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part i: project information
	Project Title: Integrated Management of the Yallahs River and Hope River Watersheds

	Country(ies):
	Jamaica
	GEF Project ID:

	4454

	GEF Agency(ies):
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
       FORMDROPDOWN 
      FORMDROPDOWN 

	GEF Agency Project ID:
	JA-G1001

	Other Executing Partner(s):
	National Environment & Planning Agency (NEPA) (Lead), Forestry Department (FD), Water Resources Authority (WRA), National Water Commission (NWC), and Rural Agricultural Development Authority (RADA),
	Submission Date:
	     

	GEF Focal Area (s):
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Project Duration(Months)
	60

	Name of Parent Program (if applicable):

· For SFM/REDD+  FORMCHECKBOX 

· For SGP                 FORMCHECKBOX 

· For PPP                FORMCHECKBOX 

	     
	Project Agency Fee ($):
	390,944


A. Focal Area Strategy framework

	Focal Area Objectives
	Expected FA Outcomes
	Expected FA Outputs
	Trust Fund
	Grant Amount ($)
	Cofinancing

($)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	1.2 Improved Agricultural Management
	- Information on SLM technology and good practices disseminated to 3000 farmers in Yallahs & Hope watersheds
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	373,000
	10,016,200

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	1.3: Sustained flow of servicesin agro-ecosystems 
	- 6 pilot projects with innovative SL/WM practices introduced at field level 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	1,457,424
	3,036,696

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	2.2 Measures to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity incorporated in policy and regulatory frameworks.
	
- One national Watershed Management Policy incorporates biodiversity & ecosystems valuation

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	1,136,850
	1,045,695

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	1.1 Enhanced enabling environment within the forest sector and across sectors
	A payment for ecosystem services system established 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	210,000
	1,039,316

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	1.3: Good management practices adopted by relevant economic actors
	- 716 hectares of forests under sustainable management 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	732,167
	2,734,450

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	Total project costs
	
	3,518,667 FORMTEXT 

3,909,441

	7,728,696 FORMTEXT 

8,872,357



B. Project Framework

	Project Objective: Improve the conservation and management of biodiversity and the provision of ecosystem services in the Yallahs River and Hope River watersheds.

	Project Component
	Grant Type


	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs
	Trust Fund
	Grant Amount ($)
	 Confirmed Cofinancing

($) 

	 1. Institutional Strengthening & Capacity Building for Biodiversity
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	1.1: Improved management of biodiversity in the watersheds of the Hope & Yallahs Rivers & the Blue and John Crow Mountains
	1.1: MoU between participating Agencies developed and signed.
1.2: A protocol for collecting, storing, processing and accessing data created,monitoring protocols created, and data collected for biological and ecological inventory.
1.3: A GIS-based decisions support system (DSS) for both watersheds created, configured and managed by lead agency & used by watershed management agencies

1.4: 30 government & NGO staff involved in management of 2 WMUs trained in IWRM and biodiversity information management

1.5: A communication plan and public awareness campaign designed and implemented
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	572,400
	881,097

	 2. A financial/market-based incentive scheme supporting 

Integrated Watershed 

Resource Management and biodiversity conservation
	TA
	2.1: Increased funds available for IWRM  and biodiversity conservation
	2.1:Valuation of hydrological benefits and of willingness to pay for other environmental services in the 2 WMUs
2.2: Design of financial, legal and institutional aspects of PES scheme 
2.3: Implementation of pilot PES scheme
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	415,500
	1,735,903

	 3. Sustainable 

Livelihoods, 

Agriculture, Forestry 

& Land  

Management 

in watershed 

communities
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	3.1: 1136 ha under SLM (420 ha under improved farming and land management practices  and 716ha of forests under sustainable management) .
	3.1: Extension Programme implemented  (reaching at least 3000 farmers)
3.2: Capacity Development activities for Communities implemented (200 farmers trained in Land Husbandry, 7 community groups formed and strenghtened, 25 members trained in non-agricultural alternatives, and 6 communities trained in fire management)
3.3: SLM practices implemented in 6 pilot projects
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	2,521,541
	5,644,730

	 4. Monitoring and Evaluation
	TA FORMDROPDOWN 

	4.1 Sound monitoring and evaluation of project execution and impact 
	4.1 Yearly reports of project execution
4.2 Two project evaluations (mid term and final)
	GEF TF FORMDROPDOWN 

	 100,000    
	    0 

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	Subtotal
	
	3,518,667 FORMTEXT 

3,609,441

	7,728,697 FORMTEXT 

8,261,730


	Project management Cost (PMC)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	300,000
	610,627

	Total project costs
	
	3,768,667 FORMTEXT 

3,909,441

	8,522,553 FORMTEXT 

8,872,357



C. sources of confirmed Cofinancing for the project by source and by name ($)

Please include letters confirming cofinancing for the project with this form
	Sources of Co-financing 
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Type of Cofinancing
	Cofinancing Amount ($) 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Planning Institute of Jamaica (PIOJ)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	601,787

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	National Water Commission
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	55,000

	National Government
	National Water Commission (IDB Loan)
	Loan
	1,355,740

	National Government
	National Environment & Planning Agency (NEPA)
	In-kind
	563,942

	National Government
	Rural Agricultural Development Authority (RADA),
	In-kind
	535,000

	National Government
	 Water Resources Authority (WRA),
	In-kind
	68,142

	National Government
	Forestry Department (FD)
	Grant
	4,494,746

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Forest Conservation Fund
	Grant
	1,380,000

	Total Co-financing
	8,522,553 FORMTEXT 

8,872,357



D. trust fund Resources Requested by agency, Focal Area  and country1 
	GEF Agency
	Type of Trust Fund
	Focal Area
	Country Name/

Global
	(in $)

	
	
	
	
	Grant Amount (a)
	Agency Fee (b)2
	Total c=a+b

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Jamaica
	1,830,424
	183,042
	2,013,466 FORMTEXT 

2,013,466


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Jamaica
	1,136,850
	113,685
	1,250,535

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Jamaica
	942,167
	94,217
	1,036,384 FORMTEXT 

1,036,384


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	Total Grant Resources
	3,768,667 FORMTEXT 

3,909,441

	376,867 FORMTEXT 

390,944

	4,145,534 FORMTEXT 

4,300,385



1  In case of a single focal area, single country, single GEF Agency project, and single trust fund project, no need to provide information for this
    table.  PMC amount from Table B should be included proportionately to the focal area amount in this table. 

2   Indicate fees related to this project.

F. Consultants working for technical assistance components:
	Component
	Grant Amount
($)
	Cofinancing
 ($)
	Project Total
 ($)

	International Consultants
	625,900
	21,546
	647,446

	National/Local Consultants
	662,000
	399,280
	1,061,280


G. Does the project include a “non-grant” instrument?     FORMDROPDOWN 
                  
     (If non-grant instruments are used, provide in Annex D an indicative calendar of expected reflows to your Agency 
       and to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF Trust Fund).       

	


part ii:  project justification

A. describe any changes in alignment with the project design of the original pif
 

	A.1 National strategies and plans or reports and assessments under relevant conventions, if applicable, i.e. NAPAS, NAPs,      NBSAPs, national communications, TNAs, NCSA, NIPs, PRSPs, NPFE, Biennial Update Reports, etc 
NA


 A.2. GEF focal area and/or fund(s) strategies, eligibility criteria and priorities.  
The only change regarding GEF focal areas is a stronger focus in agricultural activities (Land Degradation Objective 1), which was a result of the findings from the studies financed with the PPG.
 A.3 The GEF Agency’s comparative advantage: NA
A.4. The baseline project and the problem that it seeks to address:  























































As described in the PIF, and further detailed in the IDB Document, the main problems that this project seeks to address are threats to unique species and ecological habitats, agricultural soil quality reduction/loss, and changes in the hydrological regime in the form of water quality and some effects on quantities.

The national response to these problems and poor watershed management in the Yallahs and Hope WMUs involves several government agencies, NGOs and community groups working under a variety of programs with different sources of funding.
 The National Water Commission (NWC) is undertaking the rehabilitation and expansion of the water distribution network in Kingston (IDB Loan JA-L1035). A significant fraction of Kingston’s water comes from the Hope and Yallahs WMUs. As part of this project,  NWC is undertaking the rehabilitation and improvement to the Hope River water Intake facility which will have a direct effect on increasing its dependence on the environmental services provided by this watershed. Furthermore, this project  will also improve the capacity of NWC to recover infrastructure maintenance costs by improving its revenue collection systems. The improved collection system and water intake can be an opportunity to link up the payments for ecosystem services proposed in this GEF project with improvements in service delivery facilitating the use of NWC collection system as an effective way to capture payments from the Kingston population..  

 The Government is also involved in other efforts to rehabilitate watersheds by reforesting denuded hillsides under the Climate Change Adaptation and Disaster Risk Reduction Project, sponsored by the EU and implemented by the FD, NEPA and the PIOJ. Under this project the FD will carry out reforestation and agroforestry on 200 ha of degraded land and promote agroforestry practices and plant 35,000 fruit trees and 35,000 timber trees. The FD will address the problem of fires by developing a Forest Fire Management Program, which includes mapping high risk areas, installing physical and biological fire breaks and training and working with relevant stakeholders. The FD will also work with NGOs, community groups and LFMCs to promote sustainable livelihood activities and to install river protection structures in the Hope River WMU. 
An existing national mechanism, the Forest Conservation Fund (FCF) was established to manage debt-swap funds, and has many years of valuable experience in managing investments and making medium and small grants to community groups and NGOs to protect biodiversity and valuable ecosystems. Currently, six NGOs and local community groups are carrying out activities within the two WMUs funded with by this Foundation. These activities include reforestation of 116 ha of denuded lands, management and maintenance of 58 ha of rehabilitated forest and establishment of 19 ha of agroforestry and improving water harvesting for a community in the Yallahs WMU.  
The GoJ’s Strategic Programme for Climate Resilience (SPCR)  is being implemented by the PIOJ and is financed through the IDB and World Bank. This project will increase the amount of meteorological data collected in the country for monitoring and modeling impact of climate change. The project addresses some of the issues described above with respect to the paucity of physical data available to manage watersheds. The Government will increase the number of instruments collecting meteorological data by installing a Doppler weather radar and 40 automatic weather stations around the island. This will improve the ability to capture rainfall data within the Hope and Yallahs watersheds and begin to overcome the lack of weather data. The Government also intends to collect and maintain electronic data related to weather risk (including floods and drought) and make this data widely available. While these efforts are primarily being done to improve the collection of weather data for climate risk management, the same data are required for water resource management and it would not be necessary to duplicate the instruments installed nor the database. Although the project is national in scope, rain gauges will be installed in locations that will provide rainfall information relevant to the two WMUs as will the radar, which will be able to provide data on rainfall during normal periods and extreme events. 
Furthermore, the Government of Jamaica is carrying out two activities under the third component of the SPCR project that address sustainable finance. The Government will establish a mechanism to finance climate adaptation initiatives in the agribusiness and related sectors and establish a Trust Fund (initially capitalized at five million dollars) to finance community-level initiatives by NGOs and CBOs to adapt to climate change. While these mechanisms will have significant emphasis on the SPCR project area (Minho Watershed), they will be national in scope and have relevance to the Hope and Yallahs WMUs, so landowners and farmers within the two watersheds will certainly be able to access funding from them. Additionally, the SPCR activities will develop a mechanism that could be adapted to disburse the proceeds of a PES scheme. This mechanism could be adapted to house a single Trust Fund that could handle both PES as well as climate change adaptation funds. 
Another important initiative is the National Spatial Plan project, an initiative funded by the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) and coordinated by NEPA, which will identify priorities for: a) improvement of sustainable land use; b) regeneration of communities and enabling disadvantaged communities to access opportunities; and c) addressing global competition, disaster risk reduction and climate change, while conserving the environment, improving natural resources management. This synergy is crucial since delineation of zones in the Yallahs-Hope watershed project can be incorporated into the NSP through its review process and will allow for land use zoning to be implemented by Parish councils and properly enforced by NEPA.
RADA, Jamaica's chief agricultural extension and rural development agency, is responsible for the development and implementation of a program of continuous training for farmers and rural women in order to improve and increase their knowledge and capability levels and to mobilize agricultural credit and other input opportunities for small farmers. Their extension service in the project area will be the base upon which this project will build on.
Current initiatives are still far from providing a sustainable source of funding for the management of the watersheds. Government agencies still require financial and capacity support to ensure compliance of existing regulations. Private land owners and farmers within the area still lack incentives to change behavior for the adoption of sustainable land use and forestry practices. As a result, the current degrading farming practices will continue, undermining the possibilities of poverty alleviation and the sustained provision of ecosystem services such as water and productive soil resources. It could be assumed that without intervention deforestation and degradation of the forest cover within the WMUs will continue at a rate of about 2%. Also, monitoring of key parameters such as rainfall and soil erosion would be limited, limiting the possibilities of effective management by watershed authorities. Biodiversity would continue to be broadly un-monitored and the status of rare and endangered species will continue to be unknown. Although the baseline project supports reforestation and agroforestry activities, additional investment in restoration and conservation of the watershed´s forest cover are required to reduce the threats to biodiversity and improve the watershed´s ecosystem functions.
A. 5. Incremental /Additional cost reasoning:  describe the incremental (GEF Trust Fund/NPIF) or additional (LDCF/SCCF) activities  requested for GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF  financing and the associated global environmental benefits  (GEF Trust Fund) or associated adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF) to be delivered by the project:   
During PPG the detailed activities to be financed by this project were identified and agreed upon with all the relevant stakeholders, and are presented both in the Bank documents as well as in the Results Framework. New information gathered resulted in the following changes in the Project Framework when compared to what was expected at the PIF stage:

· Component 1:

· Government agencies involved in watershed and biodiversity management fulfill their institutional mandates but work independently as there is no operating framework for them to collaborate. Several agencies manage land in the WMUs; their mandates overlap and there are gaps. Discussions with the participating government agencies led to a general agreement on the urgent need for an MoU to be drafted and signed in order to improve coordination among them. 
· Responsibilities for collecting, compiling and managing data relevant to the management of the watershed’s ecosystems are dispersed between several agencies and data sharing among them is limited.The creation of a Decision Support System (DSS) was identified by the stakeholders as the main instrument that is needed in order to ensure that biodiversity and other ecological issues can be incorporated in Land Use Plans.The DSS will give planners access data on valuable and sensitive natural resources and hydrological functioning, and will allow them to zone land-use so that high-value conservation areas could be better protected.
·  The project will finance the collection of location-specific data on natural resources from archives and the field, to be analyzed in a consistent manner to provide information that could inform land-use decisions. Therefore, the creation of a specific protocol for collecting, storing, processing and accessing data created for  biodiversity, monitoring protocols, was included as an outcome as well as the  funding for data collection for biological and ecological inventory. As originally planed at the PIF stage, this information will be incorporated into national & local GIS databases & National Spatial Plan.
· Originally the project was going to contribute to the review of 2 Develpoment Orders, but in the time elapsed between the PIF and the Request for CEO Endorsement, the Development Order for the parish of St. Thomas was already finished. As a result, only the review of the Development Order for the parish of St. Andrews is included as an indicator for this project.
· Component 2:

· Provision of water was identified as the main environmental service provided by the watersheds. A simulation study using a SWAT
 model was carried out during the PPG phase to assess the sediment and water yields under alternative scenarios of land use and land use change for potential intervention areas with the project. Despite the lack of sufficient data that affected the calibration phase of this work, the study was able to show that if reforestation or agro-forestry took place at selected locations in the WMUs, sediment loads could be significantly reduced compared to current practices or when compared to what would happen if deforestation continued to take place at current rates. Results of this work  for some reaches showed that high and median sediment load events (with exceedance probability of  2% or 50% respectively) could increase up to 72% and 54% respectively  under a scenario of continued deforestation. Similarly, the model indicates that changing land use from current practices to reforestation or agro-forestry would reduce maximum flow events in a range between -0.5 to -2.8% when compared to the business-as-usual scenario, contributing to reduced flooding and soil run-off. Also, the model shows that in some locations, implementing reforestation and agroforestry would mean that larger median flows (i.e those that have a 50% chance of being exceeded) could be obtained compared to those under current deforestation trends and lower sediment loads would be obtained in most locations. Thus, converting degraded land to forest or introducing appropriate agroforestry practices may increase the reliability of water flows in terms of volumes and sediment content at the two water intakes for the city of Kingston in the watersheds. These results agree largely with the model developed previously for the adjacent Buff Bay watershed.
 The project will therefore fund a more detailed study to obtain more precise estimates and determine the value of hydrological benefits .
· In adittion, a willingness to pay study will be conducted in order to determine the value of other potential services such as biodiversity and beauty of landscape/scenery.

· Component 3:

· Components 3 and 4 in the PIF were merged into one component (Component 3 Sustainable Livelihoods, Agriculture, Forestry & Land  Management in watershed communities). 
· The target for the number of hectares to be reforested was recalculated based on actual costs presented by the FD. Previously forested areas are often so damaged that natural succession to native forest takes decades. This prompts rapid dispersal of aggressively colonizing grasses and ferns, such as the Bracken Fern (Gleichenia sp.), Molasses Grass (Mellenis minutiflora), and Red Bush (Polygonum chinense); which prevent or reduce the spread of native species. Reforestation activities to be financed by the project include an intensive control of the spread of these species.
· A detailed extension program, including a strong emphasis on capacity building at the farmer level, is now the main instrument by which the project will achieve strong levels of participation of local communities. The PPG studies concluded that one of the causes contributing to the rising environmental problems in the watersheds is the low productivity-subsistence agriculture by farmers with significant lack of knowledge of sound resource management techniques and low levels of capital (land, physical, and financial resources).  The factors contributing to this low-productivity and poor land-use practices are well known and include, among others: lack of knowledge about appropriate soil conservation practices and water management techniques, traditional risk aversion to adopting new improved agricultural practices, some limitation to land property rights, deficient road infrastructure which increases transportation costs and disproportionally affects small farming activities with low profitability, low levels of capital (land, physical and financial) and reduced access to credit. Some of these factors can’t be addressed by this project, but previous experiences have shown that well-designed and financed agricultural extension services can have an impact under these conditions.
· 
The targets for the number of hectares to be put under improved Sustainable Land Management practices (agriculture and agroforesty) were recalculated based on actual costs as related to the extension program presented by RADA. 
· Lessons learned identified during project preparation showed that Knowledge Attitudes and Practice (KAP) studies have proven to be valuable in starting the process of community involvement and gathering baseline data to help identify specific activities with high probability of adoption so they can be implemented with a project. The KAP studies to be financed by the project will not only help integrate local knowledge and a gender focus on project activities, but will provide important information for the monitoring of the project.

· Component 4:

· This component will finance all activities related to the monitoring and evaluation of the project activities.
· Project Management Cost: 

· The PMC now represents 7.7% of the total GEF grant, up from 6.6% that was approved in the PIF. This increase responds to the recommendations from the assessment of institutional capacities done during the project preparation process, as well as to the current restrictions on government budgets that Jamaica is undergoing.
Global Environmental Benefits

The climate change mitigation potential of the project was calculated based on IPCC “good practices” using a reasonable set of assumptions and local data, when available. For data which weren’t available, values extracted from the literature and considered representative of local conditions were used. Net annual increments are not available for country-specific vegetation types. Other carbon densities were derived from Jamaica’s FAO FRA report or extracted from the literature. A direct estimate of forest degradation in the area was unavailable, so it was derived from Jamaica’s Global Forest Resources Assessment and assumed it represented the 1989-1998 period. There are no records of fires available, which precluded its inclusion in the analyses. Under a baseline scenario (“business as usual”, or no project implementation) there is a small sink of 9,407 MgCO2e in 5 yrs and 37,814 MgCO2e in 20 yrs. Project interventions will result in a total mitigation of 187,495 MgCO2e by year 5 and 797,479 by year 20; that is, a sink that is over twenty times greater than the baseline. The net balance (direct benefits) between the baseline condition and the results of project interventions increases with project age, from 196,902 MgCO2e at year 5 to 835,294 MgCO2e at year 20. Indirect benefits are assumed to be 10% of direct benefits. The sum of direct and indirect benefits represents the total mitigation impact of the project, which reaches 216,592 MgCO2e at year 5 to 918,823 MgCO2e at year 20. 

An important global environmental benefit provided by this project will be the generation of information on the status of biodiversity for the two watersheds. The project will finance the creation of monitoring protocols for selected globally important flora and fauna including endemic and endangered species, which will be agreed upon with the respective stakeholders during the first year of project implementation. 

The project will maintain the generation of services from forests, increase the area of tropical forest under sustainable management (716 new hectares) and support the development of sustainable and diverse sources of finance for SLM allowing project benefits to persist beyond the project end. The SLM activities will reduce soil loss and improve the provision of ecosystem services, including thereduction of the level of harmful runoff into International waters (the Caribbean Sea) and the Port Royal-Palisadoes Ramsar site.
A.6 Risks, including climate change, potential social and environmental risks that might prevent the project objectives from being achieved, and measures that address these risks: 
One new risk was identified during the PPG:
	RISK
	MITIGATION MEASURE

	Moderate risk of NEPA’s weak capacity of Internal Control that was observed in the institutional evaluation conducted by IDB using the Institutional Capacity Assessment System (ICAS) methodology. 
	The Project includes activities to support NEPA in the implementation of an internal Procurement Manual and streamlining of the use of the GoJ “Handbook of Public Sector Procurement Policies”. Also, with respect to its governance structure and, as part ICAS’ “Administrative Organization System” (SOA), it has been agreed that it is a priority for NEPA to elaborate, implement and streamline a formal “Organizational Manual” based on the organizational design presented by PwC in 2007 and approved by the Cabinet Office in 2008. The proposed project will monitor the implementation of this as well. 


A.7. Coordination with other relevant GEF financed initiatives  

There are two relevant GEF financed initiatives that the proposed project will coordinate with. The first one is the GEF-funded “Strengthening the Operational and Financial Sustainability of the National Protected Area System Project” (GEFID 3764), which seeks to address barriers to effective management of the overall protected area system and enhance income from endowment funds and visitor’s fees to support park management. The project will work on sustainable financing for protected areas including the Blue and John Crow mountains national park. Coordination will focus on activities related to the strengthening of park management and its interaction with the buffer zone in the upper reaches of the Yallahs and Hope watersheds. A strong coordination will be sought with the activities for the development of suitable financial mechanisms, such as watershed-park PES.  

The project will also coordinate and incorporate lessons from the Watershed Area Management Model (WAMM) developed under the GEF Project, “Integrating Watershed and Coastal Areas Management" (IWCAM; GEFID 1254), which was implemented by NEPA. This model provides a practical and flexible way to achieve sustainable watershed management and will be used as a basis for the development of the watershed management plans and strategic action plans in both WMUs. This project will also implement tools developed under the Capacity Building for Sustainable Land Management GEF financed project. 

B. additional information not addressed at Pif stage:

	B.1 Describe how the stakeholders will be engaged in project implementation.  

The project will be managed by the NEPA, which will be responsible for the project execution and for coordinating the activities and inputs of Government agencies and other stakeholders. The Office of the Prime Minister will support them in this, particularly in a convening role. Additionally, in its capacity as a technical agency, the NEPA will monitor water quality, carry out the economic valuation, design financial systems and incorporate SLM into development Plans and Orders (components 1&2),  

The Forest Department (FD) is a key technical agency carrying out Land management and watershed management and a steward of the watersheds. Under this project the FD will carry out reforestation on degraded public lands and training of communities in forest management (component 3) activities. The Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries along with the Rural Agricultural Development Authority (RADA) will implement the sustainable agriculture and alternative livelihood components, and provide technical support, extension services and training to farmers (component 3). This will be through the existing agricultural extension network operated by RADA. NEPA, RADA, FD and the Ministry will contribute to the community awareness component (1). 

The Water Resources Authority (WRA) will provide information and technical input and advice to the project on the hydrological aspects of the management, and functioning of the watersheds in the project, will carry out monitoring and evaluation of water quality and quantity, and will help supervise consultants responsible the PES design and implementation. The National Water Commission (NWC) will participate by providing information and technical expertise in the areas of environmental planning,  potable water management and planning, and in the supervision of consultant responsible for the design and implementation of the PES system. The Planning Institute of Jamaica (PIOJ) will provide technical support to the economic valuation studies and the design of financial/institutional aspects related to components 1 and 2. .

The National Park is managed by an NGO and the project will liaise with the Park’s Local Advisory Committees and other community groups that work with the park to link with community members. The Park will play a key role in liaising with the community and carrying out community education activities through the Local Advisory Committees using Park Rangers and other staff.
Users of water include community groups such as water user associations (WUA) and the Local Forestry Management Committees (LFMC). They are direct beneficiaries of the extension and capacity building activities of the project.


B.2 Describe the socioeconomic benefits to be delivered by the Project at the national and local levels, including consideration of gender dimensions, and how these will support the achievement of global environment benefits (GEF Trust Fund/NPIF) or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF): 
A desciption of the socioeconomic benefits is included in the IDB Document. In addition, it is important to highlight that the information generated by the KAP studies, to be financed under component 3, will allow the project to take into consideration gender as an important aspect of all activities funded by the project. These studies will also allow for the monitoring of the effects that project activities are having on women.
C.  describe the budgeted m &e plan:  
The project will follow IADB standard monitoring, reporting and evaluation processes and procedures. The M&E plan is consistent with the GEF M&E policy. Project reporting requirements are part of the agreement which will be signed by the Government of Jamaica and IADB. The Results Framework will guide monitoring and evaluation, since the key project components are aligned with it. The Project Results Framework includes indicators for each outcome, as well as end-of-Project targets. These indicators will be the main tools for monitoring project progress and evaluating project effectiveness. The Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) plan will be implemented by the Project Executing Unit (based at NEPA) as part of its duties as the lead agency for this project. Day-to-day project monitoring is the responsibility of the Project Manager with oversight from NEPA. Other project partners are responsible to track the indicators on the outputs for which they are responsible. The Project Manager will inform IDB and NEPA of delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely manner. NEPA will also monitor progress and ensure that IDB is advised of any delays. 

The Project Steering Committee (PSC) will receive regular progress reports and will make recommendations to IDB if there is a need to revise any aspects of the Results Framework or the M&E plan.  Ensuring that the project meets IDB and GEF policies and procedures is the responsibility of the Project Manager. The IDB Team Leader will review the quality of draft project outputs, provide feedback to the project partners, and any comply with other responsibilities as detailed and agreed in the project contract. 

Not all baseline data exist at this time and further baseline data collection, specifically on distribution of important species of flora and fauna, basic hydrological and meteorological data as well as community perceptions of Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) and land use practice will be an early activity during project implementation. Base line information on land use practices/yields/net income per hectare will be collected with a Knowledge-Attitudes and Practice –KAP_ study, which will be repeated midway through the project and in the last semester, to collect information to perform an Impact Evaluation of the extension system and the incentive mechanisms. The impact evaluation will be done by an external consultant with good experience on impact evaluation techniques. It is estimated that the KAP studies will collect information from a panel of at least 200 farmers (half of them located above the NWC water intakes and receiving extension services provided by the program), and impacts (adoption rates of conservation practices and yields/net income increases per hectare) will be estimated using a non-experimental methodology (Difference in Differences ) as described in the Monitoring and Evaluation Annex of the IDB document. The KAP studies will also provide important information on gender issues that will be monitored by the project.. Data gathered in the initial KAP will inform a baseline measurement of awareness, attitudes, behavior, and practices; so that the project can tailor its activities to the needs of participating Yallahs and Hope River Watershed Communities and other key stakeholders. Baseline data gaps will be addressed during the first year of project implementation.
. 

Risks and assumptions will be monitored by NEPA and the project partners along with IADB. Disbursements and contract costs will be monitored regularly to ensure cost-effectiveness. The GEF tracking tools included in the Approval package will be updated at mid-term as part of the mid-term evaluation and at the end of the project and made available to the GEF Secretariat along with annual Project Implementation Reports (PIR). 

A mid-term evaluation (MTE) conducted by an external consultant will  take place either when 50% of the funds have been disbursed or halfway during project implementation. The review will include all parameters recommended by the GEF Evaluation Office for terminal evaluations and will verify information gathered through the GEF tracking tools and project monitoring, as relevant.  Most importantly, it will identify issues requiring decisions and remedial actions, and propose any mid-course corrections and/or adjustments to the implementation strategy as necessary.

An independent terminal evaluation, carried out by an external consultant, will take place at the end of project implementation. The terminal evaluation will also include all parameters recommended by the GEF Evaluation Office, including:

1. review the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation;

2. analyze effectiveness of implementation and partnership arrangements;

3. identify lessons learned about project design, implementation and management;

4. analyze design and execution of the M&E plan;

5. highlight technical achievements and lessons learned; and

6. review project impact, analyze sustainability of results and whether the Project has achieved its objectives

The execution, review and discussion of findings of these evaluations will be carried out using a participatory approach, including informing the GEF Focal Point, as required by the GEF M&E policy. The Project Steering Committee will provide inputs to the evaluations, review the draft reports, and develop a management response to the recommendations, along with an implementation plan in case of the MTE. The IDB Team Leader will supervise whether the agreed recommendations are implemented. The following table provides a summary of the M&E activities/reports for this project (not including activities such as the creation of the monitoring protocols, the Carbon Monitoring System, the KAP Studies, etc)
	Activity/Task/Output
	Responsible
	Budget (GEF)
	Time Frame

	1. Inception meeting/workshop + report of meeting
	PMU, NEPA
	None
	After ‘eligibility date’ 

	2. Expenditure reports
	PMU, NEPA
	None
	As agreed in POM

	3. PMR reports
	IDB Team Leader
	None
	Every 6 months

	4. Annual co-financing reports
	PMU, NEPA
	None
	Annual (GEF Fiscal Year – end of June)

	5. Annual audit reports
	Auditing firm
	$50,000
	Annual

	6. Project Implementation Review (PIR) 
	Project Manager and IDB Team Leader
	None
	Annual (Reporting progress according to GEF Fiscal Year July-June)

	7. GEF Tracking Tools
	PMU
	None
	With Mid-term and Final evaluations

	8. Mid-term review/evaluation
	Independent Consultant
	$25,000
	After 50% of GEF funds have been disbursed, or 50% of the project duration has passed. Whichever comes first.

	9. Project steering committee meeting + minutes of meeting
	MWLECC
	None
	To be established at the PSC first meeting

	10. Supervision missions
	IDB Team Leader
	None 
	At least 1 per year

	11. Final report + outputs
	PMU, NEPA
	None
	After project closure

	12. Terminal evaluation
	Independent Consultant
	$25,000
	Up to 3 months before or after project closure

	TOTAL
	$100,000


PART iII: Approval/endorsement by gef operational focal point(s) and gef agency(ies)

A. Record of Endorsement of GEF Operational Focal Point(s) on Behalf of the Government(s): ): (Please attach the Operational Focal Point endorsement letter(s) with this form. For SGP, use this OFP endorsement letter).

	Name
	Position
	Ministry
	Date (MM/dd/yyyy)

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     


B.  GEF agency(ies) certification

	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF policies and procedures and meets the GEF/LDCF/SCCF/NPIF criteria for CEO endorsement/approval of project.


	Agency Coordinator, Agency Name
	Signature
	Date 
(Month, day, year)
	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	     
	
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	
	     
	     
	     
	     


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

	RESULTS FRAMEWORK

	Objectives of the Program:
	Improve the conservation and management of biodiversity and the provision of ecosystem services in the Yallahs River and Hope River watersheds.

	Impacts
	Baseline
	Target
	Observations

	Impact #1: Reduced rate of deforestation
	2% / year
	Half of the baseline established at year 1
	Means of Verification: Studies funded under component 1, and project monitoring plan.


	Indicator: % of deforestation per year


	
	
	

	Impact #2: Carbon loss avoided and increased carbon sequestered
Indicator: Tons of carbon sequestered
	1,881Mg
CO2e / year
	296,592 MgCO2e over five years (equivalent to 59,318 / year)
	Means of Verification: Carbon monitoring plan funded under component 1.


	Impact #3: Reduced water turbidity
	Hope River intake: 21.5 hrs/month 
Mona Reservoir: 12 hrs/month
(2012)
	Hope River intake: 16 hrs/month  
Mona Reservoir: 8 hrs/month 

(5 years after operation of PES)
	Means of verification: Operational data for water intakes provided by NWC.

	Indicator: Average hours that the Hope and Yallahs NWC water intake are out of operation due to high turbidity
	
	
	

	Results

	Indicator: Number of hectares under PES contract
	0
	100 (end of project)
	Means of Verification: Reports by PES manager

	Component 1: Institutional Strengthening & Capacity Building for Integrating Biodiversity into Watershed Management
	Base Line
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	End of the Project
	Observation/Means of Verification

	Outcome # 1.1: Improved management of biodiversity in the watersheds of the Hope & Yallahs Rivers

	Indicators:

	1.1.1: Approved Watershed management policy that includes biodiversity information.

	0
	-
	Draft Policy proposed
	-
	Policy Approved
	-
	Policy completed in year 2 and approved by year four.
	Means of Verification: Report by NEPA.
Assumptions: 

Observations: An MOU for WAMM was developed under earlier activities and operates in two watersheds in the Island but not in Yallahs or Hope Rivers.

	1.1.2: Number of agencies using DSS according to agreed protocol.

	0
	-
	-
	5
	-
	-
	5
	Means of Verification: Reports by DSS manager
Assumptions: There is demand within the participating Agencies and other stakeholders for a centralized, user friendly internet-based information system

Observation: NEPA would manage the DSS.

	1.1.3: Review of development orders for St Andrew.
	0
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	Means of Verification: Reports by NEPA.

	Output # 1.1: MOU to manage the watershed

	Indicators:


	1.1.1 Number of institutions signing MOU to manage the watersheds.
	0
	5 
	2
	-
	-
	-
	7 
	Means of verification: Signatures on document from FD, WRA, NEPA, RADA, JCDT, SDC & at least one Parish Council.

	Output # 1.2: Monitoring protocols created and implemented

	Indicators:

	1.2.1 Data protocols developed and agreed.
	0
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	Means of verification: Key species agreed; data protocols signed in Year One, by IoJ, Spatial Plan & NLA as well as MoU signatories.
Observation: Number of Biophysical parameters recorded and stored in databases. Collection of remote sensing data harmonized among stakeholders. Protocol for acquisition completed. Remote sensing data for monitoring available to stakeholders.

	1.2.2 Number of data themes collected/stored.
	0
	2
	3
	-
	-
	-
	5
	Means of verification: Data gathering, compilation, surveys, reports, and GIS dataset for Geomorphological, Meteorological, Biodiversity, Ecology, and Socio-economic issues.

	1.2.3 Number of meteorological stations measuring water flows and turbidity.
	0
	11
	-
	-
	-
	-
	11
	Means of verification: WRA reports.


	1.2.4 Number of communities trained to carrying out pilot project impact monitoring of freshwater systems.
	0
	-
	5
	-
	-
	-
	5
	Means of verification: WRA reports
Observation: A manual for community-based bio-monitoring of freshwater systems exists. Communities to supplement JCDT work. Stations in Mammee and Green River sub basins and one other location in Yallahs watershed.

	1.2.5 Number reports from the Carbon Stocks Monitoring System. 
	0
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	3
	Means of verification: Consultant reports on baseline and change in carbon stocks at mid-term and end of project. 

	Output # 1.3: GIS-based decisions support system (DSS) for both watersheds created, configured and implemented

	Indicators:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.1
DSS created according to agreed protocol.
	0
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1
	Means of Verification:  Reports by NEPA.

	1.3.2
Number of staff trained to use the DSS from watershed management agencies.
	0
	-
	30
	-
	-
	-
	30
	Means of Verification: Training attendance reports.

	Output 1.4: Training of Government & NGO staff in IWRM and biodiversity information management


	Indicator:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4.1
  Number of government & NGO employees trained in IWRM.
	0
	-
	30
	-
	-
	-
	30
	Means of Verification: Training programme in biodiversity and ecosystem services developed and implemented. (Report by NEPA). 
Design and implement training in use of GIS in land management and physical and rural planning and development.

	Output # 1.5: Communication plan and public awareness campaign implemented

	Indicator:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5.1
Reports on implementation of yearly plans.
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	5
	Means of Verification: Yearly reports on agreed Communication Plan. (Report by NEPA).
Observations: Includes NGOs, community-based organizations, media, schools.

	Component 2: Creating economic & financial incentives to support biodiversity & IWRM
	Base Line
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	End of the Project
	Observation/Means of Verification

	Outcome # 2.1 Increased financial resources for PES

	Indicators:

	2.1.1 Amount of resources collected by PES in US$.
	0
	-
	-
	.
	250,000
	500,000
	750,000
	Means of verification: Reports by PES manager. 


	2.1.2 Number of contracts signed.
	0
	-
	-
	.
	100
	100
	200
	Means of verification: Reports by PES manager. 

	Output # 2.1:   Valuation of ecological services

	Indicators:

	2.1.1 Valuation study of hydrological benefits.
	0
	1 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1 
	Means of verification: Consultant final report.

	2.1.2 Willingness to pay studies of other environmental services.
	0
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	Means of verification: Consultant final report.
Observations: Willingness to pay by Kingston area residents for ecosystem/biodiversity conservation.  

	Output # 2.2: Design of financial and legal arrangement required for PES scheme

	Indicators:

	2.2.1 P.E.S scheme designed and agreed.
	0
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	Means of verification: PES Legally established. Report on financial agreements, typical contracts with farmers and NWC and private water bottling company.

	2.2.2 Number of training workshops.
	0
	-
	-
	2
	2
	-
	4
	Means of verification: Training reports
Observations: Workshops for public staff and community organizations.

	2.2.3 International Training visits.
	0
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	2
	Means of verification: Training reports.
Observations: 5 people for each visit.

	Component 3: Implementing Sustainable livelihoods, agriculture, and Forestry in watershed communities
	Base Line
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	End of the Project
	Observation/Means of Verification

	Outcome # 3.1: Improved SLM in project area.

	Indicators:

	3.1.1 Hectares of land in SLM.
	0
	80
	140
	220
	350
	346
	1136
	Means of Verification: (i) Monitoring system of the program.
Observations: includes 120 hectares demonstration plots funded by project, 400 hectares reforested by project, and 316 reforested with co-finance activities, and 300 hectares induced by extension activities.

	Output # 3.1: Extension Program Designed.

	Indicators:

	3.1.1 Number of Knowledge, Attitudes & Practices (KAP) studies conducted within the watersheds.
	0
	1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	3
	Means of verification: KAP reports
 Assumptions: Studies inform extension, training & communication activities.

	3.1.2 Quarterly reports of monitoring of extension activities and training.
	0
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	20
	Means of verification: Reports prepared by project manager.

	Output # 3.2: Capacity Development for Communities

	Indicators:

	3.2.1 Staff training workshops in Land Husbandry.
	0
	2
	1
	-
	-
	-
	3
	Means of verification: Training Agenda & collateral materials; Signing-in sheets.
Observations: 3 x 1 day workshops plus 1 field trip for 37 staff officers. 

	3.2.2 Number of farmers of community organizations trained in Better Land Husbandry.
	0
	-
	100
	100
	-
	-
	200
	Means of verification: Training Agenda & collateral materials; Signing-in sheets

	3.2.3 Number of community groups formed & strengthened.
	0
	1
	3
	3
	-
	-
	7
	Means of verification: Training documents & materials; Sign-in sheets.   
Assumptions: government agencies and Farm Market Schools are committed to the project success.

	3.2.4 Number of studies conducted to assess viability of non-agricultural livelihoods.
	0
	0
	2
	2
	-
	-
	4
	Means of verification: Final studies reports.

	3.2.5 Number of people trained in operation of Guest Houses, Eco-lodges & Community ICT Centers.
	0
	-
	-
	-
	25
	-
	25
	Means of verification: Training documents & materials; Sign-in sheets.     

	3.2.6 Number of communities trained in fire management.
	0
	-
	3
	3
	-
	-
	6
	Means of verification: Training documents & materials; Sign-in sheets.     

	3.2.7 Number of farmers receiving extension materials on SLM practices.
	0
	500
	1000
	500
	500
	500
	3000
	Means of verification: RADA reports
Observations: Includes flip charts, information booklets, videos, 200,000 voice phone messages and 100,000 text messages.

	Output # 3.3: Implementation of demonstration projects

	Indicators:

	3.3.1 Number of improved agriculture demonstration projects established.
	0
	2
	3
	1
	-
	-
	6
	Means of verification: Project monitoring system.
Observations: Each project will be of 20hectares, and will involve 80 farmers approx.

	3.3.2 Number of Hectares reforested (GEF financed).
	0
	100
	100
	100
	100
	-
	400
	Means of verification: Project monitoring system, FD reports.
Assumptions: Price per ha for planting and maintenance activities according to FD figures.


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).

	COMMENTARY
	RESPONSE

	FRANCE

The project aims at improving the Jamaican capacities in watersheds management at national, regional and local levels. The project is focused on main sectors affected by land degradation: agriculture, environment, forest and water management.

Regarding the threats in the watersheds selected by the project (biodiversity, deforestation, land degradation), the project seems to be relevant. It is expected that the project will support the establishment of Payment for ecosystem services. This component will be particularly innovative in Jamaica.
	No response necessary

	SWITZERLAND

The major question remains on the added value of the project joining many other programs and project in a rather focused area (the real size remain unclear). In this situation the goals of the project should show a clear complementarity in the approach and the outputs fostering thus sustainable resource management. 

The ecological situation and on-going degradation of resources are not coherently presented. It remains unclear why reforestation should take place whereby the deforestation is going on and agricultural land is reduced by settling pushing the dwellers into the upper watershed. It is also unclear how water scarcity arises in this humid agro-ecosystem. The objective of capacity development seems in this situation very reasonable but the activities proposed are not adequate to achieve progress. Learning on the community level should be related to learning in institutions at higher levels. Such approaches for integrative learning and trans-disciplinary action research exist and would create an added value for this project.

We agree with the comments from the STAP that the PES may create risks for the proposed project. The use of PES for investment and small grants is not in the logic of compensation of ecosystem services.
In the further project preparation it would be beneficial to review the fundamental approach and search for concepts and methods to respond to the specific weaknesses of the on-going and already planned interventions in the watersheds.
	The IDB document includes: i) a clear and structured presentation of the main environmental problems (threats to unique species and ecological habitats , agricultural soil quality reduction/loss, changes in the hydrological regime in the form of water quality and some effects on quantities) with adequate quantification based on available information; ii) the main drivers behind these problems (deforestation, inappropriate agricultural practices); and the root causes (institutional weaknesses, low productivity subsistence agricultural systems, lack of public awareness about environmental problems and incentives to pursue conservation), based on analysis done during the preparation of the project. The actions proposed to be financed are clearly linked to the root causes of the problems. Capacity development activities proposed by the project focus on both community and institutional level.
The proposed PES is a critical part of the solution as it would provide financial resources to finance the necessary incentives to improve biodiversity friendly agricultural activities and finance reforestation of already degraded areas inside and near protected areas.

	GERMANY

The proposal covers the relevant topics for sustainable development in land and water management and conserving biodiversity. The full proposal should clearly identify the linkages between biodiversity and sustainable land management and the resulting impacts on livelihoods. It needs to be analyzed in which relevant sectors the linkages and impacts of biodiversity and sustainable land management can be integrated.

The process of an economic evaluation of ecosystem services needs to be further elaborated and analyzed how this process can contribute to development planning in relevant sectors.

In addition it is relevant to identify opportunities and constraints for up-scaling successful local activities in order to disseminate and embed successful approaches at different levels. Prior to this, an adequate up-scaling approach needs to be defined.
	Analysis done during PPG stage clearly identified an important gap of current information regarding the status of biodiversity in the project area. Hence the importance of the activities funded under component 1, which will allow the project to measure the linkages between biodiversity and sustainable land management.

In addition to the previous response, the document clearly identifies what are the ecosystem services that need to be valued. These valuation studies, to be conducted as part of component 2, should provide the main parameters to design the payments that would be included in the contracts with farmers for soil conservation/agricultural improvement activities and reforestation of degraded lands, as well as the expected changes in environmental indicators that need to be provided to those making the payments.
PPG studies identified lessons learned from previous experiences regarding scaling-up of successful local activities. These lessons will inform activities funded by this project.

	STAP

1. The problem is well defined, and clear targets were defined for the expected outputs and outcomes. However, the proposal is not sufficiently explicit on how these targets will be reached. For example, the proposal does not specify how rehabilitating 9,790 hectares of farm land (throughout 66 communities), in the upper and middle portions of the watershed, will be accomplished.

2. The proposal duly raises gender in Section B.3. However, STAP believes there are more opportunities to define the activities through a gender lens. Doing so, will likely strengthen the viability of achieving some of the expected outcomes and outputs. For example, the IADB could define how the community participatory processes for land use planning will be based on male and female land users' perspectives (Component 1). 

3. The proposal is slightly unclear what ecosystem service the pilot payment scheme will implement water, biodiversity, forestry resources? The full project proposal should define more clearly the pilot payment scheme from the on-set. 

4. STAP also highly encourages the IADB to identify the potential threats to payment for ecosystem services (PES) effectiveness, and how it plans to respond to these barriers. In particular, STAP wishes to highlight the following advice, which can be found in its advisory document "Payment for Ecosystem Services and the Global Environment Facility" at www.unep.org/stap
5. It is unclear how traditional knowledge will be built into component 3. STAP suggests for IADB to identify the traditional practices, and define specifically how land users' knowledge will be used as a basis to develop the soil conservation interventions, as well as the inventory of good practices. 

6. STAP suggests to re-word several assumptions made in the proposal, or to provide literature sources that back up the statements. For example, the proposal appears to imply that sustainable watershed management interventions, via sustainable land management and sustainable forest management, will unavoidably improve livelihoods (component 4). Nonetheless, the outcome, and success, of component four interventions will depend on a number of other factors, including on the achievement of component 1 and 3 most notably. For this reason, STAP recommends highlighting more the inter-dependency among the different components in its rationale of achieving component 4. 

7. STAP also suggests specifying further what globally important flora and fauna will be maintained through the project interventions. This is needed to specify the global environment benefit the project intends to deliver, as well as the methods that will be used to monitor it. Additionally, STAP strongly recommends to re-define the expected global environment benefit "developing land-use plans at the national and local levels which incorporate valuation of biodiversity and ecosystem services." STAP believes this is not a global environment benefit.
	1. The proposed targets for reforestation, adoption of improved agricultural practices and soil conservation activities, and agricultural and forest extension activities (fire control) were revised based on actual costs of proposed activities obtained during project preparation. The third component is devoted completely to the strengthening of existing agricultural and forest activities and detailed plans were prepared for each one.
2. Women participation will be encouraged not only on the formation of community groups but also on the training of non-agricultural activities considered as part of component 3. In addition, the KAP studies will provide gender-disaggregated information that will help in the design of participatory approaches.  
3. The IDB document clearly identifies in the description of component 2 what ecosystem services are considered feasible to be included in the Payment for Ecosystem Services.

4.The studies that will be financed with resources from component 2 to design the PES will be required to address specifically the main issues/problems identified in previous experiences with PES, in particular: i) lack of clarity as to what services are being contracted on specific geographical subdivisions of the watersheds; ii) lack of definition and ability to measure/monitor the  parameters that would be used to define contributions from beneficiaries and specific characteristics of the activities that need to be conducted by farmers and the associated payments; iii) ability to monitor compliance; iv) sound financial management of resources and transparency in reporting; iv) avoid adverse selection (i.e contracting with farmers that would have carried out the proposed activities without the payments); and v) provide capacitation to all parties involved and opportunities to discuss main aspects of PES design.

5. The proposal includes resources to carry a Knowledge, Attitudes and Practice (KAP) study in the communities of the area at the beginning of the project to fine tune the extension program and public education activities to be implemented. This practice has been used in others projects with good results. The activities that will be selected to be promoted with the extension activities, as well as reforestation of degraded areas, will be analyzed in the valuation studies of component 2 in order to assess more precisely their effects on the hydrological cycle. 
6. As explained in the economic viability section of the IDB document, the economic analysis of proposed land management activities show that they could have a positive impact on livelihoods. The logical connection between the three components is now clearly established in the section on previous experiences and basis for program design of the IDB document
7. The IDB document includes a brief description of the problem of BD loss in the area and the most important fauna and flora that needs to be protected, as well as an annex with more detailed information. Component 1 of the Program will finance a definition of a protocol to collect, store, process and access data on a biological and ecological inventory, to complement existing information. 

	GEF SEC

1. Please, fill out and include BD, LD and SFM/REDD+ tracking tools.

2. Please, provide detailed information on how carbon mitigation benefits deriving from this project will be measured. For this purpose, it is suggested to for use carbon growth rates rather than carbon stocks (tC/ha/yr rather than tC/ha).

3. An adequate improvement for PIF stage. However, by the time of CEO endorsement, please comprehensively describe, within the context of the project design section, the fit of the project with objective two of the GEF's biodiversity strategy and in particular GEF's support to biodiversity mainstreaming through incorporation of ecosystem valuation in spatial land-use planning.

4. By the time of CEO endorsement, please more clearly describe the project's strategy for sustaining project outcomes and how the involved institutions will have the capacity to sustain these outcomes.

5. BD: Improved description of baseline, but please fully elucidate the baseline project description and the associated GEF alternative by the time of CEO endorsement.

6. BD: Please ensure that by the time of CEO endorsement, the project logframe includes indicators to measure the biodiversity outcomes that will be realized through the development and implementation of land-use plans that incorporate biodiversity and ecosystem valuation.

7. By the time of CEO endorsement, further improvement of incremental reasoning for biodiversity investment is expected.

8. BD: Adequate for PIF stage. At the time of CEO endorsement, please ensure that global biodiversity benefits are fully described and allowances are made in the project logframe to monitor and measure them.

9. Project Execution/arrangement (BD): Please ensure that this is fully elaborated by the time of CEO endorsement, particularly with regards to PES. Please refer to STAP guidelines on PES and demonstrate in the final design how the STAP recommendations and good practice on PES design and implementation was incorporated into the project design.

10. BD: Overall description has improved and this is adequate at PIF stage. However, by the time of CEO Endorsement, please explain the biodiversity outcomes to be delivered by the project in more explicit terms, including identifying biodiversity outcomes in the project logframe, and appropriate indicators to monitor achievement of these outcomes.

11. LD-SFM/REDD+: At CEO endorsement stage, please provide detailed figures on planned increases in sustainable forestry (% and ha), agriculture (% and ha) and and agro-forestry (% and ha).

12. BD: Please note that we are evaluating the total cost of the component, not the GEF contribution solely. The explanation of the activities that will also be funded through this component are the elements of information that are required to develop land-use plans that incorporate biodiversity and ecosystem valuation. By the time of CEO endorsement a more robust and justified rationale is expected for the total cost of this component which currently stands at $2.3 million or 26% of the total budget of the project. In addition, given the nature of the activities funded under this component and the need to maintain updated data and information for the tools that will be used and developed under this component, please provide a plan that will outline how the database and information systems will be maintained financially, what institutions will incorporate their management and application as part of the ongoing operating budgets, and what human capacity will be dedicated to maintaining them and using them post-project.
	1. Done

2. The Carbon Monitoring System, adjusted to the specific needs and resources of the project, is described in detail in the Carbon Monitoring System Plan.
3. The IDB document describes the activities that will be carried out in component 1 to include biodiversity considerations into land planning as well as into watershed management policies. During project preparation lack of current information related to biodiversity was identified as the main barrier for its incorporation into land-use planning. Therefore the project will finance the creation of a Decision Support System based on the information generated by the monitoring protocols created by the project.
4. The strategy to sustain project outcomes relies on improving coordination among public agencies, improving and clarifying watershed management policies, and increasing the amount of resources to provide incentives to improve agricultural activities and finance reforestation of degraded lands, and by these means improve forest cover and conservation of critical ecological habitats.

5. See section on baseline project.

6. Indicators and targets for specific biodivesity results that will be realized through the project will be determined during the creation and implementation of  the monitoring protocols to be financed under component 1.
7. The Hope and Yallahs watersheds are valued for their high level of endemic species and because they are an overwintering habitat for migratory species. Primary forest is found in the upper reaches, but it becomes increasingly disturbed as one descends. Three main forest types cover the slopes and ridges of the BJCMNP – lower montane, upper montane and wet limestone forest.  Dissimilarities in topography, mean temperature and temperature ranges, soil type and rainfall distribution have resulted in multiple variants of these forest types, giving rise to very diverse forest ecosystems and habitats for species that are rare or restricted in their distribution. Actions financed by the project will result in the following  incremental benefits to biodiversity: improved and accesible information on BD, increased habitat area in the form of forests and agroforestry, more awareness of the importance of BD, incorporation of BD considerations in Development Order Plans.
8.Due to the severe lack of information related to the status of BD in the project area, the project has a strong component of information gathering related to BD. The monitoring protocol to be established will allow the creation of a baseline and the identification of species that will be monitored during the project execution.
9. See section III on IDB document on Program execution and administration as well as draft procurement plan and operation manual. See description of component 2 of the project on how main known issues with PES will be taken into account.
10. See answer to comment #6.
11. See Result Matrix.

12. See description for component 1 in IDB Document. The total cost for this component is $1,453,497, which represents 16% of the total budget. Maintenance of the DSS will be done by NEPA but WRA, FD, RADA will participate also. The MoU to be signed by all participating agencies will also include a specific comitment to the maintenance of the DSS.



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

A.  provide detailed funding amount of the ppg activities financing status in the table below:

	PPG Grant Approved at PIF:  $151,400

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

	
	Budgeted Amount
	Amount Spent To date
	Amount Committed

	1. Identification of needs of government and community groups
	
	19,500
	0

	2. Assessment of needs & feasibility of implementing agro-forestry system, reforestation and other SLM management techniques, define project locations.    

	
	54,410.07
	0

	3. Assessment of the requirements for natural resource valuation and  financial systems   

	
	30,480
	0

	4. Project financing, procurement communications and M&E plan.
	
	33,310.26
	0

	Total
	151,400
	137,700.33
	0


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

N/A
� Project ID number will be assigned by GEFSEC.


� Refer to the �HYPERLINK "http://www.thegef.org/gef/node/3624"��Focal Area Results Framework and LDCF/SCCF Framework� when completing Table A.


� PMC should be charged proportionately to focal areas based on focal area project grant amount in Table D below.�


�  For questions A.1 –A.7 in Part II, if there are no changes since PIF and if not specifically requested in the review sheet at PIF  stage, then no need to respond, please enter “NA” after the respective question.  


� A complete assessment of current BD status can be found in the report by the BD consultant.


� The National Ecological Gap Assessment Report (NEGAR) points out that little assessment has taken place on the status of faunal conservation targets including terrestrial and freshwater systems.


� STATIN Agricultural Census 2008


� According to The Planning Institute of Jamaica’s (PIOJ) survey of persons living below the poverty line and Unsatisfied Basic Needs (UBN). Based on data from the Jamaica Survey of Living Conditions 2002 and the 2001 Population Census.


� Smith, K. 2012. 


� According to Smith, K. persons were engaged in a wider range of professions if they lived nearer to Kingston.


� Rapid Rural Appraisal conducted for the Eastern Jamaica Agricultural Support Project (EJASP; MoA 2001)


� Including nearly 327 plants, 467 animals and 106 trees present in these basins and classified as threatened or endangered by IUCN’s Red List.


� National Forest Management And Conservation Plan Forest Department Jamaica.


� Graaff, J. de, 1997. “Evaluating the sustainable development of the Kingston watersheds in Jamaica, 1980-1993”. Caribbean Geography 8(1): 46-56.


� Hydrological Modeling; Integrated management of the Yallahs River and Hope River Watersheds. Riverside Technology; 2012.


� Watershed Management Study of the Buff Bay Pencar Watershed Management Units Forestry Department Jamaica (2001 Revised November 2004)


� Ministry of Agriculture (1997) Morant-Yallahs Agricultural Development Project (MYADP) Baseline Report. Prepared by Data Bank & Evaluation Division, Kingston, Jamaica


�   Hydrological Modeling; Integrated management of the Yallahs River and Hope River Watersheds. Riverside Technology; 2012.


� Watershed Management Study of the Buff Bay Pencar Watershed Management Units Forestry Department Jamaica (2001 Revised November 2004)


�   If at CEO Endorsement, the PPG activities have not been completed and there is a balance of unspent fund, Agencies can continue undertake the activities up to one year of project start.  No later than one year from start of project implementation, Agencies should report this table to the GEF Secretariat on the completion of PPG activities and the amount spent for the activities.
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[image: image6.jpg]Number of Farms by Main Activity and Parish of Location

Parish of
Location

Main Activity
Total Export Other Cattle Poultry Pig Goatand Other Not
Crops Crops Rearing Rearing Farming or Sheep Activity Reported
Farms .
Rearing

All Jamaica
St Ahdrew

St Thomas

228,683 60,971 106,834 2,927 19277 9,551 18503 1,076 9,544
10,772 5,345 3,753 48 646 309 270 109 292

12,033 6,380 3,418 106 914 394 601 101 119
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Main Activity
Parish of Total Export  Other Cat‘tle Poul‘try Plg Goat Ot.hetr Not
) Crops Crops Rearing Rearing Farming and or Activity Reported
Location Farms
Sheep
Rearing
All Jamaica 325,810 148,554 86,402 45150 6,810 4909 9924 17,755 16,306
St Andrew 8354 4973 2,569 35 313 121 57 39 247
St Thomas 22,257 17,285 3,473 302 189 184 241 183 400
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