in raising awareness of the experiences in using the FSC certification system for BD conservation and other ES and promoting its successful application. National dissemination workshops will be held, information and guidance materials produced, as well as key staff trained of national FSC and forest certification partners. Site visits will be organized. The experiences will be further disseminated globally through the FSC Network via existing communications mechanisms. The FSC web site will be revised to include a page on ES experiences and options. In parallel, the market for environmental services will be targeted for FSC certification, resulting in the generation of new sources of income, which in turn will contribute to meeting MDGs. -
Appendix 5 Workplan and Appenidx 4 Results Framework, of the project dolcument give details on actities, responsibiloties, as well as the key outputs and deliverables.  

b. 
Describe the consistency of the project with national and/or regional priorities/plans:  

In so far as national priorities accord with new developments after the Cancun Climate Change Conference, this project will be consistent with national planning on reducing emissions and protect carbon stocks from natural forests and plantations. Additionally it meets national targets of SFM and BD conservation under CBD.                                                                                                                                           
Chile: Chile is party to CBD and UNFCCC since 1994, having ratified the Kyoto Protocol in 2002. The National Biodiversity Strategy of Chile’s (2004) first priority is to prevent the deterioration of the natural heritage, ensuring conservation of biodiversity at gene, species, and ecosystem levels as well as conservation of relevant soil and water attributes and (ES) processes. Under these, specific priorities refer to sustainable forestry as well as strengthening of monitoring and environmental certification for forestry. Other actions support the formulation and enactment of, and compliance with, environmental quality standards, and to study and promote the adoption of new mechanisms for conservation funding, such as PES, and the implementation of tradable permit schemes, which are all key elements of the proposed GEF project. Multi-stakeholder participation processes as in FSC are also a high priority for the government in the definition and implementation of sectoral public policies This project fits Chile's CC Strategy, 2006, which in the context of mitigation encourages the use of Kyoto's market-based mechanisms to offset carbon emissions. Chile also recently (2008) passed a new Law for the Recovery of Native Forest and Forestry Promotion, with the objectives of protecting, recovering and improving this important natural resource base with forestry playing an extremely important role in the country's exports (13% of which relate to forestry products). The new Law displays a strong social component by promoting an improved quality of life for forest communities through the sustainable extraction of forest products. Moreover, it encourages the conservation of native forest resources for environmental protection, including e.g. provision of economic incentives for sustained production and services like: i) sawable wood, pieces with biofuel value, firewood, etc. ii) NTFPs: tourism, and carbon capture, iii) preservation of biological diversity, all of which are elements of the proposed expansion of FSC certification. 

Indonesia: Various policies pertain to Indonesian forests and PES markets but particularly UU No. 5, 1990 Conservation of Natural Resources and Ecosystems, UU No. 6 1994 on Climate Change; and UU No. 41, 1999 the National Forestry Act.  Indonesia, as signatory to e.g. the ITTO 1990 Guidelines regarding Sustainable Forest Management as well as the Kyoto Protocol 2000 is keen to meet global CC mitigation targets set through reducing its huge emissions from forest loss and degradation. The Indonesian Forestry Act No.41/1999 is the key policy regarding forest management and has references to supporting forest PES and certification systems, e.g. Article 3 states: ‘optimizing various forest classes including conservation, protection and production to attain environmental, social, cultural and economic benefits; ‘watersheds to function optimally; or ‘increasing communities’ economic capacity, resilience and benefits from forests. At the National Level, the Indonesian MoFor has set out five national priorities for forest development and management over the period of 2005-2009, including priority programs such as: (i) acceleration of reforestation by implementing models of social forestry, (ii) quantified assessments and management of Forest Management Units for ES, (iii) decentralizing the forestry sector including developing regulations, providing guidelines & standards for forestry production licenses, environmental services utilization, as well as enhancing capacity of local forestry staff; and (iv) enhancing national policies and regulations on e.g. PES, forest certification, etc. In May 2010 the Indonesian government signed a letter of Intent to conduct REDD implementation activities in preparation of full implementation of REDD. Among the agreed terms was that Indonesia would implement a 2 year moratorium on new license to convert or exploit natural forests. This has put an even bigger emphasis on the generation of alternative  income and benefits from standing forests so that it is more valuable then when it is converted to other uses such as e.g. plantation. The letter of intent also specifies the establishment of a REDD task force that will lead the implementation of REDD activities in Indonesia. As the first task the pilot province of Central Kalimantan has been chosen where all activities that are related to REDD will be fully coordinated and supported. Some delays however arose in the signing of the moratorium decree by the President. Indonesia is one of the key countries for the FCPF as well as UN REDD under which forest certification will play an increasingly important role. Indonesia is currently in the phase of piloting demonstration activity of REDD+ with some twenty sites that are being piloted in various approaches. This will require a national and standardized system of Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV). The sub-national level is encouraged to participate in the implementation of sub-national REDD+ projects but carbon credits generated at the local level would be standardized within the national MRV system. However the weakness of this approach to date is that no independent verification, SFM criteria, nor social safeguards are incorporated, and the FSC project, though its international acclaimed standards could assist in establishing these as a standard requirement and practice on all REDD+ projects in  Indonesia. The Indonesian Forestry Act No.41/1999 is the key policy regarding forest management and has references to supporting forest PES and certification systems, e.g. Article 3 states: ‘optimizing various forest classes including conservation, protection and production to attain environmental, social, cultural and economic benefits; ‘watersheds to function optimally; or ‘increasing communities’ economic capacity, resilience and benefits from forests. At the National Level, the Indonesian MoFor has set out five national priorities for forest development and management over the period of 2005-2009, including priority programs such as: (i) acceleration of reforestation by implementing models of social forestry, (ii) quantified assessments and management of Forest Management Units for ES, (iii) decentralizing the forestry sector including developing regulations, providing guidelines & standards for forestry production licenses, environmental services utilization, as well as enhancing capacity of local forestry staff; and (iv) enhancing national policies and regulations on e.g. PES, forest certification, etc. 
Nepal: The project would assist Nepal meeting its conservation and socio economic development goals, as defined in the Three Year Interim Plan (2007-2010), which is the current national document guiding the forest sector, under e.g. its Program 9.1 “community and private forestry program”, Program 9.3 “genetic resource development, biodiversity conservation, bio-safety and research”, and specifically Program 9.11 “forest certification”. It promotes the empowerment of poor and deprived communities through access to forest products and sustainable forest management. It strives to develop internal markets and promote exports by focusing on forest based industries, entrepreneurship and the creation of employment. In the Interim Plan, forest certification is considered a major program and includes raising awareness of the criteria and indicators associated with sustainable forest management, and formulation of strategies and frameworks for advancing certification. With regard to climate change, the interim plan identifies opportunities for generating financial resources through carbon trading, developing climate change adaptation and mitigation mechanisms, and receiving payment for environmental services. Recently, under the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, the World Bank has approved the Readiness Plan Idea Note (R-PIN) of Nepal for REDD. The Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation (MFSC) as lead government agency on REDD is now working on the Readiness Plan (R-Plan) after signing a parliamentary agreement (PA) with the World Bank. This can be a basis for cooperation with the proposed GEF project. 

Vietnam: National laws and strategies on natural resources such as the Biodiversity Law, the Law on Forest Protection and Development, Forestry Development Strategy 2006-2020, etc. provide provisions for sustainable resource management.  The Forestry Development Strategy 2006-2020 aims to sustainably establish, manage, protect, and utilize 16.24 million ha of forest land, to increase the ratio of land with forest up to 43% by 2010 and to 47% by 2020; to ensure wide participation from various economic and social sectors in forestry; to increase their contributions to socioeconomic development, environmental protection, biodiversity conservation and environmental services supply, as well as to reduce poverty and improve the livelihood of rural mountainous people. The Strategy sets tasks, inter alia, to increase incomes from forest environmental services through Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), ecotourism, and other services such as erosion control and water protection to USD 2 billion by 2020, and to get at least 30% of production forests certified for SFM. To achieve the target, a pilot scheme is currently implemented to test PES in two major watersheds. In 2010, Vietnam introduced the Decree 99: Payments for Forest Environment Services (PES) Policy. The Decree mandates payments for ecosystem services by organizations, industry and businesses directly benefiting from their provision to those providing the services. In doing so lays the foundations for the extension of PES projects across Vietnam. The Decree stipulates regulations of PES policy in Vietnam, including kinds of forest environmental services to be used and paid by users; forest environmental service providers and users; management and use of PFES payment; rights and obligations of FES providers and users; and obligations of governmental management agencies and sectors at different levels with regard to the enforcement of the PES policy.
C. Describe the consistency of the project with gef strategies and strategic programs:  
The project supports the Biodiversity SO: ’Mainstreaming biodiversity conservation’’, specifically towards achieving íts GEB of incorporating enhanced environmental considerations and BD conservation in the forestry production sector through removing barriers in voluntary certification mechanism. It targets meeting outcomes under BD-SP5 ‘’Fostering markets for biodiversity goods and services’ specifically through supporting market access through PES certification, third party validation, as well as initiating sustainable forest management in highly diverse productive landscapes. The other Strategic Program the project would contribute to is BD-SP4 ‘’strengthening policy and regulatory framework for mainstreaming biodiversity’’, and partly BD-SP8 Building capacity on access and benefit sharing (in relation to local and indigenous communities involved in pilot schemes and benefit sharing through enhanced capacity to participate through free, prior and informed consent, improved and certified market access and PES mechanisms). The proposed project directly relates to the Sustainable Forest Management strategy of GEFSEC with crosscutting elements highly relevant to the Biodiversity Strategy and Climate Change. The particular programs under the SFM strategy are: SP3 Protection of carbon stocks; SP4 strengthening the policy framework for mainstreaming biodiversity; SP5 fostering markets for biodiversity goods and services; and SP7- supporting sustainable forest management in productive landscapes. CC 7 bis. 6: ‘Management of land use, land-use change & forestry as a means to protect carbon stocks’ (http://www.thegef.org/uploadedFiles/Publications/forestry.pdf). Additionally the concept has been developed based on the STAP advisory paper on PES projects (http://stapgef.unep.org/resources/sg/PES) e.g. on aspects of testing PES payment types through FSC certification, as well as indicators to evaluate threats to PES effectiveness (e.g. through the standardized FSC process requirements related to compliance, reducing offsite/leakage/spillover to non-certified forests  as well as assuring additionally of efforts). As well as the GEF-STAP advisory paper on ‘the Environmental Certification and the GEF’ (http://www.unep.org/stap/Portals/61/pubs/STAPCertificationdocument2010.pdf ) has been used to develop the logframe indicators introducing a counterproof site in each country in order to measure as objectively as possible the impact of the certification integrating ES at  pilot-site level.
D. justify the type of financing support provided with the gef resources. 
As this is a pilot project, the aim not being so much to generate revenue sufficient to recover the investment costs but rather to test the principles involved, it is appropriate to seek a grant. The co-financing will be evidence of a similar investment from the other parties to the project. The project has managed to obtain confirmation on co-finance for a total of $3,293,000 of which 56% cash contributions, which given the nature of this applied-science & normative project is very promising  towards country buy-in and general financial support for the planned project. Any revenue stream generated will be for the benefit of the local communities and will contribute directly to the alleviation of poverty. The goal of attaining sustainable forest management through FSC certification of PES mechanisms in the upcoming REDD markets is invaluable and through project support would be very cost effective.
E. Outline the Coordination with other related initiatives: 
As of now, there are a few related projects considering forest management certification of ecosystems services in the Asia-Pacific region and Chile. However the project is complementary to UNEP/GEF project GFL/2328-2713 on ‘’improved certification schemes for sustainable tropical forest management’’, which ended in 2010. This latter project focused on community-managed high conservation value forests in Mexico, Brazil and Cameroon. Lessons and best practices of this project have already been incorporated into the draft design of the proposed project, where the latter will expand this concept beyond timber and biodiversity in forest certification, incorporate much more the market aspects of certifying various ES, as well as building capacity of local forest-based stakeholders and national executing agencies. As regards incorporating carbon benefits under certification, linkages need to be established during the project with the  UNEP project on Below- and Above Ground Carbon Benefits regarding measuring methods. 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 national certification and development policy, and replicating this through the global FSC system and its partners (over 600). 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 (e.g. UN REDD Program), or The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) review.  As for synergies with non GEF interventions, synergies are numerous and a large number of on going interventions have been mentioned in the previous section and more precisely in the stakeholder assessment. From the project implementation start onward, each National Executing Agency will be in contact with the leaders of these interventions in order to seek maximum synergies and complementarities. A lot of work as been done during the PPG on these aspects and most co-finance (see section 7 on co-finance) come from non GEF intervention which develop similar or complementary projects around PES, certification, monitoring, sustainable forestry, etc. This project will be helpful to start PES scheme in the four countries that will also benefit from different ongoing and upcoming projects at national and regional level. Some of major project and possible linkages are described below: 

Chile: (i) Bosques de Alto Valor de Conservación (BAVC) y Restitución: FSC Chile et al. Project.The project will aim at interpreting the concept of HCVF and adapt it to the national context and in particular for reforestation. (ii) Proyecto Tala Rasa: FSC Chile et al. Project. It will investigate sizes of Tala Rasa, to be included as indicators in the national standard. (iii) Alternativas De Control De Malezas A Herbicidas Cuestionados Por Los Sellos De Certificación: INFOR Project. Generate alternatives of use of herbicides which are not accepted by forest certification schemes, used in the process of establishment of plantations of Eucalyptus sp. (iv) Desarrollo de Tecnología Silvícola Productiva como Apoyo a la Ley de Bosque Nativo: INFOR project. Support the implementation of the Law of Native Forest trough the territorial characterization and the long-term development of forestry technology and a site-specific approach for the reforestation of oak, raulí and coigüe. Project related to the creation of a national standard. (v) Extracción forestal en plantaciones bajo restricciones ambientales: Universidad Austral de Chile Project. Delivery of scientific evidence on the planning of skid trails as a preventive mechanism to minimize impacts on soil and water while ensuring productivity and viable operations. Project related to the creation of a national standard.
Indonesia: (i) GTZ and KFw is conducting a REDD project in in three districts in Kalimantan — Kapuas Hulu in West Kalimantan and Malinau and Berau in East Kalimantan — that will continue until 2016. The project will help prepare the districts for international carbon credit trading under the REDD scheme, including teaching them how to monitor carbon emissions and increase local residents’ income through environmental conservation efforts. The project hopes to build the precondition that would allow the REDD scheme to be implemented. REDD aims to encourage developing nations to preserve their forests by measuring and giving an economic value to the carbon saved by stopping deforestation. Under the scheme, the saved carbon would be sold as “credits” to investors and industrialized nations with higher emissions. (ii) Australia has begun a project Under the Sumatra Forest Carbon Partnership, where the funds of this project will be used to develop a project that will address the causes of deforestation in Jambi and to help rehabilitate deforested or degraded land. Jambi, covering an area larger than the Netherlands, has lost more than two-thirds of its forests to illegal loggers, slash-and-burn farming as well as palm oil and pulp plantations. Central design themes will be developing alternative livelihood and incentive payment schemes for local communities, such as switching to different cash crops, to drive long-term efforts to keep trees standing. Half the area has been cleared and half is still forested but under threat unless alternative livelihoods are found for the 20,000 people living in and around the project area. (iii) UN-REDD project is being conducted in Central Sulawesi, where local communities, including forest-dependent indigenous people, particularly in Central Sulawesi, had arranged initiatives related to REDD plus issues, showing an increased awareness of the importance of good management of forests and wise use of forest resources as part of global efforts to fight climate change. The project is focused on making Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) of forest carbon as the subject at the center of a future REDD plus mechanism that is more transparent since all stakeholders will be represented in the task force. Central Sulawesi was selected as the main pilot province of the UN-REDD Program Indonesia in October last year due to its sizable forests. UN-REDD Indonesia is a collaborative initiative between the Forestry Ministry, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). It assists the implementation of REDD plus projects carried out by the Indonesian government. An emphasis on free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) recognizes and its implementation in REDD will be a trait of this project. 

Nepal: (i) Design and set up of REDD+ payment practice in community forest management system in Nepal: This project is being implemented by Asian Network for Sustainable Agriculture and Bioresources (ANSAB), FECOFUN and ICIMOD in three watershed area of Nepal. During June 2009 - May 2013, this project will pilot REDD + payment mechanism in CFUGs. Awareness raising on REDD+ , importance of ecosystem services, issues and possibilities associated with it, assessment of carbon stock and other ecosystem services etc are major planned activities under this project that link with this project. The activities of ecosystem services certification and explore potential markets will be helpful for the REDD+ pilot project as well.. (ii) Grassroots capacity building for REDD +: This project is being implemented by FECOFUN and RECOFTC in Nepal to build capacity of grassroots people on REDD+. During June 2009 - May 2013, this is expected to develop capacity building materials in Nepali language, organize trainings to grass root communities which will have linkage with this project and get mutual benefits. (iii) Gaurishankar Conservation Areas Project: National Trust for Nature Conservation (NTNC) is working for Gaurishankar Conservation Areas Project (site n. 8), ail of the project is to develop integrated conservation and development programmes with linking tourism. The project activities especially baseline information of social and ecological will be of mutual benefits for both projects.. (iv) USAID Hariyo Ban Nepal ko Dhan program: USAID Nepal is going to run this program for coming five years (2011-2015). This program emphasizes to enhance forest’s role in reducing emissions and increasing sequestration through pay-for-performance programs, including carbon markets REDD+ (Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation),  assist host country on low emission development strategies (especially REDD+) and develop the monitoring, reporting, verification, and inventory capabilities that will be essential to access to emerging carbon markets, and support for piloting payment for environmental services (PES) arrangements. The massive project activities of the Hariyo Ban program will have good linkages to this proposed project to harness the great potential for economic, conservation, and climate change benefits.

Vietnam: (i) Forest Information Generation and Ownership by Local People in Products and Services Markets(FORInfo) led by RECOFTC: This 3 year project across 5 countries (Vietnam, Lao PDR, Cambodia, Thailand and Nepal) will focus on delivering local people communities additional benefits through improved access to forest product and carbon markets and payments for environmental services, contributing to poverty reduction, enhancement of environmental conditions, and mitigation and better adaptation to climate change. This project has linkages to the PES-FSC assignment in terms of involving local people in the assessment of the environmental services and the benefits of local people from the protection of ecosystem services. (ii) Cattien Landscape Pro-poor REDD Project: (site n.  This project will reduce deforestation and forest degradation in four communes surrounding the Cattien National Park in the Central Highlands of Vietnam. It will do so through initiatives that improve livelihoods, reducing both poverty and forest carbon emissions in a sustainable manner. The project has synergies with the PES-FSC assignment in terms of the location of field sites, focus on sustainable forest management and capacity building of local communities. (iii) Pilot trial of Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES), Lam Dong: This project has established a PES system for the preservation of key ecosystem services, including water, in Lam Dong. The project has also been responsible for the establishment of a local Forest Protection Development Fund for which PES payments can be made to households.
F. Discuss the value-added of GEF involvement in the project  demonstrated through incremental reasoning :    
In the absence of GEF support, the ability to test and develop the procedures required to implement global-scale certification into areas such as carbon sequestration and watershed protection will be severely hampered as the take-up by both the private and public sectors is dependent on the value of certification being demonstrated in this innovative field. The effectiveness of FSC certification is long recognised and valued in the international timber trade and, once the worth of the certification tool is shown for PES, then very considerable global environmental benefits, as well as domestic benefits, will follow. For the first time, verifiable mechanisms will be available for accurate assessment of benefits, both environmental and social, through sustainable forest management to ensure that those who enter these markets will receive value for money instead of the claims being unsubstantiated and the gains being superficial. The generation of new sources of income will at the same time be an important impetus for widening the area of sustainable forest management and will be of particular importance for community groups and indigenous peoples who have not been able to compete in conventional markets for timber products, water resources or eco-tourism revenue, to mention a few.    
The results of the ICA show that the Baseline expenditures amount to US$ 7,560,000 while the alternative has been estimated at US$ 14,333,901. The incremental cost of the project, US$ 6,773,900 is required to achieve the project's objective and outcomes, as well as contribute to its global environmental benefits. Of this amount US$ 2,880,000 (representing 43%) is being requested from GEF. The remaining amount of US$ 3,893,900 (57% of the total cost) will come from the various co-finance donors, including both in-kind and cash contributions.

G. Indicate risks, including climate change risks, that might prevent the project objective(s) from being achieved and outline risk management measures:  
The key risks and mitigation measures are detailed in the following table:

	Risk
	Rating
	Risk mitigation measures

	No or changing demand  for ES certification 
	M
	From year 1, potential buyers/payers will be identified and contacted

Bundle with marketable forest products will allow social non monetary benefits from FSC certification in any case

	Other certification schemes provide the same service at a lower cost
	M
	In the project design, bundling ES is considered as an attractive competitive advantage.

Other schemes already exist for specific ES such as carbon or water. However, FSC is the most comprehensive scheme.

	Weak inter-institutional coordination among key stakeholders in countries
	L
	The Project Steering Committee will include key stakeholders in countries. 
Each key stakeholder have been consulted in the project design and willing to participate in the project implementation.

Project activities include continuous stakeholder coordination and capacity building.

	FSC indicators can not be endorsed due to conflicting interests; in particular carbon may not be adopted by all FSC membership
	L
	Project design included a full consultation process undertaken within FSC members and Board of Directors.



	Impossibility to certify the pilot sites due to inability coming from dominant external drivers such as poverty
	M/H
	PPG design included an appropriate site selection process. For more details please see Appendix 16: Selection methodology and spatial mapping of pilot sites.
Project design include partnership with other organisations at pilot site level, close site and country stakeholder participation as well as capacity building and communication to fill the gaps.

	At pilot site level, spatial demand spill over, leakage 
	L
	Under FSC standard, negative impacts beyond the forest management unit have to be reported and have to be mitigated.

M&E indicators include a larger area than the pilot site area in order to track such spill over.

Project activities include continuous capacity building of pilot site stakeholders.

	Certification take-up in the pilot and internationally for ecosystems services will be modest due to complexities in assessment, and valuation procedures
	L/M
	In addition to the technical support provided by the project in developing these procedures, it will incorporate major activities of diffusion directed at forest managers and potential market players.
Standard development, capacity building and communication with relevant stakeholder groups built in the project workplan

Guidelines for forest stakeholders

	Difficulty to supervise the project due to the geographical spread of the countries and variety of type of partners
	L/M
	Regional coordinator hired

Each key stakeholder participated in the project design and willing to participate in the project implementation.

A collaboration contracts will be signed between FSC and key partners

	Potential of  climate change to impact project objectives by altering volumes and value of ecosystem services such as water supply or biodiversity (-based products) through ecological changes in the certified forests.
	M
	Forest certification enhances toward sustainable forest management and hence resilience to climate change



	ES certification include certifying plantations which may involve invasive tree species
	L
	Site selection has been taken into account potential invasiveness of some species and external expertise will be brought in.

	Co-finance inadequate due to non delivery on previous commitments.
	M/H
	Project Management Unit and FSC will keep on monitoring co-finance delivery, as well as fundraising during the FSP.

	Risk of leakage from certified to non-certified forest areas
	M
	The specific strength and quality of FSC certification is based on independent third party verification, which does not only deal with avoiding or containing environmental impacts but also importantly verifying compliance with FSC Principles and Criteria which deal with reduction of ‘’leakage’’ to surrounding forests or in production systems, installing permanence in good environmental management, and covering social factors such as compliance with ILO Conventions and protection for indigenous peoples’ rights

	Monitoring of particular ES indicators turn out to be too costly or come too late into the project
	M
	Project uses lessons learnt on M&E methods and approaches from other projects. In the project design and workplan, the indicators will be selected by the end of the first year, the M&E tracking system be operational by mid of project year two. The most efficient monitoring methodology will be identified and selected

Business models will be identified in order to increase revenues generated from ES certification in forest management unit.


(*) Probability of occurrence: High, Medium, Low.

H. explain how cost-effectiveness is reflected in the project design:  
The project is expected to be highly cost effective, focused as it is - in the medium to long term, on the generation of income from a variety of ecosystems services. Similarly a project working at government level in multiple countries to impose a certification system would go against the voluntary ethos of FSC, leading to less buy-in by forest sector actors and more cumbersome legalistic mechanisms. With the current approach, the main costs are associated with necessary applied-research and capacity building with secondary costs from market promotion activities. Income will be generated from direct sales (for example of non-timber forest products, eco tourism services and water supply). Important indirect benefits will accrue from the disaster risk mitigation through reducing flooding and soil erosion. Above all, through avoided deforestation, a major contribution can be made to mitigating negative climate change effects.  It is not possible at this stage to predict quantities of carbon captured as it ultimately depends on the take-up of certification for ecosystems services. Moreover, certification is a verification tool, not an intervention in itself. Similarly it is difficult to estimate cost effectiveness for other ecosystems services, particularly biodiversity applications which are hard to quantify. The cost of certification itself will be a fraction of the income generated for "green" products and services. For M & E purposes, a more precise cost benefit would be assessed for each forest management unit certified once their products & services have been marketed and projections made beyond the project lifetime. In essence, the Project aims to provide a mechanism for forests to be valued, certified and independently verified for the public services provided - in addition to the more 'traditional' commodity of wood and paperpulp, as well as to provide evidence that those ES are delivered through certification, but for which payment in the past has not been made, thus effectively leading to the undervaluation of forests economically vis-à-vis other land uses and their loss along with the public services they provide. 
part iii:  institutional coordination and support
A.  Institutional arrangement:  
Based on existing GEF policies, UNEP is the Implementing Agency for this project and will be responsible for overall project supervision to ensure consistency with GEF and UNEP programs and procedures and will provide guidance on linkages with related UNEP and GEF-funded activities. The UNEP GEF Coordination Office (UNEP/GEF) will monitor implementation of the activities undertaken during the execution of the project; it will be responsible for clearance and transmission of financial and progress reports to GEF. UNEP will provide the overall coordination and ensure that the project is in line with UNEP Medium-Term Strategy and Work Program, as approved by the UNEP Governing Council.
B.  Project Implementation Arrangement:   
The FSC is the lead Executing Agency and will be responsible for the implementation of the project in accordance with the objectives and activities outlined in Section 3 of the project document. The FSC will work closely with UNEP and provide free access to all relevant information so as to allow the organization to fulfill its responsibilities to the GEF. The main responsibilities of FSC as Executing Agency will include the following:  a) selecting the staff for the Global Project Management Team; b) planning for and monitoring the technical aspects of the project, and monitoring impacts and progress of the project; c) actively participating in all relevant project activities where appropriate, as well as delivering on the outputs (together with partners ; d) adopting, during the course of the project, the systems, programs and tools developed by the project to ensure sustainability of the project outcomes; e) play an active role in coordinating with other stakeholders throughout the project; f) preparation and submission of periodic progress reports, and regular consultations with beneficiaries and contractors; g)  maintaining a separate project account for the accountability of project funds; h) ensuring advanced funds are used in accordance with agreed work plans and project budget; i) preparing, authorizing and adjusting commitments and expenditures; ensuring timely disbursements, financial recording and reporting against budgets and work plans; j) managing and maintaining budgets, including tracking commitments, expenditures and planned expenditures against budget and work plan; and k)
maintaining productive, regular and professional communication with UNEP and other project stakeholders to ensure the smooth progress of project implementation. The FSC will also be part of the pool of experts that will be used to develop a suitable standard and model for ES certification.
An International Steering Committee (ISC) will provide political and strategic guidance for the project. The ISC will meet at least once a year and will be responsible for overseeing and approving annual work plans, budgets, solve issues and other strategic decisions. Membership of the ISC will include UNEP, FSC and other key institutions that have a strategic or practical interest in the project (e.g. Ministry of Forestry, national REDD boards, Research institutions, etc). Due to the highly technical nature of the project there will be the need for more targeted support and advice and, when the need arises, separate committees or working groups will be created by the executing agency to give advice on specific scientific and technical issues. Finally, to ensure long-term stability and sustainability, a robust and representative governance structure will be developed during the implementation of the project. NEAs will establish national project steering commitees in line with local need and government project management practices.
The FSC will establish a Global Project Management Team (GPMT), likely at RECOFT office in Thailand for easy and central access to the countries, that will be responsible for day-to-day management of the project. One of its staff, the (part-time) Project Director will remain based at the FSC International Center in Bonn, to allow for linkages with their global programs, board meetings and project oversight. Consolidated reporting, based on draft prepared by the GPMT, such as signing off on accounts, cash advance requests and audits will remain the responsibility of the FSC International Center in Bonn, assisted by the GPMT. The GPMT will consist of appropriate professional and support staff and the staff of this team may be augmented through secondment of national staff to the project. The GPMT will be staffed with the following professional and support staff: (i) Project Director (part time and fully co financed), (ii) Project Manager (full time and partly co-financed) and (iii) full-time Project Administrative Assistant 

In order to accord proper acknowledgement to GEF for providing funding, as well as FSCs and UNEPs role, the GEF, FSC and UNEP logo’s should appear on all relevant project publications, including among others key project hardware purchased with GEF funds. 



part iv:  explain the alignment of project design with the original PIF:  
The project Objective, Components and Outcomes remain the same as in the PIF. The PIF has been the base for all activities, logframe, workplan designed during the project design phase. It is therefore completely consistent with the PIF. On the other hand, expected outputs have been slightly revised, combined or moved to another location in the logframe in order to make them more consistent with the work plan designed. The Outcomes have similarly been revised to improve clarity and meaning, but essentially both outcomes and outputs have the same key intentions and meanings as implied in the PIF.
part v:  Agency(ies) certification

	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for CEO Endorsement.


	Agency Coordinator, Agency name
	Signature
	Date 

(Month, day, year)
	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	     
Maryam Niamir-Fuller
UNEp GEF Coordinator

	  [image: image1.jpg]


   
	30 June 2011     
	Max Zieren, Task manager BD & LD
	+66-2-288-2101     
	max.zieren@unep.org


Annex A: Project Results Framework
	Intervention Logic

	Project Objective:  FSC certification incorporates expanded and enhanced global and national environmental standards which are applied to emerging markets for biodiversity conservation and ecosystems services as an initial step for upgrading successful models in order to improve ecosystem functions

	Outcomes and Outputs
	SMART
 Indicators
	Sources of verification
	Critical Assumptions/Risks

	
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Mid Term Target
	Final Target
	
	

	Component 1: Development of Science-based Certification Models following FSC Principles and Criteria and targeting maintenance and or enhancement of ecosystem services 
1.1 Improved global forest certification  system specifically  incorporating evidence-based Biodiversity Conservation & key Ecosystem Services targets
	1.1.a FSC board members support development of a policy on international PES standards

	All members support  existing FSC standards which as yet do not specifically  include  PES
	By PY2 Q2, Board approved a strategy  on new certification business models incorporating PES in FSC standards


	FSC global policy on PES standards approved by all  FSC Board Members


	FSC Board of Directors meeting report 

FSC policy document
	International standard approval may be delayed beyond project lifetime owing to lengthy FSC multi-stakeholder consultation process

	
	1.1.b (SMART) Certification indicators developed, peer reviewed and FSC endorsed for all the additional ecosystems services to be certified at the international level

	FSC has generic certification indicators on High Conservation Value Forest 


	By PY1, Q3, draft list of science-based certification indicators assessed on their technical, environmental, and social- feasibility (against targets set)

 
	Complete set of science-based global indicators endorsed by FSC IC which fulfill FSC principles and criteria 


	FSC policy document & 
FSC international standards 
Science-based feasibility study reports

National project progress reports


	Assumes that government structures are in place conductive to ES certification



	1.2 New national indicators developed for incorporation into development of National Standards
	1.2 Number of national certification indicators endorsed
	Chile National Standard has certification indicators on High Conservation Value Forest. Indonesia, Vietnam, and Nepal have Certification Bodies Standards integrating indicators on High Conservation Value Forest.


	Review of existing standards and indicators at national level PY1 Q3
	Complete set of science-based global indicators endorsed by FSC IC which fulfill FSC principles and criteria 


	
	

	Outputs for Component 1:
1.1.1 Identification of potential environmental benefits of certification and selection of optimal compliance indicators to improve/adapt FSC standards for certification of ES

1.1.2 FSC ecosystem services strategy developed

1.1.3 Policy paper and approval ‘Expanded FSC Certification’ by FSC Board of Directors

1.1.4 FSC international system adapted for additional ES and approved by FSC IC
1.2.1 FSC National Standards adapted for additional ES and approved by FSC IC


	Component 2: International and National Market Assessment

2.1 Accessing national & international markets for certified Biodiversity Conservation and other Ecosystems Services incl.  Carbon sequestration, Water supply & purification,  Disaster risk reduction, and Recreational Values
	2.1.a Number of references to the desk study of most promising ecosystem services for the market on FSC and other project partners’ websites

	Fragmented literature sources
	PY 2, Q4: Study online
	Annual increase of 20% in number of references (baseline will be PY2 Q4)
	Google search on the number of online reference to the desk study
	Bias towards large area certification could mean smaller operations disadvantaged

	
	2.1.b Number of major international market players who showed readiness to pay for ES certification, according to BD & specific ES and/or as bundled commodity-, landscape or groups-based certification  systems.  


	Limited interest shown by some companies e.g. in carbon and biodiversity offsets
	By PY1, Q3, at least 4 major international market players who showed readiness to pay for BD & ES certification following the models developed.
	(PY4, Q4) At least 8 major international market players who showed readiness to pay for BD & ES certification, following the project models developed. 

	Survey

Visit reports to businesses

Market study interviews and documents
	Businesses readiness to pay for biodiversity conservation is determined by pure financial sentiment rather than social cost/benefit

Integrated packages of several ES more likely to gain market appeal

	2.2  Enhanced ‘business case’ for Sustainable Forest Management through  expanded FSC  certification schemes
	2.2.a Increasing number of  public & private stakeholders or  government project participants using and/or citing the FSC ES-based business case, including on REDD programs.


	None 
	By PY2 Q4, at least:

· 2 public  institutions;

· 1 business community stakeholder
… demonstrated  serious interest for  FSC BD & ES-based certification  in 2 of the 4 countries
	PY 4, Q 3, at least:

· 4 public institutions (e.g. water & power companies, forest department),

· 4 SME & large-scale business community stakeholders, and

· 1 government REDD program

· 50% of the project workshop participants...

 …demonstrating active interest in FSC BD or ES-based certification  3 of the 4 countries


	PY2 & PY4 market surveys

Workshop evaluations
Internet research

FSC partner network

Written expressions of interest to national and international FSC partners
Feasibility study reports

Project progress reports
	Business community’s response is assumed to be positive but risk is that no attractive financial case can be made for some ES, leaving corporate responsibility as main market lever.

Assumption is that benefits outweigh costs



	
	2.2.b Number of priority markets selected as “best bets”
	CIFOR report from the PPG “Barriers and constraints to Ecosystem Services certification” but no priority markets have been selected
	PY 2, Q2, at least 2 markets identified per ecosystem service for certification
	PY 4, Q 2, at least 3 priority markets selected as “best bets” related to relevant ES
	CIFOR study

Report of market selection consultation
	Existence of the service related to a demand

Willingness to pay for the certified ES

	
	2.2.c Increasing number of FSC BD & ES – based business models developed for subsequent testing through market feasibility assessments

	None 
	By PY1 Q4, the ES-based FSC models are constructed to incorporate group certification, the landscape approach and integrated (bundled) commodity-based systems
	PY 2, Q4, Feasibility of at least four different ES-based FSC certification model  confirmed in the pilot countries 

	Reports of  feasibility studies

Project progress reports


	Assumption is that benefits outweigh costs
Bias towards large area certification could mean smaller operations shut out

	Outputs for Component 2:
2.1.1 Identification of most promising ecosystem services for the market
2.1.2 Information available on market demand for ES-based FSC certification & disseminated (see output 4.2.2)
2.2.1 Priority market & key ES identified in terms of competitive opportunity costs (cost/benefit) and analysis of financial viability 
2.2.2 Design new business models for ES-based FSC certification 

	Component 3: National Pilots on Expanded FSC certification 

3. 1 First forest management sites certified under additional ES system


	3.1.a Number of measures for 

access and benefit sharing at pilot site level


	No measures for 

access and benefit sharing related to ES certification at pilot site level available 


	PY1, Q4 measures for access and benefit sharing at pilot site level, incorporated into pilot sites plans


	PY4, Q3 measures for access and benefit sharing at pilot site level, applied and tested in at least 4 pilot sites 


	Project progress reports

Documentation on ABS 

Pilot site certification reports


	Generation of significant benefits for distribution



	
	3.1.b  Number of certified forest management units in pilot countries incorporating biodiversity and/or one or more ES, including on linkages with national REDD  conservation targets.

	Zero number & area FSC certified for ES or biodiversity conservation in the target countries. 

As of 15/10/10, countries have 30 sites and  1,623,444 ha of ‘traditional’ certified forests:

Indonesia : 8 sites and 1,100,289 total ha

Vietnam : 3 sites and 15,720 ha

Nepal : 1 site and 14,145 ha

Chile : 18 sites and 493,290 ha

	By PY2, Q4, at least 3 pilot sites in the process toward BD or ES-based certification with a minimum of 1 per country

	PY 4, Q4 at least 6  pilot sites in the process toward BD or ES-based certification with a minimum of 1 per country

	Pilot site maps & study reports

Project progress reports

FMU certificates


	Assumes basic capa​ci​ty to run pilots
Assumes local stakeholder aware​ness of what certifi​ca​tion is, that their interest is high and participation good

Risk that some sites do not meet all certification criteria

National standard development may extend beyond project lifetime

Assumes minimum social and economic conditions for capa​city building exist

	3.2 Enhanced evidence-base that FSC ES/BD forest certification models allow for increased social well-being and/or environmental performance

	3.2 a Methodology in place to track outcomes and assess impact of FSC ES/BD forest certification models (control & treatment) 


	No methodology in place but various studies have been undertaken about FSC impact, see FSC study of independent research 


	PY1, Q3, draft me​thodology in​cor​porating  ES-based impact indicators developed  (see 3.2.b)

PY1 Q4 Field data collection systems up and running in the 4 countries (see 3.2.b)
	PY4, Q2 methodology incorporating ES-based impact indicators developed and globally applicable

PY4, Q2 data being collected and reported (part of 3.2.b)
	Methodological paper (CIFOR)

Project progress reports

 
	Required external funding for independent studies not forthcoming

Impact will not be demonstrated during the lifetime of the project as usually improvement occur after certification

	
	3.2b Social and environmental impact indicators set based on FSC Principles and Criteria 


	International generic impact indicators voluntarily used by certification bodies (e.g. number of accidents at site level, etc) but they do not include specific indicators for ES except for those related to High Conservation Value Forests.
	PY1, Q3 National social and environmental impact targets defined, agreed by project partners for country and/or forest pilot sites (for example BD, carbon sequestration, SFM benefits, watershed protection, and recreational values, social aspects) 

PY1 Q4 baseline impact indicators agreed are measured at pilot site level

PY3 Q2 impact indicators agreed are measured
	PY4, Q2, the average annual data at pilot site level showing  stable or  increasing:

on aspects such as BD, carbon sequestration, SFM benefits, watershed protection, and recreational values, social aspects 
	Site M&E reports

Project progress reports
	SMART indicators have been defined and selected in all pilot countries

Enough literature and science base monitoring methodology exist

	Outputs for Component 3:
	
	

	3.1.1 Stakeholder assessment & empowerment including  capacity building of forest-based  communities

3.1.2 Measures for access & benefit sharing through Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) incorporated in pilot trial plans.

3.1.3 Spatial mapping of  ecosystem services related to the pilots

3.1.4 Systems of verification and certification for ES in place in target countries 
3.1.5 Field testing FSC National Standards, incorporating provisions for managing additional ES.

3.1.6 Business models applied at pilot sites , results potentially requiring correspondingly adapted FSC National Standards (adaptation part of   sub-component 
3.2.1 Global methodology for assessing environmental and social long term impact of the ES-based certification systems 

3.2.2 Site programs assessing environmental and social impact of the certification system in the pilot sites, including data collection and reporting

 

	Component  4: Awareness and Promotion of FSC Certification for ES Nationally and Globally
4. 1 Greater awareness of the potential of BD or ES-based forest certification in four  pilot countries, with subsequent outreach through the global FSC Network 


	4.1a Increasing number and type of program, specific outreach materials & communications events, and articles and papers developed to disseminate experiences


	Only those on standard FSC certification

	By PY2, Q4:

· 4 articles published in nat. & int. media
· 4 national communications events
· Communications materials  under development

	By PY4, Q2:

· > 8 articles published in nat. &  int. media
· 8 national communications events

· 3 international media event on ES or BD-based certification (e.g. at CoPs, ITTO, international FSC board meetings, etc)
· > 12,000 copies of various didactic  materials completed & disseminated in 4 countries & international
	Project progress reports

Communication workshop reports
Filing system of project

Data-, training- and awareness materials- depository established at FSC website
	This indicator depends on the success of the certification on the pilot sites

	
	4.1.b Increasing number of hits at FSC website on pages regarding the ES- and BD-based certification systems
	One page on the FSC website to present the GEF project
	PY 2, Q1: FSC website upgraded with relevant programme sections – software teller installed
	Starting PY 3 an increasing number of hits at annual basis recorded
	Software tracking the traffic on relevant web pages of the FSC website
	

	4.2 Increased capacity of FSC national office staff, technical agencies, forest managers, communities and business partners to implement and benefit from ES-based forest certification


	4.2.a Number of communities and small forest holders with increased capacity regarding revenue generation (e.g. creation of SME, access to enhanced international market, increasing number of payers due to an appropriate marketing, etc) from improved forest BD & ES management  and its certification under FSC standards  

	No revenue generated from ES certification but communities have access to a set of tools in order to generate revenues from timber and NTFPs certification
	By PY 2 Q2: 

Partnership established &  training started with at least two communities in each country on  expanded forest certification 
	By PY 4, Q4:

At least 60  community members trained  in each country in the new models for expanded FSC forest certification (ES- and BD-based)


	Project progress reports

Data-, training- and awareness materials

Written expressions of interest of communities

	Enough stakeholder willing to attend the training courses

Sufficient set of revenue generation options available

Sufficient set of didactic tools made available



	
	4.2.b Number of FSC national office staff,  forest managers, technical agencies, certification bodies, and private sector agencies understanding the principles, standards,  mechanisms & monitoring for ES- and BD-based forest certification (under FSC standards)

	National staff,  forest managers, certification bodies, and private sector   agencies  have some awareness  of FSC certification for forest products in pilot countries
	By PY 2 Q4, Training manuals developed towards capacity to explain and monitor ES based certification


	By PY 4, Q4,  National staff,  forest managers, certification bodies, and private sector   agencies  trained in each pilot country


	Project progress reports

Training- and awareness materials


	Training material made available

Training capacity may be inadequate

	Outputs for Outcome 4:
4.1.1 National dissemination workshops held, and information and communication materials produced 

4.1.2 The experiences are disseminated globally through the FSC network, targeting potential suppliers of forest ES, in line with the development of international standards (Component 1)
4.2.1 Provision of tools (training modules, toolkits etc) for strengthening capacity of staff of local partner agencies and potential disseminators on expanded forest certification and PES services. 

4.2.2 Identified markets (Component 2) will be targeted and appropriate publicity materials produced to communicate about new business models for ES-based FSC certification 
4.2.3 Follow up undertaken to interested private sector stakeholders involved



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)

RESPONSE TO GEF SECRETARIAT REVIEW

Review date: received 22 April 2009
 FORMTEXT 

	Issue #
	GEF Secretariat Review at PIF/

Work Program Inclusion
	UNEP Response

	ELIGIBILITY - Question no. 4 

	
	“on coordination with the GEF project entitled "Improved Certification Schemes for Sustainable Tropical Forest Management" which is not cited in the PIF”.
	This project was already mentioned in Part II - section E. See also response below (no. 10)



	PROJECT DESIGN - Question no. 8 (1)

	
	“on scaling back the outcome on enhanced international market demand”

	The text in the PIF has been reformulated to allow for a greater feasibility of achieving this outcome under Component I, emphasizing knowledge generation, viz.:

Enhanced  insights and knowledge base for potentially accessing international markets for certified (i) Biodiversity Conservation  & Ecosystems Services incl. (ii) Carbon sequestration, (iii) Watershed protection, (iv) Disaster risk reduction, (v) Recreation.

	PROJECT DESIGN - Question no. 8 (2)

	
	“on the confusing text in the first sentence in the description of Component 3”
	The text has been reformulated and its scope of the Component reduced in the PIF.

	PROJECT DESIGN – Question no. (3)

	
	“to explain the advantage in extending FSC certification in these ES fields compared to improving and promoting the existing alternatives”
	The FSC system relates to sustainable forest management aspects which are not comprehensively covered in most ES labels, including for carbon sequestration and ecotourism. The specific strength and quality of FSC certification is based on independent third party verification, which does not only deal with avoiding or containing environmental impacts but also importantly verifying compliance with FSC Principles and Criteria which deal with reduction of ‘’leakage’’ to surrounding forests or in production systems, installing permanence in good environmental management, and covering social factors such as compliance with ILO Conventions and protection for indigenous peoples’ rights. This is not the case with e.g. the various systems of Eco-tourism certification. In fact a new UNEP project is under development (non-GEF) to introduce third party verification of the many distinct certification systems being used in the tourism sector (project of UNEP-DTIE).  Additionally FSC is established & accepted as one of only two global forest certification systems, whilst for (eco-) tourism there are tens. Upgrading FSC will be (i) very cost effective, (ii) have the scale of global operation and acceptance needed, as well as (iii) have all the necessary quality assurance systems in place without the need for many extra inputs and revisions. It is also highly efficient to upgrade just one (FSC) system rather than targeting upgrading various different carbon, tourism, water resources certification systems. FSC aims to cover all activities that take place in the forest to ensure sustainability.

	PROJECT DESIGN - Question 8 (4) first part

	
	“on providing information on how the positive experience of FSC certification for ES will be transferred to other countries”
	FSC is very well placed to replicate the experience in other countries, this is in fact a principal objective of the pilot project. FSC is an international standards setting organization with certifications in 81 countries and the presence of FSC working groups and contact persons in 55 countries. Once an FSC international standard is developed, this has to be complied with worldwide; therefore the uptake has to be global.

	PROJECT DESIGN - Question 8 (4) second part

	
	“on improving the project objective by focusing it more carefully on an achievable objective”
	The project objective has been reworded to emphasise the pilot nature of the project, nevertheless it retains the aim of scaling up the experience, viz.:

To pilot test expanded and enhanced global and national environmental standards applied to emerging markets for biodiversity conservation and eco-systems services as an initial step for upgrading of successful models of FSC certification.

	PROJECT DESIGN - Question 8 (5)

	
	“on scaling back the project”
	The project has been scaled back by: (1) reducing the scope of Component 4; (2) lowering the ambitious target for Outcome 2; (3) in Component 3, the outcome related to national policy adoption has been eliminated, as have the related outputs; (4) in component 4, capacity building for government personnel is taken out and the main thrust is now on raising awareness and promoting the ES applications. The outcomes are reduced from three to one only, focused on sensitization nationally and outreach globally.     

	PROJECT DESIGN - Question 8 (6)

	
	“on clarifying the added-value of the multi-country approach”
	The multi-country approach, even though just four countries, was based on the need to incorporate distinct pilot schemes in a few of the many  countries where FSC has national partners as well as certified forest schemes. The pilot areas have the potential of covering a wide range of different forest and plantation types and management systems, as well as their potential for incorporating diverse certified PES modalities. In Indonesia these would potentially cover both community as well as state forest agency managed natural forests systems, whilst in e.g. Nepal we would deal with community-based forest plantations. In Indonesia and Vietnam, there are prospects to test linkages to REDD markets and programs, whilst in other sites examples such PES of water supply through watershed protection or eco-tourism benefits to communities are the key models to be incorporated and tested through certification. So the choice of countries is less important as compared to the sound selection of an adequate range of forest types, ES and management options. However multiple countries are needed to incorporate an adequate range of situations, including the socio-political contexts. The text in Component 3 explains the suggested procedure for pilot site selection.

	PROJECT DESIGN - Question 10 first part

	
	“on coordinating with existing FSC (country) structures”
	As already mentioned above, FSC is an international standards setting organization with FSC working groups and contact persons in 55 countries, as well as forest and chain of custody certifications in 81 countries. In-country, the FSC National Initiatives are multi-stakeholder with balanced representation from economic, environmental and social interests. Internationally, the FSC Network provides mechanisms for interacting and establishing working linkages with countries other than the 4 target ones. The FSC Network will be fully informed of the course of the project and representatives will be invited to participate in special events e.g. at the next FSC General Assembly to learn of project advances.  Additionally in Indonesia and Vietnam, through our partners RECOFTC and LEI, cooperative working agreements can be established with the national UN REDD coordinating bodies on, for example, incorporating FSC forest management certification into the work planning for the UN REDD investment phase (after 2010).

	PROJECT DESIGN - Question 10 second part

	
	“on how UNEP's experience with the project "Improved Certification Schemes for Sustainable Tropical Forest Management" is being applied in the design and implementation of this project”
	The experience has proved valuable in demonstrating the applicability of FSC Principle 9 on high conservation biodiversity values at the level of community forest operations. The project worked with communities in three countries: Brazil, Mexico and Cameroon. Although not all the communities achieved FSC certification, the system clearly contributed very significantly in improving local knowledge on long term forest management in benefit of the environment with potential for generating new sources of income. In Brazil, the communities (both certified) were engaged in producing non-timber forest products (NTFPs) entirely compatible with sustainable forestry practices. In Mexico, the communities (one group certified) produced timber for local sale, NTFPs – mushrooms - for export, eco tourism in the forest and also were receiving a subsidy for carbon sequestration. In Cameroon, where land tenure factors inhibited certification, nevertheless the communities involved increased their awareness of the importance of conserving biodiversity and in one community had developed a tourist operation based on wildlife in the forest. The lessons learnt from this project and the potential to apply the FSC system not only to timber production but to wider forest management applications, motivated FSC and UNEP to extend the experience on a larger scale in other forest and social systems and to other ES.  The design of the project incorporates much more specifically market aspects which were lacking in the earlier project as well as capacity building for the communities. Also the multi-country approach of the high conservation value project demonstrated the value of testing concepts in diverse national and socio-ecological circumstances. The effectiveness of drawing upon local knowledge was underlined and implementation in the current proposal would be undertaken largely by local organizations rather than internationally based ones. Still, the support and complementarity of international organizations remains valid in the context of an international standards system such as FSC. One very positive lesson learnt was the usefulness of working in partnership and this is emphasized more strongly in the current proposal. A summary text has been incorporated in Part II- section E.

	JUSTIFICATION GEF GRANT - Question 19 first part

	
	 “on co-financing”
	Co-financing is indeed not yet robust but that is in line with a PIF project concept phase where (i) approval of GEFSEC has yet to be obtained and (ii) detailed project design has to be conducted during the PPG, in order to subsequently request FSC, countries and NGO partners to be more specific and definitive in their contributions. One of the consultants during the proposed PPG will help FSC with resource mobilization specifically through country government and NGO partners. 

A few changes have been made in the PIF co-finance table to better indicate the kind of co-finance and source-agencies being anticipated. 

	JUSTIFICATION GEF GRANT - Question 19 second part

	
	“regarding the UNEP contribution”
	UNEP has agreed to contribute $50,000 in kind staff resources to the project (e.g. technical advisory services in the field of linkages to UN REDD and other forest carbon finance initiatives, eco-tourism certification, ES-training, etc) and possibly later additional cash inputs through linkages with the regional ES programmes. The PIF has been adjusted by that amount. UNEP will contribute a total of $55,000 in co-finance to the project. Co-finance letters have been included in Appendix 12


RESPONSE TO STAP REVIEW

Date of screening: 9 February 2010
	Guidance from STAP
	UNEP Response

	1. Based on this PIF screening, STAP’s advisory response to the GEF Secretariat and GEF Agency:

Minor revision required
	

	2. STAP welcomes this proposal to make science-based improvements to Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification. It is particularly important given that the scientific literature reveals that the relationship between biodiversity conservation outcomes and forest certification remains poorly understood, even after more than 15 years of implementation. Furthermore, the effectiveness of certification in generating biodiversity benefits has been identified as a learning objective for GEF-5 and the results of this project could thus make a significant contribution to the broader GEF portfolio. FSC is also specifically mentioned in the GEF-5 results based frameworks for Biodiversity and for Sustainable Forest Management, in which the number of hectares under FSC certification is considered to be an indicator of “Increase in sustainably managed landscapes and seascapes that integrate biodiversity conservation” and “Good management practices developed and applied in existing forests”

	Acknowledged, this GEF IV project will also deliver on GEF V objectives.

In fact the first PPG workshop in Bogor Indonesia, 11-13 April 2010, was attended by David Cunningham from GEF-STAP,  

	3. STAP has responded with a “minor revision” request to ensure that the full proposal, by the time of CEO endorsement, addresses the issues cited below and includes a record of the necessary consultation with STAP.
	See below for response on incorporation in Project Document and design.

	4. STAP will be able to contribute to the outputs of Component 1 through provision of it own study on environmental certification
, currently in peer review. Another recent study by Tropenbos International focusing solely on forest certification found too little evidence to make any conclusions regarding biodiversity outcomes in certified forest compared to non-certified forests
. By broadening the scope of their study to include “management practices associated with forest certification” they found that:

a. “in spite of a very large variety in responses between species, the forest management practices associated with forest certification appear to benefit biodiversity in managed forests”; but 

b. “there is very high variation … there is little quantitative evidence … [and] there are few data on which to base the conclusion that certified forest management is sustainable in terms of biodiversity conservation at the level of populations and communities – we simply don’t know.”
	This is acknowledged and indeed one of the core aims of the project in establishing the ‘evidence base’ for delivering on environmental and social objectives of ES-based forest certification. CIFOR has been commissioned to design the system, recommend best indicators, develop a manual and build capacity with users on establishing such process and reporting, as part of Component III. 

As well as the GEF-STAP advisory paper on ‘the Environmental Certification and the GEF’ (http://www.unep.org/stap/Portals/61/pubs/STAPCertificationdocument2010.pdf ) has been used introducing the concept of identifying counterproof sites in each country in order to measure as objectively as possible the impact of the certification integrating ES at pilot-site level. These counterproof sites could be site originally in the long list of potential pilot sites which in the end have not been selected for the project.

FSC forest certification as of today has not been designed to measure and monitor impacts, but instead to ensure a range of best practices for managing forest resources – including the respect of biodiversity relevant safeguards – that would minimize the likelihood of negative impacts on these resources.

	5. Another useful source of references is the report of the CBD’s International Workshop on the Removal or Mitigation of Perverse, and the Promotion of Positive, Incentive Measures
. This report highlights a number of issues that need to be addressed in certification and PES systems based on developed and developing country experiences. The report identifies additional risks to those listed at part G of the PIF and which should be addressed in the full proposal, for example leakage of harmful effects to noncertified areas

	This is included in Section G on mitigation of project risk. FSC system is already very comprehensive, strong and effective in preventing ‘side-effects’ such as ‘leakage’, as well as installing ‘permanence’ in its certified programs.

Other risks identified in the report such as the ‘lack of additionality’, creation of ‘perverse incentives’, ‘misuse for protectionist purposes’, or ‘cultural limitations’ should not be relevant in the context of the project scenario.

	6. A challenge for this project will be to address the uncertainty of achieving conservation outcomes through any additional components added to FSC certification, given the uncertainty of conservation outcomes of current certification systems. The Panel welcomes the science-based approach for the development of credible certification models (Component 1) and is ready to advise on appropriate designs to allow for the evaluation of impacts of the proposed “sustainable and responsible forest practices”.
	See above – the ‘evidence-based design is core of this project. The only concern is that with the few available financial resources the project may not be able to establish a large enough data set and timeline to conduct the analysis and prepare a report based on sound statistical criteria, during the project implementation phase. Therefore the project will prepare a manual including field data collection and statistical design, conduct consultations as well as build capacity with the ‘community of practice’ in its use.

	7. The project anticipates adding other environmental services to FSC, to support Payment for Environmental/Ecosystem Services (PES) schemes such as REDD. The Panel refers UNEP to its advisory document on PES
, for use in developing the full proposal.
	The concept has been developed based on the STAP advisory paper on PES projects (http://stapgef.unep.org/resources/sg/PES) e.g. on aspects of testing PES payment types through FSC certification, as well as need to develop indicators to evaluate threats to PES effectiveness (e.g. through the standardized FSC process requirements related to compliance, reducing offsite/leakage/spillover to non-certified forests as well as assuring additionality of efforts).


	8. The PIF refers to SP-8 of the Biodiversity Focal Area Strategy, ‘building capacity on access and benefit sharing” for genetic resources (ABS). However, it is unclear from Section A which outputs or outcomes will contribute to this strategic program. Is it in relation to the Nepal national forest document which includes a related program on “genetic resource development” (Part B)? Or are genetic resources considered one of the environmental/ecosystem, services which could be certified? The Panel supports ABS capacity building but is concerned that if references to it remain weak in the full proposal, it could weaken the proposal and even detract from more focussed efforts on ABS in the GEF.


	Under Component 3 a specific output is foreseen acknowledging the importance of ABS as part of a future FSC certification system for ecosystem services: "Measures for access & benefit sharing through Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) incorporated in pilot trial plans."
Furthermore, ABS principles and practices are core of the FSC certification process – e.g. on avoiding unfair business practices to local communities, or e.g. preventing degrading of genetic resources/biodiversity through forest certification.


RESPONSE TO COUNCIL COMMENTS 

Council:  4 March 2010

	Comments from Council Members on
 Intersessional Work Program
	UNEP Response

	COMMENTS FROM GERMANY:

Approval is recommended and implementation of this proposal is fully endorsed. Country selection is strongly biased towards Asian countries. Amazon region and all of Africa are not taken into consideration despite the vital lessons that can be learned in these regions. Even though this can be explained by depletion of country quotas under GEF 4, we strongly recommend to prepare a project extension under GEF 5. 

Countries could be: LAC: Peru, Colombia, Nicaragua: SSA: Democratic Republic of Congo; Republic of South Africa, Cameroon.


	UNEP appreciates this full recognition by German Council members of the need and anticipated benefits of the ES-based forest certification project. The models developed and to be tested through the project will have global application, and as indicated in the project design (e.g. Comp 4) will be replicated through the global program and partnership network of FSC. If the performance of this approach merits a project expansion under GEF V we would certainly consider doing so in the form of a GEF V funding proposal. Such follow up project could e.g. focus more on the ABS mechanisms and elaborate on forest certification acting as Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV) instrument demonstrating SFM as effective tool against forest degradation under REDD+ related activities.




Annex c: consultants to be hired for the project using gef resources
	Position Titles
	$/
person week*
	Estimated person weeks**
	Tasks to be performed

	On Project Management
	
	
	

	International:

	Global Project Manager (Part I)
[see Section “F. Project management budget/cost”]
	1,325
	150
	1. Liaise, coordinate and provide an active support to National Coordination Units of Indonesia, Vietnam, Nepal, and Chile in their day-to-day activities and administration
2. Coordinate with the National Executing Agencies as well as other concerned stakeholders to ensure adequate project uptake in national processes (mainstreaming), component implementation and their integration through the national workplans.
3. Manage and maintain the budget and annual workplan and ensure/reports the appropriate use of funds
4. Conduct periodic supervision visits to pilot sites and National Coordination Units
5. Preparation and submission of periodic progress reports, and regular consultations with beneficiaries and contractors at global level; 
6. Collating the relevant documents of monitoring the quality of technical aspects of the project, as well as ; 
7. Coordinate and collate relevant documents for monitoring project impact, progress benchmarks and outputs, as indicated in the costed Project M&E plan 
8. Actively participate in all relevant project activities where appropriate; 
9. Adopting, during the course of the project, the systems, programs and tools developed by the project to ensure sustainability of the project outcomes; 
10. Organise yearly workshops with National Executing Agencies and relevant partners
11. Act as secretary to the Annual Steering Committee meeting, and make sure the committee has the relevant material to take decisions. Agree with countries on roulation of the location for the meetings. 
12. Reporting to the Project Director any difficulty, and particular needs related to the project activities

	Financial Auditing against International Standards

[see Section “F. Project management budget/cost”]
	2,500
	6
	Independently audited statement of account confirming that 

· GEF funds were covered by the scope of the audit;

· Proper books of account have been maintained;

· All project expenditures are supported by vouchers and adequate documentation;

· Expenditures have been incurred in accordance with the objectives outlined in the project document;

· The expenditure reports provide a true and fair view of the financial condition and performance of the project.


	Justification for Travel, if any: The Global Project Manager will have to travel in order to attend the Project Executive Committees as well as regularly visit the National Coordination Units and pilot sites. All these travels have been planned and budgeted.
According to budget in Appendix 1 of the Project Document:
1601
International travels
1602
Visits to field sites and NEAs
1621
National travels (private sector - Chile)
1622
National travels (private sector - Indon.)
1623
National travels (private sector - Nepal)
1624
National travels (private sector - Vietnam)


	On Technical Assistance
	
	
	

	International
	
	
	

	Global Project Manager (Part II)
[see Section “E. Consultants working for technical assistance components”]
	1,325
	33
	1. Incorporate as necessary in the FSC system the methodology assessing environmental long term impact of the ES certification system test in the pilot sites
2. Preparation of generic tools to guide National Coordination Units and their partners to strengthen capacity of staff of local partner agencies and potential disseminators on expanded forest certification and PES services

	TOTAL COSTS: 
Global Project Manager 
(Part I + II)
	- over 4 years of project -
	$240,000

	Justification for Travel, if any: 


*  Provide dollar rate per person week.    **  Total person weeks  needed to carry out the tasks.
Annex d:  status of implementation of project preparation activities and the use of funds

A. explain if the ppg objective has been achieved through the ppg activities undertaken. 
All PPG objectives have been achieved. The PPG started with an inception workshop held in Bogor, Indonesia in April 2010 where partners have been identified for the project design phase as well as foreseen NEAs. A second workshop gathering all NEAs of the PPG has been held in Bangkok in November 2010 in order to fine tune the PPG outcomes which are all included into the ProDoc (project logical framework, risk analysis, workplan, budget, pilot sites, M&E plan) The following activites have been conducted: 1. Initial national and site consultations (4x); 2. National baseline studies & analysis on local and international market opportunities & barriers, and compare existing labeling systems for BD and ecosystem services; 3. Outline procedures to adapt existing FSC standards; 4. Criteria and selection  of national pilot sites,  and design program testing mechanisms; 5. Institutional design, capacity and stakeholder assessments; 6. National (4x) stakeholder consultations and  international workshop on project formulation and design; 7. Preparation of final proposal including a project logical framework, incremental cost analysis, M&E Plan. Best practices of project management and communication have been identified and will be used during the FSP. 
B. describe findings that might affect the project design or any concerns on project implementation, if any:  
Risks of the project implementation are described in section G. of this document. Besides these risks no additional risks have been identified.
C. provide detailed funding amount of the ppg activities and their implementation status in the table below:
	Project Preparation Activities Approved
	Implementation Status
	GEF Amount ($)
	Co-financing

($)

	
	
	Amount Approved
	Amount Spent To date
	Amount Committed
	Uncommitted Amount*
	

	1. Initial national and site consultations (4x)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	8,000
	8,000
	
	0
	10,000

	2. National baseline studies & analysis on local and international market opportunities & barriers, and compare existing labeling systems for BD and ecosystem services
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	31,000
	31,000
	     
	0
	12,000

	3. Outline procedures to adapt existing FSC standards
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	5,000
	5,000
	     
	0
	4,000

	4. Criteria and selection  of national pilot sites,  and design program testing mechanisms
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	25,000
	25,000
	     
	0
	21,000

	5. Institutional design, capacity and stakeholder assessments (a.o. identify FSC accredited certification bodies which may participate) 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	16,000
	16,000
	     
	0
	8,000

	6. National (4x) stakeholder consultations and  international workshop on project formulation and design
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	40,000
	40,000
	     
	0
	40,000

	7. Preparation of final proposal including a project logical framework, incremental cost analysis, M&E Plan
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	0
	0
	     
	0
	30,000

	Total
	
	125,000
	125,000
	0
	0
	125,000


*  Any uncommitted amounts should be returned to the GEF Trust Fund.  This is not a physical transfer of money, but achieved through reporting and netting out from disbursement request to Trustee.  Please indicate expected date of refund transaction to Trustee.     
annex e:  calendar of expected reflows 

Provide a calendar of expected reflows to the GEF Trust Fund or to your Agency (and/or revolving fund that will be set up)

Not applicable to this project.

� specific; measurable; achievable & attributable; relevant & realistic; time-bound, tractable & targeted





� The M&E plan of the project aims at complying with GEF-STAP suggestions under which:


Certification programs should collect outcome data for both participants and non participants, ideally from before and after certification is assigned.


Projects should be implemented in a way that enables evaluators to select a valid comparison group.


� GEF/R.5/Inf.21, November 02, 2009


� See STAP work program at  http://stapgef.unep.org/docs/Activities/STAPWPDocs/GEF_C.35_Inf.11%20STAP%20Work%20Program%20FY10.pdf.


� 	Tropenbos International (2009) Effects of Forest Certification on Biodiversity.�http://www.tropenbos.org/index.php/news/forestcertificationbiodiversity


� Held in October 2009, see https://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=WSIM-03 and https://www.cbd.int/incentives/workshop.shtml.


� Also addressed in the STAP advisory document on PES.


� See http://stapgef.unep.org/resources/sg/PES and additional notes provided to Council at


http://www.thegef.org/uploadedFiles/Documents/Council_Documents__(PDF_DOC)/GEF_35/C.35.Inf.12_STAP_Guidance_on_PES.pdf
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