Implementing the National Framework on Access and Benefit Sharing of Genetic Resources and
Associated Traditional Knowledge in the Philippines

GEF Secretariat Review for Full Sized Project — GEF - 7
Basic Information

GEF ID: 10079

Countries: Philippines

Project Title: Implementing the National Framework on Access and Benefit Sharing of Genetic
Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge in the Philippines

GEF Agency(ies): UNDP

Agency ID: UNDP: 6275

GEF Focal Area(s): Biodiversity

Program Manager: Mark Zimsky

PIF
CEO Endorsement
Part I — Project Information
Focal area elements

1. Does the project remain aligned with the relevant GEF focal area elements as presented in PIF

(asindicated in table A)?
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20

Yes. BD-3-9 Further development of biodiversity policy and institutional frameworks through the
Implementation of the Nagoya Protocol on Access and benefit sharing.

Cleared

Agency Response

Project description summary

2. Is the project structure/design appropriate to achieve the expected outcomes and outputs asin
Table B and described in the project document?
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20

Yes,. The outputs of the three components are sufficient to achieve the expected outcomes and the
objective the project. The outcomes are: 1) Strengthened national regulatory frameworks and clarified
institutional mechanisms for ABS that are in compliance with the Nagoya Protocol; 2) Enhanced
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https://gefportal.worldbank.org/App/

understanding of the ABS regime and the value of traditional knowledge associated with genetic and
biological resources for improved policy making and on the ground conservation, sustainable use and fair
and equitable sharing of benefits; and 3) At least one ABS Agreement negotiated and finalized that
demonstrate PIC and MAT and with clear provision on fair and equitable benefit sharing.

Cleared

Agency Response

3. If thisis a non-grant instrument, has a reflow calendar been presented in Annex D?
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
NA

Agency Response

Co-financing

4. Are the confirmed expected amounts, sources and types of co-financing adequately documented,
with supporting evidence and a description on how the breakdown of co-financing was identified
and meets the definition of investment mobilized, and a description of any major changes from P IF,
consistent with the requirements of the Co-Financing Policy and Guidelines?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20

Yes. The LoC from DOST-PCAARRD in the amount of Php 46M is equivalent to the amount entered in
the Portal of $907,692. Please provide the exchange rate used.

Please separate in the Portal the co-financing of these two local Government Units so there is one line per
letter.

Recipient Local Government Units (Province of Albay and Sorsogon
Country
Government

Please highlight in the LoC the amounts that add-up to $6,527,247 in the LoC from Academic and
Research Institutions (Central Luzon State University and Sorsogon State College). The figures in the
LoC suggest there is co-financing in-kind and that is not reflected in the Portal.
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Separate the co-financing of Herbanext Laboratories, Inc. and Pharmalytics Corporation so each co-
financier has the corresponding lines for their contribution in-kind and Investment mobilized.

9/17/2020

Please address all the issues in the cofinance letters listed below:

Co-financing Co-financing from (i) Department of Agriculture Regional Office No. 5, (ii) Province of
Albay and (iii) province of Sorsogon is indicated in the letter as “public finance” but is currently listed as
“grant”, please change the type of financing for these two entries.

Recipient Department of Agriculture Regional Office No. S Gramt investment 2752600
Country mobilized
Government
Reciplent Depactment of Science and Technology ~ Philippine Council for Gram Investment 97692
Country Agriculture, Aquatic and Natural Resoutces Research and maobdized
Governenent Development
Recipient Local Government Unit -~ Province of Albay Grant Investment 1,000,000
Country mobiized
Government
Recipient Department of Agriculture Regional Office No. 5 Grant investment 2,752,600
Country mobilized
Government
Reciprom Department of Science and Technology ~ Philippine Council for Grant Investment Y7692
Country Agriculture, Aguatic and Natural Resoutces Research and maobiized
Governenent Development
Recipient Local Government Unit - Province of Albay Grant Investment 1,000,000
Country mobiized
Government
Recipient Loscal Governamend Uinit = Provinde of Sorsogon Grant Irvesiment 1,000,600
Country meptihiped
Governmant
Recipient Local Governmmend Uinit - Province of Sorsogon Garant Investment 1,000,000
Couniry mobilized
Government

| am pleased to confirm that the Provincial Government of Albay is fully committed to
support the implementation of said project. As part of our commitment, the Provincial
Government of Albay will provide co-financing through Public Investment with the
equivalent amount of ONE MILLON US DOLLARS (USD1,000.000.00). This will be
earmarked from our local fund.

| am pleased to confirm that the Provincial Government of Albay is fully committed to
support the implementation of said project. As part of our commitment, the Provincial
Government of Albay will provide co-financing through Public Investment with the
equivalent amount of ONE MILLON US DOLLARS (USD1,000,000.00). This will be
earmarked from our local fund.



| am pleased to confirm that the Provincial Government of Sorsogon is fully
committed to support the implementation of said project. As part of our commitment, the
Provincial Government will provide co-financing through Public Investment with the
equivalent amount of ONE MILLION US DOLLARS (USD1,000,000.00). This will be
earmarked from our local fund

| am pleased to confirm that the Provincial Government of Sorsogon is fully
committed to support the implementation of said project. As part of our commitment, the
Provincial Government will provide co-financing through Public Investiment with the
equivalent amount of ONE MILLION US DOLLARS (USD1,000,000.00). This will be
earmarked from our local fund

Also on co-financing: Needs clarification on DOST Co-financing letter as it does not explicitly mention
funding the GEF project but only expresses support. We understand that the 46 million pesos is the
equivalent of the co-financing amount of $907,692 as entered in the Portal. If this 46m pesos support 7
project components of the Pili Research and Development Center, please estimate how much is actually
dedicated as a co-financing for the GEF project considering also that the project started implementation in
2019 and would go up to 2022.

The co-financing from Academic and Research institutions combines both Sorsogon State College ($6m
cofinancing) and the Central Luzon State University. However, the latter’s co-financing does not present
any amount, so it is difficult to trace where the $527,274 difference is coming from, which is assumed to
belong to CLSU. CLSU is not explicit in offering co-financing. Also, considering that the co-financing
offered by Sorsogon State College ($6m co-financing) is coming from a Program which rum from FY
2019 and goes up to FY 2025, please estimate how much is actually dedicated as a co-financing for the
GEF project.

Once all these corrections have been made, correct all budgets in the document.
10/19/2020

Table C in the portal still shows the "Public Investment" cofinancing as “Grant” . Please revise
accordingly to previous comments.

10/27/2020

Yes. Cleared.

Agency Response



UNDP Response, 26/08/2020
Thank you for your comment, please note that the Exchange rate used is USD50.678

The co-financing of LGUs of Albay (investment mobilized USD1mm) and Sorsogon (investment mobilized
USD1mm) has been separatedin the portal as well as in the ProDoc and CER.

Please note that co-financing commitments from Central Luzon (investment mobilized USD527,247)
State University and Sorsogon State College (investment mobilized USD6mm) are considered
grant/investment mobilized which includes purchase of researchequipment; researchand
development for conservation and drug development; and, exploration and germplasm collection, etc.

Finally, the break-down of co-financing for Pharmalytics and Herbanext has been included in the
document package as follows:

Private Sector Investment Mobilized, USD In-Kind, USD TOTAL, USD
Pharmalytics 95,813 38,419 134,232
Herbanext 174,000 52,200 226,200
Total 269,813 90,619 360,432

See CEOQER, Table C, page number 4 and PRODOC, Financing Plan, page number 3 for details.

UNDP Response, 25/09/2020

1. As requested, co-financing types from the Department of Agriculture Regional Office No. 5, the
Province of Albay, and the province of Sorsogon have been adjusted in the portal to “public
investment”.

2. For DOST, please note that the totalamount of the Project is indicated as co-financing commitment
since the investment being made in research equipment and R&D will be directly relevant to the GEF
funded project interventions throughout -and beyond- the implementation phase.

3. Itemsincluded for Central Luzon State University are the following:

Co-Financing ltem Investments mobilized

Research equipment (Please note that these Php15,193,299
areclassifiedas grant  because

they are considered direct inputs to the planned
R and D activities of the GEF funded project)

Research and Development for Conservationand | Php4,684,169
Drug Development




Exploration and Germplasm Collection Php7,000,000

Total, in Php Php26,877,468

(Official UN exchange rate usedis USD50.678)

Total, in USD USD527,247

Please see attached LOC of Central Luzon State University with amounts highlighted that add up to
USD527,247.

Finally, for Sorsogon State University, the totalamount of the budgetary requirements for the

roadmap wereincluded . The University’s inputs for the specific species will be directly integratedinto
the roadmap being developed under output 3.2, the cost of output 3.2 is therefore considerably less for
the Project given the over-all output of the University’s roadmap.

GEF Resource Availability

5. Is the financing presented in Table D adequate and does the project demonstrate a cost-effective
approach to meet the project objectives?
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20
Yes. The amounts in Table D correspond with the figures on Tables A & B. Agency fee is 9.5%.

Cleared

Agency Response

Project Preparation Grant

6. Is the status and utilization of the PPG reported in Annex C in the document?
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20



Yes. see ANNEX C

Cleared

Agency Response

Core indicators

7. Are there changes/adjustments made in the core indicator targets indicated in Table E? Do they
remain realistic?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20

Yes.

The number of hectares of landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity increased from
10,000 at PIF stage to 41,662 at CEO Endorsement.

Cleared

Agency Response

Part Il — Project Justification

1. Is there a sufficient elaboration on how the global environmental/adaptation problems, including
the root causes and barriers, are going to be addressed?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20

Yes. As stated in the text, the threats, impacts, and barriers presented in the original PIF have been further
refined and elaborated through consultations. The three main barriers are: Barrier 1: Inadequate and weak
enforcement of policies, institutional and regulatory frameworks on ABS implementation; Barrier 2: Lack
of awareness and weak capacity of key stakeholders on ABS implementation at the national and local
level. Barrier 3: Absence of good practices on ABS implementation from the initial stage of bio-
prospecting to research and development, product innovation and commercialization. These three barriers
were address in the corresponding components of the alternative scenario

Cleared

Agency Response



2. Is there an elaboration on how the baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects were
derived?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20

Please elaborate on how the baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects. Nothing was added
since PIF approval.

9/10/2020

Adequate revisions. Cleared.

Agency Response

UNDP Response, 26/08/2020

Thank you for pointing out the missing baseline information. The information describing existing
policies, institutional arrangements, current initiatives of ABS related agencies, existing value chain and
local profiles relatedto the species are detailed extensivelyin Annex 7: Stakeholder Engagement, Annex
11: Situational Analysis, and Annex 12: Site Selection. The detail however is not easyto tease out or
found readily.

Several paragraphs have therefore been added to the Section (2) Baseline scenarioor any associated
baseline projects of the CEOER to summarize the baseline scenarioand projects (page numbers 9-11).

PRODOC, Section IV. Results and Partnerships (page numbers 23 -28) has also been updated.

3. Is the proposed alternative scenario as described in PIF/PFD sound and adequate? Is there
sufficient clarity on the expected outcomes and components of the project and a description on the
project is aiming to achieve them?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

8-19-20

Yes. The proposed alternative scenario is adequate. Please clarify what the following outputs actually
mean: 1.4 Access and Benefits Sharing National Road-map developed; 3.2 Strategic Road-map for the
identification and creation of benefits based on genetic resource development. 3.3 Negotiate and
implement ABS agreement modeling FPIC and PI1C processes. Suggest using plain English to describe
what will be achieved.



9/10/2020

Adequate revisions. Cleared.

Agency Response

UNDP Response, 26/08/2020

Outputs 1.4, 3.2, and 3.3. have been re-worded to better explain what will be achieved (See PRODOC
Section 1V, Results and Partnerships, pages 32, 39-41 for details)

4. Is there further elaboration on how the projectis aligned with focal area/impact program
strategies?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
8-19-20

No. Not necessary.

Cleared

Agency Response

5. Is the incremental reasoning, contribution from the baseline, and co-financing clearly
elaborated?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-19-20

Please present the true baseline of the project, that is the projects that will take place whether the GEF
project is funded. Once the baseline is presented it would be possible to present a proper incremental
reasoning. If there is not a significant Baseline, please link the main co-financing to the corresponding
components in order to visualize the viability of the project.

9/10/2020

Adequate revisions. Cleared.

Agency Response

UNDP Response, 26/08/2020



The incremental reasoning, contribution from baseline, and co-financing has been reworked and
included in CEOER Section 5 Incremental/additional cost reasoning (Pages 13-17) as well as the PRODOC
Section IV (Pages 25-28).

Note that table 1 in both documents presents the financial figures of the baseline and co-finance for the
project.

6. Is there further and better elaboration on the project’s expected contribution to global
environmental benefits or adaptation benefits?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
8-20-20

No further elaboration in GEB was provided or needed.

Cleared

Agency Response

7. Is there further and better elaboration to show that the project is innovative and sustainable
including the potential for scaling up?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

Innovation, sustainability and the potential for scaling uu were address in the corresponding item (7).

Cleared

Agency Response

Project Map and Coordinates

Is there an accurate and confirmed geo-referenced information where the project intervention will
take place?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

9/17/2020
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Agency Response

Child Project

If thisis a child project, is there an adequate reflection of how it contributes to the overall program
impact?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

NA

Agency Response

Stakeholders

Does the project include detailed report on stakeholders engaged during the design phase? Is there
an adequate stakeholder engagement plan or equivalent documentation for the implementation
phase, with information on Stakeholders who will be engaged, the means of engagement, and
dissemination of information?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

The project included a detailed report on stakeholders’ engagement during the design phase.

Cleared

Agency Response

Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment

Has the gender analysis been completed? Did the gender analysis identify any gender differences,
gaps or opportunities linked to project/program objectives and activities? If so, does the
project/program include gender-responsive activities, gender-sensitive indicators and expected
results?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

The project provided the gender analysis.

Cleared
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Agency Response

Private Sector Engagement

If there is a private sector engagement, is there an elaboration of its role as a financier and/or as a
stakeholder?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

There is no Private Sector Engagement.

Cleared

Agency Response

Risks to Achieving Project Objectives

Has the project elaborated on indicated risks, including climate change, potential social and
environmental risks that might prevent the project objectives from being achieved? Were there
proposed measures that address these risks at the time of project implementation?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

Yes. There isa detailed Risk Analysis and Mitigation measures.

Cleared

Agency Response

Coordination

Is the institutional arrangement for project implementation fully described? Is there an elaboration
on possible coordination with relevant GEF-financed projects and other bilateral/multilateral
initiatives in the project area?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20
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Yes. The institutional arrangement for project implementation were described.

Cleared

Agency Response

Consistency with National Priorities

Has the project described the alignment of the project with identified national strategies and plans
or reports and assessments under the relevant conventions?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

Yes

Cleared

Agency Response

Knowledge Management

Is the proposed “Knowledge Management Approach” for the project adequately elaborated with a
timeline and a set of deliverables?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

Yes. The Knowledge Management Approach for the project was adequately elaborated. See Component
3.

Cleared

Agency Response

Environmental and Social Safeguard (ESS)

13



Are environmental and social risks, impacts and management measures adequately documented at
this stage and consistent with requirements set out in SD/PL/03?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

Yes. See Annex 4: UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP)

Cleared

Agency Response

Monitoring and Evaluation

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

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

For the budgeted M&E Plan, see PRODOC Section VII Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan, and the
Table in the CEO Endorsement in the Portal.

Cleared

Agency Response

Benefits

Are the socioeconomic benefits at the national and local levels sufficiently described resulting from
the project? Is there an elaboration on how these benefits translate in supporting the achievement
of GEBs or adaptation benefits?

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

Cleared

Agency Response
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Annexes

Are all the required annexes attached and adequately responded to?
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

9/10/2020

Cleared.

Agency Response

Project Results Framework
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

9/10/2020

Cleared.

Agency Response

GEF Secretariat comments
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

Council comments
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

9/17/2020

The USA Council Member provided comments but no response was provided. Please respond:
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11. Philippines: Implementing the National Framework on Access and Benefit Sharing of
Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge in the Philippines (UNDP)
(GEF Project Financing: $4,384,000) GEF 1D = 10079

v United States Comments

e  Technical comments. Some project outputs seem poorly aligned with the stated
project objectives. For example, the project seeks to strengthen the national
framework for implementing access and benefit sharing but does not reference
the Philippine Genetic Resources Access and Benefit Sharing bill (Senate Bill
No. 2167) that has been filed in the Philippine Congress. Additionally, there is
no mention in the proposal of the Philippine Natural Health Products Industry
Roadmap (2014-2030). It is not clear whether the selection of sambong and pili
will provide the best model for access and benefit shaning, or why these
products were chosen.

11. Philippines: Implementing the National Framework on Access and Benefit Sharing of
Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge in the Philippines (UNDP)
(GEF Project Financing: $4,384,000) GEF 1D = 10079

v United States Comments

e Technical comments. Some project outputs seem poorly aligned with the stated
project objectives. For example, the project seeks to strengthen the national
framework for implementing access and benefit sharing but does not reference
the Philippine Genetic Resources Access and Benefit Sharing bill (Senate Bill
No. 2167) that has been filed in the Philippine Congress. Additionally, there is
no mention in the proposal of the Philippine Natural Health Products Industry
Roadmap (2014-2030). It is not clear whether the selection of sambong and pili
will provide the best model for access and benefit shanng, or why these
products were chosen.

Agency Response

UNDP Response, 25/09/2020

The technical comments from the United States were takeninto accountin the full proposal
development. Please note that the project baseline was expanded during the PPG process and the
Philippine Genetic Resources Access and Benefit Sharing bill (PGRAS) has been fully integratedinto the
proposal (See ProDoc page number 12 for details). The bill is also discussedin ProDoc Annex 11,
Situational Analysis (page numbers 1-2 and 17). Overall, the bill is one part of a larger national
framework including several other existing laws and regulations on ABSthat have been thoroughly
analyzed and integratedintothe project design. The project has been designed to prioritize and build
upon these as well as including policy measures to make it easier for the Philippines to meet NP core
requirements.

In terms of the Philippine Natural Health Products Industry Roadmap (2014-203), this unfortunately is
no longer an active programand since 2015 there has been no indication of any progress made. It has
therefore not been included as part of the proposal.
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Regarding the species selection, during the PPG, based on deliberations withthe Department of
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR), the lead implementing agencyin this ABS development
programand numerous stakeholder meetings (see ProDoc Annex 7 for a summary of all stakeholder
meetings and workshops), the species and site selected were Pili in Bicol and Banaba in Central Luzon.
The selection was based on the following criteria: (1) the plant species being abundant and indigenous in
the selected areas, while considering the possible effect on conservation status by the identified
economic utilization; (2) the existing IKSP/TK, trade and other utilizationin the market; (3) the available
researchand product development pointing to the potential of increasing the market value derived
from such; and (4) the opportunity for greater local stakeholder inclusion in the value chain. Both
species have existing industrial revenue streams derived from derivative food products. Additional detail
on species selectionis included in Annex 12, Site Selection.

Please note that the above response to the US comments has been added to the CEOER (See page
numbers 8, 36 to 38 for details).

STAP comments

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

Convention Secretariat comments

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

Other Agencies comments
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

CSOs comments
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response
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Status of PPG utilization

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

Yes. See ANNEX C: Status of Utilization of Project Preparation Grant (PPG) in Portal.

Cleared

Agency Response

Calendar of expected reflows (if NGI is used)
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

Project maps and coordinates
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

Agency Response

Termsheet, reflow table and agency capacityin NGI Projects

Does the project provide sufficient detail in Annex A (indicative termsheet)to take a decision on the
following selection criteria: co-financing ratios, financial terms and conditions, and financial
additionality? If not, please provide comments. Does the project provide a detailed reflow tablein
Annex B to assess the project capacity of generating reflows? If not, please provide comments. After
reading the questionnaire in Annex C, is the Partner Agency eligible to administer concessional finance?
If not, please provide comments.

Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request
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Agency Response

(i) UNDP Response, 25/09/2020

Engagement of the Project Chief Technical Advisor has been reduced to 9 months spread over 3 years.
TOR for this post have also been revised (See ProDoc budget and budget notes 2, page number 67, and
ProDoc Annex 6, page number 121 for details). The Project National Chief Advisor post has been
removed from the ProDoc, budget and budget notes. Resources resulting from these modifications have
been re-aligned to Budget Code 75700 (Trainings, Workshops and Conferences) for Components 1, 2
and 3.

(i) Mid-Term Review and Terminal Evaluation costs in the ProDoc have been adjusted
accordingly to align with M and E Plan, i.e., with a totalamount of USD96,000, including travel costs in
the amount of USD 6,000. (Refer to Section IX -Total Budget and Work Plan, Budget Notes 29 -

31, Budget Note 31, page 69 for details)

(ii) The reference to the M&E has been removed (Budget note 33).
UNDP 10/10/2020
(i) Engagement of the Project Chief Technical Advisor has been reduced to9 months spread over

3 years. TOR for this post have also been revised (See ProDoc budget and budget notes 2, page number
67, and ProDoc Annex 6, page number 121 for details). The Project National Chief Advisor post has been
removed from the ProDoc, budget and budget notes. Resources resulting from these modifications have
been re-aligned to Budget Code 75700 (Trainings, Workshops and Conferences) for Components 1, 2
and 3.

(ii) Mid-Term Review and Terminal Evaluation costs in the ProDoc have been adjusted accordingly
to align with Mand E Plan, i.e., witha totalamount of USD96,000, including travel costs in the amount
of USD 6,000. (Refer to Section IX -Total Budget and Work Plan, Budget Notes 29 -31, Budget Note 31,
page 69 for details)

(iii) The reference to the M&E has been removed (Budget note 33).
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UNDP 10/10/2020

The map of the project sites has been included in section 1b of the CER (see page 8 of the CER).

Please see Annex E and PRODOC Annex 1.

Figure 1 includes a map of all of Region 3 and Region 5, the regions where the pilot sites will be selected.

LOCATION MAP
Region 3 - Central Luzon and
Region 5 - Bicol

GEFSEC DECISION
RECOMMENDATION

Is CEO endorsement recommended? (applies only to projects and child projects)
Secretariat Comment at CEO Endorsement Request

8-20-20

No. Please address outstanding issues and resubmit.
9/17/2020

No. Please address all issues above and resubmit.

The geo-referenced information and map where the project interventions will take place, are provided on
Annex E and PRODOC Annex 1.

However thereisno map insection 1b. Please include a copy of that map in section 1b

20



Please revise budget based on all these comments:

On the budget (in ProDoc — pages 64 - 69):

Project National Technical Advisor and Project Chief Technical Advisor are long term staff (72
months each). When one reads the explanation in ProDoc, it is difficult to understand the added value of
both positions. However, by reading the TORs still the duties and responsibilities don’t seem to be
commensurate to two full-time positions as some are repetitive, others are to be carried-out by other staff
members (such as the Planning and Monitoring Evaluation Officer or the Communications Officer), and
in the case of the TORs of the Project Chief Technical Advisor, they are not linked with the three
components he/she supposedly will support. Please revise and clarify.

71300 Local Consudtant: Policy Specialist will be maindy supporting delivery of cutputs under Component 1. The Conaultant will work closely with the Nagoye Protocol and
ABS Expert. Specific dutios among others include: (i) review and ssiess all relevant laws and policies to the project; (=) develop a simplified, harmonised and linked ABS
mechanism; (#) dreaft relevant polickes and model ABS agreement; (iv) develop a menu of options for benefit sharing under revised and updated rules and regulations on
ABS; (v) lead in all activities related to ABS policy; (vi) bead in securing PIC/FPIC 'otlhtprokd wmmmommmu 12 months; Year 5-6 » 6 montha] (USD
2800 pet moeth) Total: USD 163,000, Project National Technical Advis porting all cutputs under C 13 ths per year for 6 years; USD2650 per month)
Total: USD 47,700; Chief Techmical Advisor o wnder C 1 (3 moaths per year for 6 years; USD1600 per month) Total: USD

71300 Local C dtants: Stakeholdy € and Gender Specialist will be mainly supporting delivery of outputs under Component 2. Specific duties among others
include: (1) support ol capacity development activities under Outcome 2 and 3; () help in the conduct of KAP , Capacity and identdy training needs of
all the stakeholders of the propect in consultation with other technical stalf; (5) peovide the gender lens by ensuring alignment and application 10 project implementation of
applicable laws and standards. 72 months (engaged throughout the implementation duration) (USD 2800 per month); Totsk: USD 201,600; Project Netional Technicel
mmummmzummmmmemmsoumrummmmvwmmu
outputs under Component 2 (4 months per year for 6 years; USD1600 per month) Total: USD 38,400; Planning and M. ring and Lval g all
outputs under Component 2 (4 months per year for 6 years; USD2200 per month) Total: USD 52,800; Mmmwm -Ioatp«hmdu(o«omem)u
moaths per year for 6 years; USD2200 per month) Total: USD 52 800

71300 Local C it 1 $ list will be maindy supporting delivery of outputs under Component 3. The Consultant will assist in the development
of viable ABS agr (3) based on experience and ing of best practices and fisks from existing ABS agreements globally, Specific duties among others inchode: (1)

di with RED imatitutions and business development activities of participating stakeholders; (i) qualify inclusion in peivate-public partnerships, regional
levestment plans, and coenmunity ssintance programs that can supplement GR development in targeted lepom.(-) 10 guade and faciltate the peeparation of & locakred
commenity resource management plan that would uphold the principles of conservation, ible use & op , nchusivity, and itable sharing of benefits derived
from GR development; (i) lead in the fimali of an ABS agr and the sctivities that will lead to its actualization. 64 monthy (engaged throughout the
Implementation duration) (USD 2800 per month); Total: USD 179,200; Environment and Soclal Saf ds $ i wlho king closely with the Project Manager in
ensuring that the progect ks imglementing the UNDP SES policy. The Consultant will provide overall guid on devel ' the project safeguard related
plana, 60 months days 6 years [Yoar 1-4 = 17 months; Year 56 » 6 montha] (USD 2800 per month) Total: U&OI(&!MA&MM A Consultant may be engaged
10 assist and provide techmical padance 1o an ONGOINg research o product development. Total Contract Amount: 60,000; Project | Technical Ady R &1
outpats under Componant 3 [$ months per year for 6 years; USD2650 per manth) Total: USD 79,500; Project Chief Tachnical Advisor supporting all outputs uader
Component 3 (S months per year for 6 years; USD1600 per month) Total: USD 42,000; Planning and Monit and Eval S list supporting all outputs under
Component 3 (S months per year for 6 years; USD2 200 per month) Total: wmmquumw\mwm S months per
year for 6 years; USD2200 per month) Total: USD 66,000, Total: USD 666,700
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(i) Midterm Review and Terminal Evaluation costs in ProDoc ($90,000) don’t match the costs
indicated in the M&E Plan ($96,000) — please review and revise accordingly.

Component 4
29 71200 i C it Aol review conmultant (Total contract amount: USD2S,000) sad Terminal evaluati Mant (Total contract amount: USD2S,000)
Total: USD 50,000
30 71300 Local Consultant: Nidterm review consuitent (Total comtract amount: USD20,000) and Terminal evaluation ghtant (Total contract amount: USD20,000) Totah:
USD 40,000
GEF MAE requirements Indicathes costs (US5) Tirme frame
Planiioring and Evaluatbon Plan and Bedges:
Inception Workshop 8,000 Within 80 days of CED endorsement of this project
Inception Repori Hone Within 90 days of CEQ endoesement of this project
MLE of GEF Coee Indicaiors and Project Results Framewori 15000 Annually snd 5l med-point snd chagune
GEF Project mplementation Report (PIR) Moreld Annually Typically Between June-Augast
Manitaning of ESMF Covered above uader Moleing of p | On-Going

royect results framewonk

S ESMF Annex B and relsted mansgement plans

Superdigion migskong nong| | : Arrgally
Independent Mid-berm Review (MTH) 48,00 12 Feteuady 2024
Indepandant Terminal Evshastion (TE) 48,00 11 August 2026
Total indicative Cost 140,000

(iii)  Several activities charged to the PMC (box 33 in ProDoc) are part of the TOR of the Project Manager (i.e.
Project management, technical, and administrative oversight and inputs of the Project Manager. This
includes preparation of work plan and budget, ensuring alignment of activities in the approved workplan,
risk management addressing bottlenecks and issues in implementing activities, partnership building - see
below) — the double charge is non-acceptable. Also, all activities referred to the Monitoring and
Evaluation of the project need to be charged to the M&E Plan, not to the PMC — please amend
accordingly.
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S UV S — —

3 71800 C tmp Partn: Project manag , technical, and administrative oversight and inputs of the Project Manager. This inchades preparation of work
pmmmmmmwdmmmmwmmmmmmmwmmwummpmmm
building, p and 1§ of activitio, review of project progress and capturing the outputs and h of o8 % in project reports (USD1,000
per month for 6 years). Total: W

“ 72500 Supp Cont of office supplies amounting to USD300 pet year for 6 years of implementation. Total: USD 1,800

2 72800 ek jon Technol € These are costs of IT equipment to be procured for use of project statf at the national level PMU (Mptops, printer/scanner, LCD
projecton). Total; USO 5,000

»% 74100 Professional Services: Financial NM audit and spot-checks during the courne of the project implementation; MACT Assessment for IP and/or partner agencies during
Yeae 4 Total: USD 129,460

10/8/2020
No. The proponents overlooked this comment from the last review:

The geo-referenced information and map where the project interventions will take place, are provided on
Annex E and PRODOC Annex 1.

However there isno map in section 1b. Please include a copy of that map in section 1b
Please resubmit after the map has been included in section 1b.

10/19/2020

No. Please correct the errorsin the portal with the classification of cofinancing. The co-
financing documents explicitly mention that the co-financing is “Public Investment”, but still Table C in
the portal still shows them as “Grant”.

10/21/2020

No. The same problem remains in the portal. (i) Province of Albayand (i) province of Sorsogon
is indicated in the letter as “public finance” but is currently listed as “grant” in the portal in

Table C. , please change the type of financing to public investment so it is consistent with the
cofinance letters. Please double check the portal before resubmitting.

2/1/2021

Please resubmit and include the Checklist for CEO Endorsement Template duly filled out for this project
that responds to the recent audit findings.
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