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OTHER EXECUTING PARTNERS: Ministry of Fisheries and Aquatic
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GEF FocAL AREA(S): Land Degradation, SPA

GEF-4 STRATEGIC PROGRAM (S). SP-1, SPA (GEF-3)

NAME OF PARENT PROGRAM /UMBRELLA PROJECT : n/a

A. PROJECT FRAMEWORK

Submission Date:

11 June 2007
Re-submission Date14 November 2007

Expected Calendar
Milestones Dates
Work Program (for FSP) August 2006
GEF Agency Approval February 2008
Implementation Start July 2009
Mid-term Review Dec. 2012
Implementation Completion June 2016

GEF FEES (9% OF TOTAL GRANT)

IFAD | 100%

654,292

Project Objective: Restoration and management conservation offjloimportant ecosystems affected by the tsunaaminsireamed
into the reconstruction process to support sudigriavelihoods and reduce vulnerability to climateange along the East Coast of Syi

Lanka
Project Invstm’t GEF Financing* Co-financing*

Components ’STT';’*T gﬁ&%ﬁ;ﬂl Expected Outputs €)) % %) % Total (%)
1. Development TA Best practices for | 1.1. Best practices developed and| 1,903,200| 66.34 965,475| 33.66 2,868,675
and application effective demonstrated for community-led
of best practices restoration and restoration of globally important
for sustainable sustainable ecosystems; 1.2. Best practices ar
management of management of policy guidelines published on
key coastal key coastal practical restoration and
ecosystems with ecosystems with | conservation management of
integration of integration of globally important ecosystem; 1.3.
adaptation to adaptation to Central information base establishg
climate change climate change at CCD as repository for all work o
vulnerabilities vulnerabilities ecosystem restoration and coastal

developed and adaptation to climate change
demonstrated
2. Investme | 2. Effective 2.1. Policy framework reviewed an{ 1,008,900| 41.68| 1,411,525| 58.32 2,420,425
Mainstreaming nt, TA | ecosystem restructured to support the
of effective restoration and restoration and sustainable use of
ecosystem sustainable coastal natural resources and
restoration and management with | adaptation to climate change; 2.2.
sustainable integrated options | Requirements to incorporate
management for climate change| restoration of coastal ecosystems
with integrated vulnerabilities are | and adaptation measures for clima|
options for mainstreamed into| change vulnerabilities introduced

climate change
vulnerabilities

post-tsunami
reconstruction
planning and
implementation by
relevant authoritieg
and donors

into the central national planning
system for all tsunami-
reconstruction projects; 2.3.
Restoration of coastal ecosystems
incorporated into the Eastern
Province planning system; 2.4.
Ecosystem Restoration and
Adaptation Unit (ERAU) created
within the Coast Conservation
Department to provide facilitation
and supervision services to tsunan
reconstruction projects; 2.5.
Demonstration of replication of
ecosystem restoration and
community based co-management
of coastal ecosystems and adaptat
to climate change promoted by

Eastern Provincial Council




3. Investme | 3. Coastal 3.1. Enabling environment for 2,345,765| 40.57 | 3,436,100| 59.43 5,781,865
Empowerment nt communities community co-management of
of coastal empowered to natural resources and adaptation t
communities manage local climate change vulnerability
empowered to natural resources | established; 3.2. Co-management
manage local to enhance mangroves and coastal lagoon
natural sustainable promoted at Vakarai to improve
resources livelihoods and local livelihoods, foster sustainable
adaptation to land management and to minimise
climate change climate change impacts; 3.3. Co-
vulnerabilities management of sand resources
promoted at Panama\Pottuvil to
improve local livelihoods, foster
sustainable land management and
minimise climate change impacts;
3.4. Co-management of coral
resources promoted at Pigeon Isla
4. Learning, TA 4. Learning, 4.1. Monitoring, evaluation, 911,100 53.91 778,969 | 46.09 1,690,069
monitoring and evaluation and reporting and dissemination systen
evaluation adaptive established and operational
management
increased
5. Project management 750,950 43.45 977,381 56.55 1,728,331
Total Project Costs 6,919,915 [ 7,569,450 14,489,365

B. FINANCING PLAN SUMMARY FOR THE PROJECT ($)

Financing source Projec_:t a Project Agency Fee Total at CEQ For the record:
Preparation Endorsement Total at PIF
GEF 350,000 6,919,915 654,292 7,924,207 7,000,000
Co-financing 190,000 7,569, 45(0 N 7,759,450 35,800,00D
Total 540,000 14,489,365 654,2@2 15,873,657 42 (800

2PDFB funded under GEF-3

C. SOURCES OF CONFIRMED CO-FINANCING , including co-financing for project preparation fasth the PDFs and PPG
Name of co-financier (source) Classification Type Amount ($) %"
IFAD Exec. Agency Soft Loan 7,183,650 92.58
Government of Sri Lanka Nat'l Gov't In-kind 480,300 6.19
IUCN NGO In-kind 95,500 1.23
Total Co-financing 7,759,450 100.00
Percentage of each co-financier’s contributioBBO endorsement to total co-financing.
D. GEF RESOURCESREQUESTED BY FOCAL AREA(S), AGENCY (IES) OR COUNTRY (IES)
GEF (in $)
Agency Focal Area COuCr;Itcr))k/)r:l\ll amel Project Prep. Project Agency Fee Total
IFAD Land Degradation Sri Lanka 350,000 5,000,000 472,760 5,882,760
IFAD SPA Sri Lanka 1,919,916 181,582 2,101,447
Total GEF Resources 350,000] 6,919,915 654,292 7,924,207

* No need to provide information for this table ifsta single focal area, single country and si&f& Agency project.

E. PROJECT MANAGEMENT BUDGET/COST

Cost item gg:?or?i\tllgs GEF ($) Other sources ($) Project total ($)
Local consultant§ 4,004 245,700 427,700 673,400
International consultants 0 0 0 0
Office facilities, equipment, 230,720 300,100 530,820
vehicles and communicatiofis
Travel® 91,130 64,581 155,711
Miscellaned 183,400 185,000 368,400
Total 750,950 977,381 1,728,331

¢ Please see detailed information regarding the ¢tmmésiin Annex C
4 Provide detailed information and justification fbese line items:



F. CONSULTANTS WORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONE NTS

Component Estimated GEF($) Other sources ($)]  Project total ($)
person weeks

Local consultants 6,916 500,500 882,700 1,383,200

International consultants 84 168,000 0 168,000

Total 7,000 668,500 882,700 1,551,200

© Please see detailed information regarding theutmss in Annex C

G. DESCRIBE THE BUDGETED M & E PLAN:

The Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system is thet ®f planning, information gathering, and syntbgesi
reflection and reporting processes along with theegsary supporting conditions and capacities redjdior the
outputs of M&E to make a valuable contribution &cidion making and learning. Past experience irL&nka
has shown that M&E is the least important for thejgct stakeholders until they realize that theeriated
objectives were not achieved at the end. Very oftéras been seen that the M&E functions were oewfito
tracking the activities, tracking financial progseand reporting to the donor. But it is essenkiat &ll elements of
M&E are attended from the very inception of thejpct

The M&E system of the proposed GEF operation validnthe following approach and activities:

1. Establishment of baseline information

Taking into consideration the gaps in the informatbase, it is essential that the baseline infdomas updated
at the time of the commencement of project propessibly data analyzed in the form of digitalizeaps can be
prepared and will be used for comparisons at ttme tof project impact evaluations. Collection of ddame
information and data will be completed at leashimit6 months of the projects commencement.

2. Creation of a Management Information System (M impact monitoring

This will constitute a multi-disciplinary team wank) further to fine tune the following documents:

- Project Technical Monitoring Plan

- Project Impact Monitoring Plan, which will inclad Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation Plasdghon the
logical framework matrix.

3. Project inception phase

There will be at least three months as projectgtioa period in order to fully understand the pobvjand to
install the necessary project management structugground.

4. Project Progress Monitoring

This will encompass the setting up of the Natio8&tering Committee (NSC), periodic monitoring (Bcoj
Progress Review Meetings, Project Tripartite Regi€RTRS), Preparation of the annual work plan aeribBic
Thematic and Technical Reports

5. Project Impact Evaluation

This component will include the completion of th&sterm evaluation and the final evaluation.

6. Sharing best practices

Technical reports will be generated from the feadkbreceived from the progress reports and otheews and
evaluations, and will be published as lessons &hrn

7. Capacity development of the M&E Staff
This is significantly important in view of limiteexpertise available especially in the eastern pa®/for project

monitoring and evaluation. The need for this igHfer emphasized due to the technical nature optbgct and
that the project staff need biodiversity monitorgkills based on the indicators developed in tigeflame.



8. Audit

The Project Implementing Agency will provide IFAIMAAGEF with certified periodic financial statemems
annual audit of the financial statements relatmghie status of IFAD, including GEF funds, will barried out,
according to the established procedures set dueifProgramming and Finance manuals, and in accoedaith
the Project Cooperation Agreement.

The main activities planned for the M&E are showrthe table below:

Table 1. Monitoring and Evaluation Work Plan and Budget

Type of M&E activity Responsible Parties Budget ($) Time frame
1. Establish baseline = Consultants (Multi 75,000| Within six months of
disciplinary team) project start up
2. Design technical = External consultant 90,000 Within six months of
(scientific) monitoring project start
plan
3. Design participatory | = Consultant 50,000 Within six months of
monitoring plan project start
4. Management = External Consultant 80,000 Within six months of
Information System project start
5. Inception Workshop | = Project Team/IFAD 30,000 Within first three months
of project start up
6. Inception Report = Project Team None | Within one month
= PPRR following Inception
Workshop
7. National Steering =  Project Coordinator None| Following Project IW
Committee Meetings and subsequently at least
three times a year
8. Project progress = Project Team 80,000 Quarterly
review meetings
9. Project Tripartite = |FAD/GEF/GOSL 90,000 Each year of the projeqt
Review
10. Annual work = Project Staff 38,000 Annually
planning
11. Thematic = Project Technical 30,000
papers/technical papers Team/External
Technical evaluators
12. Mid-term Evaluation = Project team, 60,000| After three years of
= |FAD/GEF Regional project implementation
Coordinating Unit
= External Consultants
(i.e. evaluation team)
13. Final Evaluation = Project team, 60,000| Towards the end of the
= |FAD/GEF Regional project implementation
Coordinating Unit
= External Consultants
(i.e. evaluation team)
14. Capacity = Consultant 30,000| Before the end of first
development on M&E | = Project team year
15. Audit = |FAD-CO 50,000| Yearly
=  Project team
TOTAL INDICATIVE COST (7 YEARS) 263.000
Excluding project team staff time and travel expsns ’




PART 1I: PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

A. DESCRIBE THE PROJECT RATIONALE AND THE EXPECTED MEASURABLE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS
A.l1. Project rationale

The Eastern Province of Sri Lanka borne the bréithe® damage caused when the Indian Ocean Tsunaroks
the island in the morning of 26th December 2004 w&dl as causing the deaths of 14,345 people (46%e
national death toll), displacing over 220,000 peppind destroying most of the fishing industryalgo caused
extensive damage to coastal ecosystems — withategparea of occurrence 100% of coastal lagoo8% 4f
mangroves, and 38% of sand dunes were either ad@amaged or completely destroyed. The valueheké
ecosystems in providing protection was appareatlto that lives were saved and property proteetbdre these
ecosystems had not been degraded by poor managdimemtver, in the immediate aftermath of the tsupam
humanitarian considerations were given the highestity to provide rescue, relief, and emergenagport to
the survivors. The reconstruction programme thdiovieed provided a rare opportunity for a truly rebie
approach to policy formulation and implementatibmit due to lack of capacity, technical knowledged a
inadequate institutional coordination, the natioredonstruction response was made in isolationcobystem
restoration, adaptation to climate change vulnétiglsi and broad conservation objectives, whicheagiven low
priority leading to responses that are inapproetiat incompatible with, or unsupportive of, theisa utilization
of natural resources which most of the local comitiesn of the East Coast are ultimately dependeminuio
sustain their livelihoods.

The project design is founded on overcoming threge larriers to the restoration of coastal ecosysterthat
technical knowledge for low-cost restoration meth@not present on the island; that environmdgsales have
been given low priority during the tsunami reliefdareconstruction programme; and that those presdsading

to land degradation prior to the tsunami must banged if the rehabilitated ecosystems are to peotic:
functions and services envisaged on a sustainabfgterm basis. While the initial emphasis of théven-year
project will be on developing a scientifically-bdséow-cost, community-based approach to rehabiligathree
key coastal ecosystems — mangroves, coastal lagandsand dunes — at specific sites, facilitatéuication of
these techniques all along the East Coast (andiéncourse other tsunami-affected coasts) is abdggt. In
seeking to achieve this, it will implement a twapg strategy to a) demonstrate that replicatioreébnically
feasible at other sites, and b) mainstream ecasyststoration into the reconstruction process bkingait a
requirement of Government policy and building ttepacity of a specialist Government unit to faditand
support the process. Improved management of tlestered and other coastal resources will be praitoteaise
incomes, develop sustainable livelihoods, and impreustainable land management, by facilitating the
empowerment of the local communities to enter coagament agreements of the coastal areas with
Government, and by providing best practice guidarmk other tools and opportunities for them to ionertheir
incomes. Support will be targeted at the rural powt particularly women to improve their level afrficipation

in social and economic activities improve incomed eeduce poverty.

A.2. Goal, objective and project components

The long-term goal of the project is to rehabibtasunami-affected ecosystems in Sri Lanka to peoyull
ecosystem services including adaptation againsém@et climatic events. The project development dlbvjeds to
mainstream restoration and management conservatiglobally important ecosystems affected by thengsni
into the reconstruction process to support sudtéravelihoods and reduce vulnerability to climateange along
the East Coast of Sri Lanka. The project desigousded on overcoming three key barriers to thtoration of
coastal ecosystems — that technical knowledgeof@rdost restoration methods is not present ondlagd; that
environmental issues have been given low prioritsirdy the tsunami relief and reconstruction prograanand
that those processes leading to ecosystem anddegihdation prior to the tsunami must be changetiaf
rehabilitated ecosystems are to provide the funstiand services envisaged on a sustainable longiasis.
While the initial emphasis of this seven-year projeill be on developing a scientifically-basedwigost,
community-based approach to rehabilitating threedaastal ecosystems — mangroves, coastal lagandssand
dunes — at specific sites, facilitating replicatairthese techniques all along the East Coastratittiareas where
IFAD Post-tsunami livelihoods support project to ingplemented (and in due course other tsunami-egftec
coasts) is at its heart. In seeking to achieve thiwill implement a two-pronged strategy to dersivate that
replication is technically feasible at other sitead to mainstream ecosystem restoration into ébenstruction
process by making it a requirement of Governmetitp@nd building the capacity of a specialist Gowaent
unit to facilitate and support the process.



The project is planning to undertake all its SPhatesl activities in line with the recommendatioristiee 1st
National Communication to the UNFCCC and they tlconcentrated in the areas of three pilot sitdstlae six
replication sites of the IFAD/GEF project. The malnjective of these activities is to reduce theneuhbility of
coastal areas by increasing the resilience of medtooastal ecosystems affected by the tsunami.pf¢@osed
SPA activities are intended to foster the followampects: (i) increase the capacity of the coutatriprmulate
and implement effective vulnerability assessmeatglimate change; (ii) incorporate greater consitien of
climate change impacts into national policies aest fplanning methods for adaptation; (iii) identdsitical
coastal areas and ensure that sensitive ecosygtaarggroves, lagoon, sand dunes and coral reefgg-on
rehabilitated, will be more resilient to climateacige then they were before the tsunami; and (iprane the
understanding of climate change impacts and baiicity .at local level on adaptation to climatarcie.

The project interventions have been designed ttriboite to four interrelated outcomes:

Outcome 1, Best practices for effective restoratiow sustainable management of key coastal ecasyste
developed and demonstrated; Outcome 2, Effectiwsystem restoration and sustainable management are
mainstreamed into post-tsunami reconstruction ptenand implementation by relevant authorities dodors;
Outcome 3, Coastal communities empowered to madaga natural resources to enhance sustainable
livelihoods, and Outcome 4, Learning, evaluatiod adaptive management increased.

A.3. Global Environmental Benefits expected

The key global environmental benefits will ariserfr restoration and sustainable land managementosfet
ecosystems significantly degraded by the tsunamitjaily at the demonstrations sites and then tghou
replication along the coast of the Eastern Proviace perhaps subsequently further afield. Theseystems,
when in good condition, have been shown to haveiged extremely effective protection against arrexie
marine surge and saved lives and prevented darogg®perty as a result, as such their restoratitimvovide
the same protective function in the face of risieg levels and the increased frequency of extrega¢hsr events
(e.g. cyclones) resulting from global climate charlg addition, restoring large areas of mangrawe, to a lesser
extent the scrub vegetation associated with sandsjwvill increase levels of carbon sequestratiosoine extent
thereby contributing towards actions to countebglavarming. The project will also illustrate timeportance of
implementing a bottom-up resource use planning aggtr, strengthening the capacity of local goverrtnben
coordinate restorative measures, removing poliayidra by creating the appropriate regulatory andbéing
policy environment, and mainstreaming sustainadohel Imanagement processes into priority rural devedmt
strategies leading to secondary global benefitpaferty reduction and food security. Furthermotewiil
illustrate the importance of engaging and mobitiziacal communities in the management of coastauees,
and in the control of land degradation over-exphiiin of resources. Through these initiatives, Irpogulations
most affected by the tsunami will be mobilized agpartant partners to effect on-the-ground consirweaand
management. The project will illustrate how to depesuch a practical and cost-effective approaahtaw to
replicate this in other countries bordering theidndOcean and badly affected by the tsunami.

The project will also bring global biodiversity bedits. Restoration and sustainable managementesttglobally
important coastal habitats, previously capableupipsrting a wide range of coastal wetland speciekiding at
least 23 globally threatened ones, will enable themeturn to the same condition long-term that wilpport
these species again. The East Coast of Sri Lankaliknown internationally, generates large ameuwdtforeign
exchange whenever the security situation allowsutn tourism, and rehabilitating the coastal habitnd
improving the conservation management of the dsafeind fauna will maintain and enhance this glebale. A
concerted and systematic control and eradicatiogrpmme of alien invasive species spread by thetauwill

result in this threat to coastal habitats beingdbr eliminated, in line with the aims of GEF's @ptonal
Programmes. Rehabilitating the damaged ecosystamserving their globally important biodiversitycataking
action to control 1AS will all contribute towardbke fulfillment of Sri Lanka’s obligations under t@&BD and
UNCCD.

At the national level, the project will illustratkee importance of linking poverty reduction withnservation of
coastal ecosystems, and the role to be playeddhrealue-added production and the promotion oflnoma-farm

or fishing activities as a means to increase lovastment opportunities, particularly for housetsoheaded by
widows. The focus on community-based, participatolanning and management coupled with supportive
institutional structures will be a model for ecdgys recovery and poverty reduction that could ®icated
elsewhere in the country, and not just in tsunaffieieted areas. These systems are also fundantem&ativing a
decimated coastal fishing industry and promotionatural resources planning and sustainable lanthgament
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techniques, supported by economic initiatives utatten by IFAD’s “Post Tsunami Coastal Restoratiom a
Coastal Communities Resource Management Progranaime2d at diversifying people’s income-generating
activities, will revive coastal agriculture and ueé pressure from inland ecosystems (particularhtands and
forests) and protected areas. Systematic contralieh invasive plants spread by the tsunami isenfigely to
lead to their eradication than the current ad tppr@ach.

DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH NATIONAL PRIORITIES /PLANS:

Sri Lanka places great importance on meeting itgy@ions as a signatory to a number of environent
conventions. The proposed project will provide aarete contribution to the implementation of thetidizal
Action Plan to Combat Desertification (NAP) of tkiNCCD which was adopted in 2002 and support the
UNFCCC National Communications of Sri Lanka adopte@000, with its Mitigation option and Adaptation
responses. In addition the project will supportrear Government priorities and actions towards epnsg its
flora and fauna under the Convention on Biodivgrsithe proposed project is fully consistent witle tiational
vision and coherent with national priorities, pm& and strategies to counter land degradationprachote
sustainable land management, reduce coastal vbiligréo climate change, and protect biodiversityd coastal
ecosystems. In particular, the GEF project respondbie major activities of the second revisiortted Coastal
Zone Management Plan (CZMP) at a critical time Wi: promoting sustainable development through
environmentally-sensitive restoration; (i) demaathg participatory models for green restorati@ii); building
capacity to strengthen and improve mechanismsnter-agency coordination; (iv) promoting and stteeging
mechanisms for community-based natural resourcesagement; and (v) building the people’s confideirce
restoration measures. It also fulfils the requireteeof several statements in the Government's Natio
Environmental Policy “Caring for the Environment0332007: Path to Sustainable Development”, inclgdin
restoration of damaged communities; the recognitibthe economic value of environmental serviceadsure
their sustainability to benefit people; strengtimgnthe institutional capacity to ensure sound mamagt and
coordination, and the encouragement of sociallgaesible behaviors through awareness-raising, tha and
enforcement. The Biodiversity Action Plan draws tigatar attention to promoting the conservation of
mangroves, lagoons and coral reefs and the CZMBdes an objective to conserving these and sandsgamd
the project is consistent with these and also cemphts several large projects already being impieedein the
North-East Province as well as IFAD’s “Post Tsun&oastal Restoration and Coastal Communities Resour
Management Programme” due for implantation shortly.

The project is strongly supported by the Governmand the relevant agencies, particularly the Coast
Conservation Department (CCD). In addition, thevitroe and Districts have also demonstrated a gieal of
support for this initiative during its design phasecognizing the importance of the multiple funo8 played by
coastal ecosystems as storm barriers, providersiadfiral resources to sustain the livelihoods ofalrur
communities, and in maintaining biodiversity. Cdiestions with the “Liberation Tigers of Tamil EelafL TTE)
officers at Vakarai also indicate significant sugidor this project. The policies and projects disbove, and the
massive mobilization of foreign and domestic rel&fl being channeled through government agencies,
demonstrate the active engagement of the GoSls iddsire to reconstruct the infrastructure anditiveds of
coastal communities while restoring coastal ecesystto provide for a sustainable future.

Please see the full project document for more detaroject Brief, sections 1.A.5 and 2.5).

DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH GEF STRATEGIES AND STRATEGIC PROGRAMS:

The project's objectives are fully consistent witle newly approved GEF Focal Area Strategies, andem
specifically with its provisions for Sustainable rich Management and Adaptation to Climate Change. GEF
defines land degradation as “... any form of detation of the natural potential of land that affeet®system
integrity either in terms of reducing its sustaieabcological productivity or in terms of its nagiwiological
richness and maintenance of resilience". The perpésthe new Land Degradation Focal Area (LD FAJas
“foster system-wide change to control the incregsaverity and extent of land degradation in otdederive
global environmental benefits“, proposing Sustai@dtand Management (SLM) as main tool. In Sri Lartkee
tsunami has caused massive land degradation, Igisend indirectly reducing the land’s sustainabtelegical
productivity and its native biological richness.€eTproject will restore and manage sustainably tesystems
affected, reducing and arresting land degradatenproposed by the LD FA priority. The project wallso
support Strategic Objectives 1 (“An enabling enviment will place SLM in the main stream of devel@om
policy and practice at regional, national and ldegéls”) and 2 (“Mutual benefits for the globaM@enment and
local livelihoods through catalyzing SLM investmerior large-scale impact”). The proposed projectlso
compatible with GEF’s willingness to finance thenemental cost of developing sustainable land mamagt




practices, which would provide communities with n@wad alternative livelihoods and support the pregesn of
ecosystem stability, functions and services.

The activities proposed under this project confoiasely with the LD FA strategic priorities undés Btrategic
Program 1, “Supporting Sustainable Agriculture &hgeland Management”. The project stresses agratesl
approach to land restoration, strengthening cressssmal mechanisms, and involving local community
participation in restoration, and sustainable larahagement and protection, thereby facilitatinginfygrovement
of people’s livelihoods and economic well-being.wlill fund the incremental costs of complementinteo
actions by the GoSL and international agenciesestore, and thereafter conserve, the structurdaraional
integrity of coastal ecosystems, benefiting notydhk local people, but the rich biodiversity asated with Sri
Lanka’'s eastern coast. Emphasis will be laid on ube of indigenous species for facilitating regatien
activities, and the project will demonstrate besicfice for green restoration of the coast belrémlication along
the remainder of the East Coast and the South Clbasill mainstream SLM strategies into nationaldalocal
coastal development priorities, as well as buildthg capacity at national and community level tcuea
participatory involvement in continuing integratadd use planning and management.

With regards to adaptation, the GEF was askedhdudNFCCC COP7, to establish pilot or demonstration
projects to show how adaptation planning and ass#scan be practically translated into projectst thill
provide real benefits, and may be integrated imttional policy and sustainable development plannitgthe
GEF Council Meeting of November 2003 and the CGPMilan in December 2003, a business plan was adopt
that for the first time recognized the funding reeédr adaptation activities under a pilot windowsideed to
identify policy options and measures that could cestrate how adaptation to climate change can be
implemented. The GEF Council issued Document (GEH/®Inf.10, 8/Rev 1) dated 14 October May 2005,
containing the Operational Guidelines for the Sgmt Priority “Piloting and Operational Approach to
Adaptation”(SPA). These Guidelines, inter alia,itade that the objective is “to reduce vulnerapi#nd to
increase adaptive capacity to the adverse efféatinmate change in the focal areas in which thd-Grks”.

In the Biodiversity Focal Area, global environmdritanefits include “reduced risks of global biodsity loss
and enhanced protection of ecosystems and theesptuey contain”. In the Land Degradation focalaare
incremental global benefits are expected from ‘@nable land management to preserve, conserveeatate the
structure and functional integrity of ecosysteniBhe current project contributes to the achievenudrthese
global environmental benefits.

. OUTLINE THE COORDINATION WITH OTHER RELATED INITIATIVES

D.1. Linkages with IFAD strategy and activitiestie country

The present project proposal will, therefore, dfesm IFAD’s country’s experience and also from atbdenors’
programmes, particularly the integrated and padiciry rural development ones targeted at disadgedtareas,
conservation of the natural resource base, andneigraof basic rural infrastructure. The IFAD-GE®jpct is in
harmony with the development goals and objectiiesnast of the other donors. The intervention wida
provide an enabling environment for the efficietilization of the investments made by such donofSEF
interventions will cut across the major sectors afiliserve as a conduit to provide the sustainaddelogical
base on which the desired goals and targets of firegects could be achieved.

The GEF Project will link closely with the “Postdrsami Coastal Restoration and Coastal Communiteso&ce
Management Programme”, signed and approved ir22@8, and that will be funded under an IFAD nedetia
loan as well as from other sources, through shbaseline studies, integrated implementation arraegés, and
convergent approaches to community participatidrese links will be developed further during impleragion

of the project, but specifically, the GEF assistawd| focus on the incremental costs of countrien initiatives

for green restoration and subsequent conservatessunes to rehabilitate the devastated areas ofdastal
ecosystems, mitigate against further land degrawlat reduce potential damage arising from futaeiral and
man-induced events (e.g. tsunamis and cycloned)erdicate invasive alien species which have bperad by
the tsunami.

D.2. Coordination with other related initiatives

Projects in Sri Lanka relevant to the current psggbintervention involving the GEF include:



(i) “Conservation of Biodiversity through Integrdt€ollaborative Management in the Rekawa, Ussangoda
Kalametiya (RUK) Coastal Ecosystems” (UNDP-GEF)isTproject builds upon initiatives such as the $ec
Area Management (SAM) Plan for Rekawa and the Weétldite Report for Kalametiya, to prepare an overal
plan for the Rekawa, Ussangoda and Kalametiyaiareallaboration with local communities, CBOs, aM@O0s.
Emphasis is being given to the establishment obl&alworative management framework for the consemat
programmes for marine turtles and mangroves. Iménaged by the Coast Conservation Department with
operational and technical assistance form IUCN-SL.

(i) “Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem” (GEF-WWbBank). This project was approved recently bg th
GEF Council. The project will develop an agreedtsigic action programme for the sustainable managenf
the Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem (LME),ceed through FAO working with the eight governnsent
(Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Maldiwéganmar, Sri Lanka, and Thailand) to address tkamsidary
marine resources issues along the coast of this.L®Wer issues may include land-based sources ahena
pollution, artisanal fisheries versus commerciahéries, habitat conservation and restoration, @otdntially
Integrated Coastal Management (ICM) strategiesaftapting to extreme climatic events that devastasestal
communities. Coordination and cooperation is alyealistent between the implementing agency, Nationa
Aquatic Resources Research and Development Ag&hsRA) and the CCD, and will be strengthened oned th
the execution starts.

(iii) “Strengthening Partnerships for Effective G of Invasive Alien Species in Sri Lanka” (SPES) (GEF-
UNDP). This medium-sized project, being developeihtly under the Coastal, Marine and Freshwater
Ecosystems and Forest Ecosystems Programmeghis fatal stages of its PDF-A review. It seekseaduce the
rate of entry of new IAS into Sri Lanka, and eradkicor bring existing IAS under effective contrathin Sri
Lanka’'s most important protected areas and othes sif biodiversity/ecological value, both coastatl inland.
This project will be highly complementary to theramt proposal, through its strengthening of thicgplegal
and regulatory frameworks to deal with IAS; its rasuwo enhance the key institutions in developingsuees to
detect and respond to IAS; and its awareness-gasid education component to build understandintghef
gravity of the issues posed by IAS.

Two other major projects are currently being impdated in the North-eastern Province which haveecédBnity
with the proposed project — the “North-East Coa&tammunity Development Project” (NECCDP) and the
“North-East Community Restoration and Developmenpjdet” (NECORD). In addition, sustainable
environmental protection of coastal areas and etes)s to raise standards of living and reduce vabildy
against natural disasters are being identified he tecently developed “Strategy and Programme for
Reconstruction and Development of the Marine FigsseBSector” prepared by the Ministry of Fisheriesl a
Aquatic Resources with the assistance of FAO. Toeeehe project is addressing part of medium tévous
(2005-2009) of the resent reconstruction and deveémt strategy for the marine fisheries sector.

Liaison and coordination and close technical lirdsagvill be established with these GEF projectgarticular

with the RUK project where the successful SAM caaagement plan will be used as a model for thosthen
East Coast, and with the Bay of Bengal Large MaEgesystem project to complement activities, adateni
lessons learned, and share data and experiences.

Please see the full project document for more detaroject Brief, sections 2.6 and 2.7).

DESCRIBE THE INCREMENTAL REASONING OF THE PROJECT:
E.1. Baseline

Within the context of the national policy goals athelelopment plans specified above, the governmoeStri
Lanka has earmarked significant baseline fundingcfiastal conservation and post-tsunami recongbruch
Eastern Province over the coming years.

Yet, despite a recognized need and stated intemtiotio so, there has to date been only minor pssgie
ensuring that ecosystems are successfully relabiitas part of the post-tsunami reconstructiorcgs®
reversing ongoing trends of ecosystem degradatimoastal areas, or ensuring that the necessgy ate taken
to ensure that coastal ecosystems are managedhabstan the future.

Under the baseline it is likely that there will bentinuing, and intensifying, threats to coastalsystems, which
will impact negatively both on the post-tsunamiamstruction process and on future coastal zonela@vent
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and sustainable livelihoods. Continuing pressuresaastal ecosystems will also lead to the logsiadiversity

of global significance. In particular the followinfgreats and impacts of the baseline course obrasthould be
noted: (i) Decline in species’ populations, habdagradation and fragmentation of coastal ecosystdong the
East Coast of Sri Lanka; (ii) Destabilization ofykecosystem functions in coastal lagoons and astjd(iii)
Increase in area affected by invasive alien spe(igsincreased human pressure on natural resswftglobally
important coastal ecosystems and (v) Coastal emomyslegradation and species loss due to human
mismanagement.

E.2. GEF Alternative (incremental reasoning)
In the light of this baseline, three possible cearsf action were identified:

(a) The first option is to continue, without takiagy additional action, existing baseline actigitidlthough

implying no additional financial cost, this opti@not considered sufficient to address currerdats to globally
important biodiversity that have arisen as a resithe tsunami and associated reconstruction psase or are
likely to occur in the context of future human s, unsustainable development patterns andtexpeomnate

change impacts.

(b) A second option is to enforce strict presenvatind policing regimes on coastal ecosystems $m disallow
any human use of, or threats to, biodiversity. @ltgh, if successful, this alternative strategy dosécure
significant global biodiversity benefits, it is nobnsidered a desirable course of action. As welbeing costly
and difficult to implement, it is unlikely to be stainable after the project period given existimgicial, human
resource and institutional capacity, or in socioremmic terms. It also has the potential to confith national
economic development and social equity goals, qdatily those relating to poverty reduction, andhisrefore
unacceptable. The high opportunity costs associaft the strict protection of biodiversity, inclungy high
budgetary costs, losses to local livelihoods anubtional economic development, are untenabledotjoe.

(c) The third strategy, outlined in the proposeceragion, is to complement baseline activities byiding
capacity and awareness of ecosystem concernsnagiating them into the post-tsunami reconstragbiacess,

in a way which is supportive both of conservatiomalg and of socio-economic development needs. This
alternative is considered to be the most desiradeeffective option, in social, economic, finahoikevelopment
and conservation terms. As well as securing glam@ironmental benefits it can simultaneously meseteline
development goals in Sri Lanka. The global bendfitbe achieved from this strategy are, first, talasone
management and ecosystem conservation strengtlzenedrt of the post-tsunami reconstruction acgisjtin
order to secure global biodiversity benefits, aedosid, coastal biodiversity and ecosystems mor#adxdy and
sustainably managed, yielding benefits to tsundfezted communities and to the country as a whole.

Due to limited existing financial and human resesr@and capacity, and because the maintenance lodlglo
benefits is not a priority goal at the nationaldenit is unlikely that this course of action wouté followed
without GEF funding through the proposed projetts Ihowever important to emphasize that the ptojét
complement, or add to, existing attempts to ach@stainable and equitable post-tsunami recongirugt Sri
Lanka. It does not aim to replace baseline aativitr to diminish any existing economic benefitg, father to
strengthen coastal zone management and ecosyshsreation, in order to secure global biodiverbigpefits.

Further information is offered in the project do@nts (Project Executive Summary, Annex A).

I NDICATE RISKS, INCLUDING CLIMATE CHANGE RISKS , THAT MIGHT PREVENT THE PROJECT OBJECTIVE (S)
FROM BEING ACHIEVED AND OUTLINE RISK MANAGEMENT MEA SURES
F.1. Political, socio-economical and institutioniaks

() Political risks. Despite peace talks that hbeen going on since February 2002, they have memupted by
periods of stalemate and intermittent upsurgesiatence. There remains a small risk of a returrséaous
military confrontation. Since 2002, intermittenblénce has tended to be isolated and short-litad.dlear that
both sides want peace, the problem is how to aehte¥As a result, the periodic violence appearsedorn more
from frustration than from a desire to force a dosion. The risk is deemed to be low, but an atttye location
has been identified if the proposed site at Vak@viahin LTTE military control) becomes unsafe.

(i) Legal and institutional risks. Sri Lanka's mmpletely devolved government means that therégisfcant
difficulty in coordinating the different forms ofogernment — national vs. provincial and inter-agenc
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cooperation. This inability to provide a coordirthteesponse was evident during the tsunami and remdi
poses, if not a risk, at least a significant hutdldbe overcome. The project has looked to thelange projects
already being implemented in the North-Eastern ifoe/(NECCDP and NECORD) to see what lessons can be
learned. Improved coordination at the nationakldwas been facilitated by using the same Nati&teéring
Committee as formed for the IFAD Loan, while NECCbéve offered full use of the Inter-agency Committe
they have already established as well as theirifgia and District coordination mechanisms to litatie the
implementation of project activities.

F.2. Methodological and operation challenges

(i) The methodologies for ecosystem restoratioovp not to be obtainable or fail to be achievetteasfully in

the local context because the damage caused higuhami was just too great. Studies undertaken &iooand

the world during the PDF-B have indicated that tmlasystems such as mangroves and sand dunes can be
restored successfully using low-cost technique® pitoject has specifically provided a three-yeaasghat the
beginning to provide enough time to allow variougtimads to be pilot tested and to be adapted td loca
conditions. Only the clearance of debris from thgobns remains untried. Nonetheless, studies frtvar o
localities indicate that ecosystems can be re-kshalol in areas from which they have been completel
eradicated.

(iv) The design and implementation of communitynsanagement plans pose a number of problems, rsitifea
maintaining the motivation of the communities. Thisly be particularly the case when restoring edesys
which by their very nature require a lot of timefdre the benefits become apparent. The project takke
cognizance of the successes and the means useldi¢oeathem obtained by the UNDP-GEF RUK Projeee(s
section D above) in developing a model for coastahmunity co-management that involves some habitat
restoration. In addition, actions for restoratioill ide linked to incentives to demonstrate the difi of
operations both for the individual and to the comityu

(v) Operational expenses for the proposed EcosyRestoration and Adaptation Unit (ERAU) of the CG@I

not be met if mainstreaming of the ecosystem rasitor into tsunami reconstruction projects is rmb@ed by
the Government. The proposed ERAU would be maddlemaand be sustained by funding from the Goverrimen
and Province. The CCD staff will be seconded ferwlork to be implemented by the Unit.

F.3. Risks associated to climate change

Sri Lanka has been experiencing frequent extrersatewsuch as heavy rains followed by floods anddbaes,
droughts and cyclonic storms over the past yearish Ye anticipated rise in the surface temperatitrés
expected that these events will occur more fredyamtd with greater intensity, causing much damadée and
property. The rise in the mean temperature andesehwill have an adverse impact in almost allis@conomic
sectors of Sri Lanka, including coastal zones, amet$, fisheries, agriculture, forestry, water reses, health,
and energy. Most crops have an optimum temperdurmaximum yield which is around mid-twenties; hen
any increase in the ambient temperature would n@eaeduction in the yield of low elevation crops.eTh
associated increase in evapo-transpiration andsatitity would exacerbate the loss of yield. Chemin the
pattern of rainfall and elevated temperatures waldt affect directly inland water resources andrbgower
supplies. All these would mean economic lossehi¢ocountry and probably an increase in levels okpy in
the poor rural areas.

The project is planning to integrate climate chawngi@erability assessments for the eastern provamckidentify
adaptation measures for climate change in accoedeitb the national policies. Identified adaptatimeasures
will be mainstreamed into the project interventiomseduce the vulnerability to climate change iotpaAll the

efforts will be taken in partnership with the ClirmaChange Secretariat of the Ministry of Environien
coordinating and integrating the experiences ofpttagect with existing policies of socioeconomiovd®pment
and environmental conservation to facilitate sustilie development with climate change scenario. mhe

policy direction for climate change adaptatiorhis £' National Communication under the UNFCCC.

More details in the full project documents (Proj@&rief, sections 1.A.2 and 2.3; Attachment 3, Ladjic
Framework, and Attachment 4, Adaptation Activitiegnced under the SPA).
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G. EXPLAIN HOW COST -EFFECTIVENESS IS REFLECTED IN THE PROJECT DESIGN :
The cost-effectiveness of this project resideshan émphasis placed on improving local enablingrenments
and setting the stage for the nationwide upscadih¢he techniqgues and experiences via the sustainess-
sectoral approaches. The operation’s cost-effautis® will be also enhanced by the use of proverhamsms
for community participation, government’s involvemend technology transfer.

The GEF proposal will be closely associated to‘Best Tsunami Coastal Restoration and Coastal Cantres
Resource Management Programme”, financed by IFABrisg with it resources and structures. Apart fitbie
initial cost of setting up the Ecosystem Restoratimd Adaptation Unit within CCD, no new structu@s
institutions are proposed. It will share the sanaidhal Steering Committees, and rather than estaiby its
own coordinating mechanisms, the GEF operationmaélke full use of those at Provincial and Distigstel, plus
the Inter-Agency Committee, already establishedheyNECCDP. This partnership will undoubtedly boitst
cost-effectiveness of both interventions. Someheflienefits expected are the improvement of coatidin and
communication, the application of common procurenaerd supervision procedures, and the implememtatio
complementary project interventions in the progaea.

The project approach, with its emphasis in paritpy approaches for sustainable use, will gendeatpgeted

investments through participatory mapping and fiization of activities. This will lead to bettetl@cation of
GEF and non-GEF resources and more focused intémaerand investments.

PART IIl: INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT

A. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENT :
The project will be implemented over a period ofeseyears and will be executed by the Ministry fhEries
and Aguatic Resources under the Coast Conservatpartment with the support of the Internationahdrdior
Agricultural Development (IFAD) as a GEF ExecutiAgency. Policy guidance will be obtained througke th
National Steering Committee set up under the claighip of the Secretary of the Ministry of Fisherand
Aquatic Resources. This project, being part of tRAD Post Tsunami Coastal Restoration and Coastal
Communities Resource Management Programme, wijbindy implemented and will share the same Stegrin
Committee at national level (NSC). Implementatioraagements of the project will be vested with @mast
Conservation Department. A Project Directorate Wit be established in Colombo under the respdlisitof
the Director of the Coast Conservation Departmdm will become the National Project Director andl tzke
charge of co-ordination aspects of the projechatrtational level. The main Project Management (PiifiU)
will be set up in Trincomalee, from where localdeimplementation will be managed. The Project Mpmmawill
head this Unit, and responsible for the three Hrelgject Offices supported by Technical Expertswodking in
close collaboration with the National Project Dimcat the CCD. The PMU will: (i) have the role of
administration, technical coordination and politiostitutional liaison, and of monitoring and swgsing the
project; (ii) be a structure with administrativedaiimancial autonomy to manage the project. ThrietdRProject
Offices headed by Field Coordinators will be edthigld in Trincomalee, Batticaloa and Ampara ditniith the
responsibility of managing field implementationiaities and reporting to the Project Manager. Thésfices
will be collocated in the same premises of the IFAfgram. The implementation will be done in close
coordination with the Project Director and Projetanager of the IFAD Post Tsunami Coastal Restanadiod
Coastal Communities Resource Management Programeesure full complementarity between the actisité
both initiatives. At the Provincial level coordii@t of activities with the other projects will beseired through
Provincial Coordination Committee Chaired by theie€tSecretary of the North-east Provincial Planning
Secretariat. District Secretaries will be chairthg District Coordinating Committees ensuring tberdination
of activities at the district level. Project wilsa represented at the Inter-Agency Planning Cotemio facilitate
smooth project implementation and coordination wii& other agencies on the ground. The World Ceasien
Union (IUCN), Sri Lanka Office will provide operatial support inclusive of technical assistanceéneogroject.
As the project expands to include more replicasdes, these arrangements may be adapted to timuale
establishment of new offices. .

The Ecosystem Restoration and Adaptation Unit (ER#ELbe set up at CCD in partnership with the Miyi®f
Environment under the IFAD/GEF initiative will hattee responsibility of integrating ecosystems nedton and
adaptation to climate change in coastal sectorldereent at national, provincial and local levels.

Pilot activities identified for the Pigeon Islandlivibe undertaken in close partnership with the &ément of
Wildlife Conservation.
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The project management will also build on the grbinks developed with, and support by, the NECQIDRNng
the PDF-B. The two projects are highly complemantaorking in part working in similar fields and similar
areas, although the ADB-funded project has a gréateis on infrastructure. Overlap and duplicati@s been
minimized by ensuring that site-based restoratimh @mmunity development work will take place iffefient
geographic areas. Furthermore, the proposed progatimake several technical contributions to NECC®8.
incorporating ecosystem restoration into the CZMaPthe North-east and providing best practice gona¢ for
the mangrove restoration proposed by NECCDP. Thpgsed GEF initiative will make full use of the dnt
agency Committee already established by NECCDP el as the Provincial and District coordination
mechanisms set up by NECCDP to facilitate the imelgation of project activities. The implementatimd
management structure of the project is illustrédgt in the organizational diagram (see Figureelow), and the
roles and responsibilities of implementation patrage detailed in Attachment 10 of the full projgecument.

In order to assure the smooth implementation ofpttogect, ground situation will be analyzed on signof the
Grant Agreement between IFAD/GEF and the GoSL leefmplementing the project. Based on the situation
analysis, the necessary adaptive management measilirbe taken with the guidance of the Nationtde®ing
Committee for effective implementation of the pajeThis will be done during the Project InceptiBhase
followed by an Inception Workshop.

The National Steering Committee (NSC) will be tleame established for the IFAD loan, in order to dvoi
duplications and ensure good coordination, but bgllexpanded to include line agencies coveringegssealated
only to the IFAD/GEF initiative. The Director ofédiCCD, who chaired the NSC during the PDF-B phagdiebe
superseded by the Secretary of the Ministry of éfigls and Aquatic Resources (MFAR) during the
implementation phase in order that close co-ordinawill be ensured with implementation the IFADafobeing
undertaken by the same Ministry. The primary takhe NSC will be to provide institutional, polititt and
operational policy advice and guidance to the IFBEF initiative.

Please see Attachment 10 (Stakeholder Involvenlan) B the project document for additional details

PART IV: EXPLAIN THE ALIGNMENT OF PROJECT DESIGN W _ITH THE ORIGINAL PIF :

The project formulation was oriented by, and bdlsiaigned to, the original project concept (PDFdpproved
in 2005, developing the ideas outlined in its nadie and strategy. The objectives proposed, theibaotion to
the global environmental benefits and the increaleeiasoning followed the logical lines establishethe PDF-
B document. However, the final project design thdteing submitted has some differences with tmeept note,
due mainly to the reorientation from BD to SPA madeveen pipeline and work program inclusion, draghift
of priorities in GEF 4. The changes were introdutedine-tune the document to the SPA, and to bihng
document into line with the new objectives, focedas strategies, procedures and templates of GERhér
modifications are related to the final amounts geinmmitted by the co-financiers. All those changas be
considered as minor.
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" See below the summary of modifications.
1. New GEF focal areas and strategic programs

The project design has been updated to include the new GEF Focal Areas Strategies and Strategic Programs. The
new GEF focal area is Land Degradation (instead of Biodiversity and Land Degradation), while the Strategic
Program is LD SP 1 (instead of OPs 2, 3 and 15). The project is also aligned to the SPA Strategy Priority.

2. Reorientation from BD to SPA

The project was reoriented from the BD focal area to “Piloting an Operational Approach to Adaptation” (SPA)
between pipeline and work program, following the GEF suggestions. The project design had therefore to be fine-
tuned and modified to incorporate specific adaptation measures into the project components.

3. Financing plan

The original financing plan estimated a GEF grant of US$ 6,920,000, and a total contribution from the executing
agencies (IFAD, GoSL and beneficiaries) of US$ 35,800,000. This amount was later revised after the negotiations
held between IFAD and the GoSL in the framework of the post-tsunami assistance offered to this country. The
financing plan finally confirmed was US$ 6.92 m. from the GEF and US$ 7.57 m. from the co-financiers,
bringing the total project cost to US$ 14.49 m.

PART V: AGENCY CERTIFICATION

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

Kevin Cleaver Khalida Bouzar
Assistant President, PMD P GEF Coordinator
Programme Management Department i GEF Unit, PMD
IFAD
, } / Tel: +39.06.5459.2151
/ % .. g Email: k.bouzar@ifad.org
/Y ’
Date: 14 November 2007 Jesus Quintana

GEF Programme Officer
GEF Unit, PMD

Tel.: +39.06.5459.2210
Email: j.quintana@ifad.org

Please do not forget to copy IFAD/GEF Registry on official communications: gefregistry@ifad.org

14



ANNEX A: PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK

Objectively verifiable indicators

PROJECT STRATEGY

Indicators

Baseline

Target

Means of Verification

Risks/Assumptions

Goal:

To rehabilitate tsunami-affected

ecosystems irL&nka to provide full

ecosystem services includidigptation against extreme climatic events

GEF Project Objective:

To mainstream restoration and
management conservation of
globally important ecosystems
affected by the tsunami into the
reconstruction process to support
sustainable livelihoods and reduc
vulnerability to climate change
along the East Coast of Sri Lankal

1. Institutional

Government requirement to

incorporate ecosystem restoratid

and adaptation to climate chang

into all post-tsunami

reconstruction and coastal zone
P management projects

Number of tsunami-
reconstruction projects, and
public and private sector
developments running contrary |
Special Area Management (SAM
plans

Number of community co-
management agreements
including ecosystem restoration
negotiated by Coast Conservatid
Department (CCD) and other
relevant agencies

Ecosystem restoration is current
nlow priority with no such
B activities active, and no
requirement for its integration
into other projects

To be determined at the start of
implementation of the project
C)since the numbers are changing
)rapidly

Co management efforts have be
tested in the south but not yet in
the east

Two community co-managemen
schemes are under preparation
ppresent under North East Coasta
Community Development Projec

(NECCDP)

yBy the end of the Year 2, a
Cabinet Decision passed requiri
ecosystem restoration to be
integrated into all reconstruction
and coastal zone management
projects under the aegis of the
Reconstruction and Developmern
Authority (RADA)

—

No further contradictory
developments by end of Year 3

By end of Year 7, at least nine
new community co-management
abgreements have been signed
1l under this project for the East
I Coast

Cabinet Decision

n . .
%ost-tsunaml reconstruction

project proposals (Government
and donors)

Field visits to project sites
CZMP

Signed agreements

Project reports

Risk Development
efforts are not
constrained by war
or war related
security activities

Assumes
Government’s
commitment to
environmental
restoration to
provide a basis for
protection of
communities and
the development of
sustainable
livelihoods in
coastal areas
remains strong

Assumes
community co-
management efforts
are a successful
vehicle for
ecosystem
restoration
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PROJECT STRATEGY

Objectively verifiable indicators

Indicators

Baseline

Target

Means of Verification

Risks/Assumptions

GEF SPA

Government requirement to
incorporate adaptation to climat
change into all coastal zone
management projects and to the|
development programmes in the
coastal areas

Adaptation to climate change
e vulnerability in coastal areas is
currently a low priority

By the end of Year 2, adaptation
to the climate change in coastal
areas is integrated into the next
revision of the Coastal Zone
Management Plan (CZMP)

By the end of the project,
adaptation climate change
activities are separately shown i
all the development programmes
projects on the coastal areas

Updated CZMP with
adaptation mechanisms

Reports of Development
nprogrammes/projects and
/National planning

documents

Assumes government
attention on adaptation
to climate change is
significant
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2. Land Management and
Biodiversity

Area of globally significant
natural coastal ecosystems
restored and rehabilitated along
the eastern coast of Sri Lanka —
coastal lagoons and sand dunesg

Area of nationally important
natural coastal ecosystems alon
the eastern coast of Sri Lanka -
mangroves

Number of globally threatened
species present along the east
coast

Number of endemic species alongrhree plants and six marine

the east coast

Area of pre-tsunami coastal
lagoons and sand dunes along t
east coast estimated to cover
33,600ha and 350ha respectivel

Area of coastal lagoons and san
dunes damaged by tsunami alon
the east coast estimated to be
9,000ha and 50ha respectively

Area of pre-tsunami mangroves
galong the east coast estimated t
cover 3,200ha

Area of mangrove damaged by
tsunami along the east coast
estimated to be 1300 ha

Prior to the tsunami, 23 globally
threatened species and seven
near-threatened species were
present

species were present prior top th
tsunami

1,000 ha of coastal lagoons and
hg5 ha of and sand dunes
rehabilitated by end of Year 7

y

d
g

b by end of Year 7

By end of project, no net loss of
globally threatened species
attributable to impact of tsunami
on coastal ecosystems and its
recovery process or other
anthropogenic impacts

Pre-tsunami conditions of

eendemism in the eastern coast i
maintained or enhanced by end
project

250 ha of mangroves rehabilitated~ield verifications

" JUCN Sri Lanka Red List

Field verifications

Field surveys in areas wher
post-tsunami reconstruction
is taking place

Periodic monitoring reports
of the IFAD/GEF Project
Implementing Agency

Field surveys in areas wher
post-tsunami reconstruction
is taking place

Periodic monitoring reports
of the IFAD/GEF Project
Implementing Agency

Field surveys and
monitoring

Field surveys

Assumes commitment
of all parties including
ECentral, Provincial and

Local Government
partners and local
communities for project
approach and concepts|

Risk: tsunami reactive
and responsive
development priorities
may lead to
unsustainable coastal
planning and
restoration.

Assumes that habitat
restoration can provide
high quality habitat
again within the project
timeframe

Marine species are
assumed not to have
been affected by the
tsunami — focus will be
on plants
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GEF SPA

A number of natural coastal
ecosystems — lagoons, estuaries

and mangrove forests, agriculturalow lying areas are vulnerable to

lands and human settlements
which are vulnerable to the
impacts of climate change along
the Eastern Coast protected

The ecosystems, agricultural
lands and human settlements in

climate change impacts

At least 3 estuaries, 3 lagoons a
6 mangrove forest areas will be
protected and prepared to face t
impacts.

At least 500 ha of agricultural
lands and 1500 households will
be made safe to climate change
impacts

ndrield surveys and
observations
he

Assumes the vegetatior
belts are damaged from

another tsunami

People understand the

importance of these

vegetation belts and do

not damage them

Outcome 1

Best practices for effective
restoration and sustainable
managementf key coastal
ecosystems with integration of
adaptation to climate change
vulnerabilities developed and
demonstrated

Community led, cost-effective
and practical pilot testing of key
ecosystem restoration
methodologies integrating
adaptation to climate change

Availability of best practice
guidelines for restoration of
tsunami affected coastal
ecosystems

Area of globally important
ecosystems along the east coas
rehabilitated through community
based actions

t

No pilot tests underway

No best practice guidelines for
ecosystem restoration in coastal
areas are available currently

None at the start of the project

By middle of Year 3, pilests
for restoration of mangroves, sa
dunes and coastal lagoons
complete

By end of Year 3 best practice
guidelines for ecosystem
restoration in coastal areas
developed for mangroves, sand
dunes, and coral reefs

By end of Yeane/ following
tsunami-affected, globally
important ecosystems are under
full restoration using best practic
guidelines:

 at least 75ha of sand dunes in
the East Coast including
Panama/Pottuvil

* at least 250 ha of mangroves i
the East Coast including
Vakarai; and

* at least 1,000ha of coastal
lagoons the East Coast
including Vakarai

Technical reports field and
ndrip reports

Participatory monitoring
reports

Progress reports

Best practice guidelines for
three ecosystem types

Fixed transects

Best practice guidelines for
cthree ecosystem types

Physical verification

Biological indicators for
ecological health are
recruited into the restored

necosystems

% income increase from
sustainable use of resource
from restored ecosystems

Assumes that pilot tests
provide adequate basis

for developing
replicable models
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GEF SPA

Community led, cost-effective
and practical pilot testing of
improvement and protection
methodologies of key coastal
ecosystems as an adaptation
mechanism to climate change

Availability of best practice

guidelines for promoting better
adaptation mechanisms protect
coastal ecosystems from climate
change impatts

No pilot tests underway

Best practice guidelines for
adaptation to climate change
have not been identified

By middle of Year 3, pikests of
improvement and protection
methodologies of key coastal
ecosystems mangroves, estuari
and coastal lagoons complete

By end of Year 3 best practice
guidelines for adaptation to
climate change in coastal areas
introduced for the protection of
mangroves, sand dunes,
agricultural lands and human

Mainly the Technical report
of each pilot testing activity

eg’articipatory monitoring
reports

Progress reports

A set of best practice
guidelines for different
ecosystems and vulnerable
areas

5 Assumes that pilot testg
provide adequate basis
for developing
replicable models

Assumes government
regulations and political
environment will
support to implement
the guidelines

settlements

19



Output 1.1:

Activities:

111
1.1.2
113
114
1.1.5

GEF SPA Activities

1.1.6
1.1.7

Best practices developed and demonstrated for contyded restoration of globally important ecosyste

Establish baseline inventories of flora and fauméhe key ecosystems and compare to pre-tsunaims sta

Establish socio-economic baseline data for comriasimvolved with restoration demonstration sites

Pilot test methods identified in the PDF-B studyngsparticipatory planning and community-led impkatation to ascertain most effective means of restm of key ecosystems
Undertake community-led restoration of mangrove$ @astal lagoon at Vakarai

Undertake community-led restoration of sand dubhéaaama/Pottuvil

Undertake vulnerability mapping of East Coast forfiise areas for adaptation

Promote participatory planning and community-legliementation of activities aiming at minimizingroite change impacts through the improvement ofjtiadéity of the ecosystems b
piloting test methods identified in the PDF-B study

Output 1.2:

Activities:

121
122

1.2.3:

Best practices and policy guidelines publishegmarttical restoration and conservation managenfagibbally important ecosystems

Prepare and disseminate best practice guidelintsen languages on the restoration of mangroagephs, and sand dunes

Prepare and disseminate management guidelinestamwoity natural resource management systems, tugdfer greening, solid waste management, sustait@mbiem, land use
planning, and harvesting of ornamental fish

Prepare and disseminate policy guidelinethefficient restoration of key ecosystems amdhe effective involvement of communities in thiegess to ensure that lessons learned g
incorporated into post-tsunami reconstruction putsje

Output 1.3:

Activities:

131

1.3.2

GEF SPA Activities

1.3.3
134

Central information base established at CCD assitpy for all work on ecosystem restoration acdstal adaptation to climate change

Collate and document in appropriate formats, dathda ecosystem restoration arising from basetimiess, pilot study trials, scaling-up processesnitoring and evaluation
measurements

Through newly formed Ecosystem Restoration and fedegm Unit within the CCD, maintain informationsgaand make available to the Disaster ManagementeZether Ministries
and agencies, and civil society, and link it withey relevant databases, e.g. at NARA

In collaboration with MOE and the UNFCCC focal poicollate and document all information relatingtastal adaptive measures and vulnerability toatk change

Maintain information base on climate change vulbititg and coastal adaptive measures through tdyrfermed Ecosystem Restoration and Adaptatiort Within the CCD
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Outcome 2

Effective ecosystem restoration and

sustainablenanagement with
integrated options for climate
change vulnerabilities are
mainstreamed into post-tsunami
reconstruction planning and
implementation by relevant

National

Government requirement to
incorporate ecosystem restoratid
into all post-tsunami
reconstruction and coastal zone
management projects — see
Development Objective.

authorities and donors

Provincial

Coastal Zone Management Actiq
Plan (CZMAP) for the Eastern
Province includes restoration of
tsunami-affected ecosystems as|
priority

Environmental coordination
amongst Government agencies;
amongst international and local
humanitarian agencies and
donors; and between Governme
and non-government tsunami-

NCZMAP for the Eastern Province
initiated recently by NECCDP,
but technical expertise to

ancorporate ecosystem restoratig
and adaptation to climate chang
in coastal areas into the CZMP i
inadequate

GovernmentUntil January 2006,
no environmental coordination
meetings occurred. In January
2006, Tsunami Environment
nResponse Platform initiated to
resolve environmental problems

By end of Year 1, CZMAP is

completed for the Eastern

Province and includes ecosyster
nrestoration and adaptation to

b climate change as an integral pg
5 of the plan

By middle of Year 2, monthly
environmental coordination
meetings held between relevant
Government agencies and
international and local
humanitarian agencies and dond

Coastal Zone Management
Action Plan for the Eastern
nProvince

rt

Minutes of meetings

Number of coordination
IPneetings held

Timetable assumes

scheduled progress by
NECCDP in other area

of the plan is achieved

Assumes meetings
improve coordination

on the ground

[2)

related agencies to facilitate effective ecosystem
restoration as an integral part of

post-tsunami reconstruction.

Humanitarian agencieblo
coordination to date. Meetings af
the Consortium of Humanitarian
Agencies (CHA) are held weekly,
but only for information sharing;
not empowered to make decisions

Govt/NGOs Occasional
presentations by Government
agencies requested at CHA
meetings.

Nominal environmental
coordination for housing projedts

! Prior to the tsunami, according to the NationaliEemmental Act 56/1988 and amendments, housing@®over a certain size had to be referred t€wtral Environmental Authority for environmental
clearance. Immediately after the tsunami, thisireguent was not observed in the light of the emargeHowever, in 2005 the Tsunami Housing Recorttm Unit was formed to coordinate the housing
reconstruction programme, and in August 2005 arirBnmental Director was recruited to THRU to faeile the legal environmental approvals of housiojggts on green sites.

21



Proportion of tsunami-related an
coastal zone management proje
including ecosystem restoration

Bye-laws supporting requiremen
for ecosystem restoration on
coastal projects

District Environmental Law
Enforcement Committee
(DELEC)

Specialist Ecosystem Restoratio
and Adaptation Unit within CCD

Best practice at the demonstrati
sites replicated at other sites alo
the East Coast.

din 2005, no tsunami-related
cigroject included an ecosystem
restoration component

t No bye-laws active at start of
project

DELECs were established as pa
of national policy in 1995 but
operate with varying degrees of
success (becoming inactive in
Batticoloa in the late 1990s)
according to the priority and
capacity accorded to
environmental issues

nNo Unit in existence at start of
project

briNone at the beginning of the
ngroject

By end of Year 3, 50% of project
included an ecosystem restorati
component.

By end of Year 4, 100% of
projects included an ecosystem
restoration component.

Bye-laws passed by end of Yeal

rtDELEC re-activated and capacit
built in Batticoloa District by end
of Year 1

DELECSs strengthened in
Trincomalee and Ampara
Districts by end of Year 3

Effective enforcement of
environmental regulation in the
three districts by Year 2

Specialist Ecosystem Restoratio
and Adaptation Unit fully trained
and operational by end of Year 3

Capacity building of local
implementing agencies and
participating CBOs in ecosystem
restoration, adaptation and
monitoring undertaken from Yea
3 onwards

Restoration of the three
ecosystems underway at six or
more sites by end of Year 5 —
sites to include at least one of
each ecosystem and at least ong
site in each of the three Districts

[72)

bn

3 Bye-laws.

y Minutes of DELEC
meetings

Capacity assessment score
reports before and after
capacity building

Number of cases brought td
the courts

nManagement records,
accounts, plans, reports,
training records.

Capacity assessments and
evaluation scores, training
records, reports

r

Field verifications

Periodic monitoring reports

of the Project Management
L Unit and IFAD/GEF Project
[ Implementing Agency

Assumes law
enforcement with regar
to biodiversity
conservation is
adequately delegated tq
the committee

Assumes Treasury and
Public Administration
Departments provide
funds and the necessar
positions approved to
establish the Unit
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GEF SPA

Coastal Zone Management ActionTechnical expertise on adaptationBy end of Year 1, CZMAP is Coastal Zone Management| Assumes scheduled
Plan (CZMAP) for the Eastern | to climate change incorporated | completed for the Eastern Action Plan for the Eastern| progress by NECCDP
Province includes plans for into the CZMP is inadequate Province with adaptation to Province in other areas of the
adaptation to climate change as|a climate change as an integral part plan is achieved
priority of the plan
Proposition of coastal zone In 2005, no coastal zone By end of Year 4, 100% of Provincial development Assume political
management projects integrated management project targeted projects includes at least one plans support will be given
with components relating to climate change adaptation component on climate change
adaptation to climate change components adaptation Coastal zone management

plans/progress reports
Specialist Ecosystem RestorationNo Unit in existence at start of | Capacity building of the Management records,
and Adaptation Unit within CCD| project adaptation sector of the unitis | accounts, plans, reports,

undertaken within the first two | training records.
years of the project.

Capacity building of local
implementing agencies and
participating CBOs in adaptation
and monitoring undertaken from
Year 3 onwards

Capacity assessments and
evaluation scores, training
records, reports

Output 2.1:

Activities:

211
2.1.2

2.1.3

Policy framework reviewed and restructured to supihe restoration, sustainable use of coastakralatesources and adaptation to climate change

Undertake review of relevant policy, legislationdanvestment guidelines to identify gaps, requiets, and perverse incentives

Develop a pro-poor enabling policy environmentrfatural resource planning, sustainable land maneggmnd adaptation to climate change within whachl interventions are
recognized and rewarded

GEF SPA Activities
Develop appropriate guidelines on adaptation toaté change for inclusion into pro-poor policy eamment
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Output 2.2:

Requirements to incorporate restoration of ch@st@systems and adaptation measures for climaregehvulnerabilities introduced into the centrdiomal planning system for all
tsunami-reconstruction projects

Activities:
2.2.1 Facilitate a process to establish national poliaf tequires ecosystem restoration to be incorgdriato all post-tsunami reconstruction projects
2.2.2 Provide assistance to RADA to strengthen enviroriati@oordination between RADA, the CCD/MOE/CEA, étiMinistries, and other agencies through reguleetimgs to support
ecosystem restoration
2.2.3 Hold half-yearly briefings on key environmentaluiss and techniques for policy-makers, plannersaambgers of the different sectors and agenciedvienyon post-tsunami
reconstruction, at national and local levels
Output 2.3: Restoration of coastal ecosystems incorporatedtie Eastern Province planning system
Activities:
2.3.1 Promote and support the inclusion of community-dasmsystem restoration in the CZM Action Planttigr Eastern Province
2.3.2 Support the NEPC to update the CZMAP for the Eag®ovince to incorporate lessons learned fromystes) restoration, community co-management, anstaoaulnerability and
adaptation to climate change
2.3.3 Support District Secretaries to strengthen Distdgel environmental coordinating mechanisms
GEF SPA Activities
2.3.4. Mainstream climate change adaptability theoCZMAP for the Eastern Province
Output 2.4: Specialized Ecosystem Restoration and Adaptatioh(ERAU) created within the Coast ConservaticgpBrtment to provide facilitation and supervisiervges to tsunami-
reconstruction projects
Activities:
2.4.1 Establish scope of operations and undertake cgpaiids assessment of Ecosystem Restoration apdatida Unit
2.4.2 Recruit staff and build institutional and technicapacity of the Unit and facilitate working withopect team at demonstration sites
2.4.3 Build capacity of the Unit to train other implemigigt agencies and participating CBOs in ecosystestoration and monitoring, and coastal vulnerability
GEF — SPA Activities
2.4.4 Build capacity of the Ecosystem restoration andpAakion Unit to train other implementing agencied aarticipating CBOs on coastal vulnerability doelimate change and
adaptation measures
Output 2.5: Demonstration of replication of ecosystem restomasustainable use through community-based awagement of coastal ecosystems and adaptatiomtatelchange promoted by the
Eastern Provincial Council
Activities:

251
2.5.2
2.5.3

2.5.4

Undertake ecosystem and socio-economic statusysuofésunami-affected areas to prioritise potésitas for replication of ecosystem restoration
Undertake consultations with local communities atiwer stakeholders to identify and agree partioiyaimplementation mechanisms

Initiate ecosystem restoration and monitoring usiest practice guidelines, knowledge transfer fuisits to demonstration sites, and training frondSdecosystem Restoration and
Adaptation Unit.

GEF — SPA Activities
Undertake ecosystems and socio-economic statusysuo? surrounding areas of the ecosystems whéchdnerable to climate change impacts
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Outcome 3

—

Coastal communities empowered o

manage local natural resources tq
enhance sustainable livelihoods &
adaptation to climate change
vulnerabilities

nd

Framework for enabling legal
designation of community co-
anagement areas

Percentage of community
members participating in the
designing and implementation of
co-management of selected
ecosystems for sustainable land
use

An information base on functions
of, and services provided by,
different coastal ecosystems of
the east coast and their econom
values

Provide market-based incentives
for ecosystems and sustainable
land management targeting the
local communities

CCD'’s legal framework not
comprehensive to cover areas
beyond the coastal zone leading
to unregulated use of resources
communities

No co-management plans at
present

Ad hocand scattered information

is available for some ecosystem

but not related to their economic
cvalues

Insufficient incentives available at30% of the targeted communitie

the start of project

Amendment to Coastal
Conservation Act enabling co-
management agreements to be

bynade with CCD passed by end
Year 2

30% of the communities
mobilized are participating in co-|
management by the end &f'2
Year

60% of the communities
mobilized are participating in co-
management by the end Jt 4
Year

Comprehensive information basg
available to stakeholders on
functions and economic values @
key coastal ecosystems of the
eastern coast of Sri Lanka by en
of the Year 1

30% of the targeted communitie
are aware of the economic valug
of the coastal ecosystems and
contribute towards its
conservation and sustainable us|
by end of the year 2

60% of the targeted communitie
are aware of the economic valug
of the coastal ecosystems and
contribute towards its
conservation and sustainable us|
by end of the Year 4

income is increased and

dependence on un sustainable
natural resources use is decreas
the end of Year 2

60% of the targeted communitie
income is increased and
dependence on un sustainable
natural resources use is decreag
the end of Year 4

Amendment to Coast
Conservation Act.

Df

Participation records of the
CBOs and community
mobilisation reports

2 Information base
f
d

. Guides in Sinhala and Tam
languages

ed

ed

Assumes that process
already initiated by
CCD does not meet
hurdles from other
government agencies
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Percentage cover of live hard
coral at Pigeon Island reef**

Number of Butterfly fish (best
fish group for indicating reef
health and ornamental fishing
pressure)

Management plan for Pigeon
Island and its vicinity

Creation of a Sanctuary for
Pigeon Island Reef to ensure its
conservation and sustainable us

Fishing pressure

Number of boats and visitors to
Pigeon Island National Park and
Sanctuary holding access permi

Currently healthy reef with over
70% live hard coral cover

Currently 10* adult individuals
per transect

No Management plan is availabl
for the Pigeon Island and its
vicinity

Currently no marine areas unde
Protected Area Status nor
ecommunity co-management

A 1km area around Pigeon Islan
is currently a buffer zone to the
National Park

Indiscriminate collection of
ornamental species and
destructive fishing using
explosive$

No regulation of visitors or boats
and no access permits are issue
sat start of projeét

Maintain or increase present levi
by end of project

High percentage or healthy live
coral cover indicating the reefs
ability to recover from a
bleaching event due to climate
change and preventing coastal
erosion

Current numbers increased or
maintained by end of project

e Management plan is completed
by the end of Year 2

Sanctuary/conservation area
created to include X ha of maring
coral reef by end of Year 2

dMarine area under community c(
management is X ha by end of
Year 3

Sustainable collection of

ornamental fishing according to
the Co-management plan by yes
3

Cessation of blast fishing in the
sanctuary by Year 2

Regulatory mechanisms in place
dand at least 50% of visitors hold
access permits by end of Year 3
and 80% by Year 6

elField surveys

Field Surveys

Detailed management plan
for the Pigeon Island and its
vicinity

Gazettal of new Sanctuary
> boundaries

Community co-managemen
-agreements signed by CCD
and DWC

Physical verification of
number of dives for
rornamental fish collection

Reported number of
explosions

Physical verification by on
site DWC/CCD officers

—

Assumes EIl Nino effeq
or climate change does
not lead to coral
bleaching or mortality

Assumes: live coral
cover helps in
adaptation to climate
change and supports in
coastal protection
function and preventing
coastal erosion

Variations in natural
recruitment may result
in short-term population
fluctuations

Assumes the process
does not meet hurdles
from the government
agencies

Assumes willingness of
DWC to implement a
user fee system to the
Marine National Park

—~+

2 Number of Crown of Thorns Starfish, destructiehiing practices, and visitors will be determinedappropriate surveys to be undertaken as pared?BF-B in the calm season March-August 2006.
Since the period of the PDF-B has been reducettier eo speed initiation of a response to the tsunand because it commenced in August 2005, sursless have not yet been possible.
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Area of co-managed mangrove,
coastal lagoons, and sand dune
along the east coast of Sri Lanka

Lagoon fish catch per unit effort
(daily catch/traditional non-
mechanized craft)

Natural colonization oSpinifex
littoreuson the rehabilitated sang
dunes

Presence of invasive alien speci
within co-management areas

None at the beginning of the
5 project
3

are directly affected by tsunami

About 350 ha of coastal sand
dunes affected by tsunami

About 1,300 ha of mangroves
affected by tsunami

Fish catch is in a declining trend
due to deposition of tsunami
debris in lagoons, and present
average is about 5-6kg/boat/dayj

None at start of project since no
| attempt made to rehabilitate san
dunes along the East Coast

efresence and abundance of IAS
co-management areas is current
unknown. It will be established i
baseline surveys undertaken in

year 1 since IAS spread extreme
quickly

About 9,000 ha of coastal lagoons500 ha of coastal lagoon restore

Three community co-
management areas underway af]
the end of the Year 3

Six additional community co-
management areas (at least one
each ecosystem) initiated by the
end of the Year 5

by the end of Year 4

1,000 ha of coastal lagoon
restored by end of Year 7

20 ha sand dune restored by en
of Year 4

50 ha sand dune restored by en
of Year 7

150 ha mangrove restored by erj
of Year 4

250 ha mangrove restored by en
of Year 7

Sustainable fish catch shows
gradual increase and average
catch increases by at least
1kg/boat/day within 3 years of
implementation of co-
management

At least 10% of the rehabilitated
dsand dunes are coverage with
Spinifex littoreusy the end of
the Year 4

ilAS eradicated from co-

lynanagement areas of original
demonstration sites by end of
Year 5 and from replicated co-

7

lynanagement sites by end of Yea

Community co-managemer
agreements signed by CCDO
and DWC for the east coast
of Sri Lanka

of

dProgress reports and
monitoring of the impact of
the co-management

o

o

Catch data from the lagoon
fishers of Vakarai

Field observations

Project progress reports

Field surveys

=

Assume the community
and local stakeholders
and authorities
ownership of the co-
management
agreements

Assumes that IAS are
present in co-
management areas
having being spread by
tsunami
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Household incomes in co-
management areas:

a) average incomes

b) percentage of income derived
from co-managed area

Baseline to be established at
commencement of co-
management of ecosystems

25% increase in average
household income within 3 years
of commencement of
implementation of co-
management

20% increase in income derived
from co-managed area within 3
years of commencement of
implementation of co-
management

Field surveys

Project progress reports

GEF SPA

Number of awareness
programmes on climate change
related coastal vulnerabilities ar
suitable adaptation measures to
the communities along the coast
belt

Extent of the mangroves and the
vegetation belt grown to protect
lagoons, estuaries, cultivation
lands and human settlements

along the east coast of Sri Lanka

Number of dikes and sea walls
established to protect lagoons,
estuaries, cultivation lands and
human settlements

Number of government officers
of the Department of irrigation,
agriculture, fisheries, lands and
coastal conservation trained on
climate change impacts,
importance of introducing
adaptation measures and relate

Local communities are not
familiar with climate change
dmpacts

al

Not enough mangroves and
vegetation as a barrier to storms
and other climate change impac

Capacity of Government officers
on climate change impacts and
adaptation measures is low

)

policies

sresult of ecosystem restoration

An awareness programme for
each GN division in the coastal
belt of the project area

Adaptation to climate change
vulnerability is increased as a

the co-management of coastal
ecosystems by Year 6

Pressure on coastal ecosystems
will be less as lands are availabl
for cultivation

4%

Reservations of the ecosystems
will not be encroached as human
settlements are safe

y

Participation records of the

awareness programmes

Community mobilisation
reports

Progress reports

Field surveys

Capacity of government agencies Completion Reports of

in climate change adaptation wil
increase

training programmes

Assume security
situation will be
favourable for
communities participate|
in the programmes

Droughts/cyclones may
damage seedlings or
small plants

Assume trained officers
remained in the relevan
posts for a considerable
time

[
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Availability of preparedness plansNo safe places available to reaghPreparedness plans for vulnerabldPreparedness plans Assume these structures
to cope with emergencies and | in a disaster in vulnerable areas| areas for climate change are not encroached
disasters generated by climate

Three safe places in the most
vulnerable areas for climate
Availability of social change Observations
infrastructure like safe places to
be used in the events of floods
and cyclones to minimise losses

change Project progress reports

Output 3.1:

Activities:

3.1.1
3.1.2
3.1.3
3.1.4.
3.1.5.
3.1.6.

3.1.7.

Enabling environment for community co-managemémiatural resources and adaptation to climate ahaniperability established

Expedite the Amendment to the Coast Conservatiaricddgrovide a legal framework for CCD to establishmanagement agreements within SAM sites

Assist the Tsunami Environment Response Platforoomaluct strategic environmental assessment (SE#eceexisting and proposed reconstruction prograsim
Design and implement an awareness/education campaigestoration, sustainable use of coastal aesaurces, and coastal vulnerability and adaptatargeted at local communitie
Build capacity of CCD to introduce participatorytmal resource management approaches among thamelecal communities and other stakeholders

Develop and disseminate an information base onyst®® functions and economic values

Identify potential market-based incentive mechasifon ecosystem management, and produce clearraaticpl ‘How to adopt theseguides for local stakeholders
GEF SPA Activities

Design and implement an awareness/education campaigoastal vulnerabilities due to climate chasigg adaptation measures, in particular sustainesglef coastal natural resources

(2]

Output 3.2:

Activities:

3.2.1
3.2.2

3.2.3

3.24
3.2.5

3.2.6

3.2.7

Co-management of mangroves and coastal lagoongbed at VVakarai to improve local livelihoods, frssustainable land management and to minimiset#ichange impacts

Identify the boundaries of the co-management areansultation with local communities includingpleced farmers and other key stakeholders

Develop community co-management plan and institafionechanism for conservation management of maagrand coastal lagoon in Vakarai in conjunctiotihdemonstration of
ecosystem restoration and control of invasive aljgegcies

Incorporate replanting of species such as Palmgtmg) Pandanus, and other species as approptiateoimanagement plan to provide resources to caritimsl and promote
sustainable land management

Facilitate effective implementation of communitymanagement plan to improve incomes with emphasi@e-poor activities and support to householdsieéédy women
Undertake periodic monitoring and evaluation teeasghe effectiveness of the management plan andke changes where necessary
GEF _ SPA Activities

Protect lagoons and low lying areas from impacidiofate change through the establishment of véigetaelts of mangroves and other species, asasalikes and sea walls where
necessary along the coast in Vakarai

Strengthen capacity of the government officerdief@Department of irrigation, agriculture, fisherikgds and coastal conservation on climate changacts and the importance of using
vegetation belts and mangroves management as ddapteasures

Output 3.3:

Activities:

331

Co-management of sand resources promoted at RB&Pattuvil to improve local livelihoods, fosterssainable land management and to minimise clictz@ge impacts

Identify the boundaries of the co-management areansultation with local communities includingmleced farmers and other key stakeholders
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3.3.2 Develop community co-management plan and institafionechanism for conservation management of dosestd dunes at Panama/Pottuvil in conjunction déimonstration of
ecosystem restoration and control of invasive agecies

3.3.3 Incorporate replanting of species such as Casuaridather species as appropriate into co-manadeptanto provide resources to communities and ptersustainable land
management

3.3.4 Facilitate effective implementation of communitym@anagement plan to improve incomes with emphas@e-poor activities and support to householdsleédy women

3.3.5 Undertake periodic monitoring and evaluation teeasshe effectiveness of the management plan andke changes where necessary
GEF — SPA Activities

3.3.6 Establishment of a vegetation belt of Casuarinaather suitable species to protect the ecosystehidemtification, in association with the Departimehagriculture, of drought resistant
and salinity tolerant varieties of agricultural gsdboth to promote sustainable land managemertbgmatect dry lands from the impacts of climataroe

3.3.7 Strengthen capacity of the government officersief@epartment of irrigation, Agriculture, fisheri¢ends and coastal conservation on climate chamgacts and the importance of sand
dunes and sand use management as adaptation nseasure

3.3.8 Preparing plans to cope with emergencieslaadters, and to create social infrastructureddée places to be used in the events of floodsgeidnes to minimise losses

Output 3.4: Co-management of coral resources promoted abRilgéand
Activities:

3.4.1 Identify the boundaries of the co-manageraesd adjacent to the National Park, in consultatith key stakeholders

3.4.2 Develop and facilitate effective implementationrcommunity co-management plan and institutionallraaism for conservation management of Pigeon IsGordl Reef promoting
sustainable livelihoods for local communities asdruigroups dependant on the natural resources oé#f to improve incomes with emphasis on pro-petivities and support to
households headed by women

3.4.3 Strengthen the capacity of the Department of Fis@nd Aquatic Resources to work with the comityuoi implement fisheries regulations effectively

3.4.4 Strengthen the capacity of the Department of WiéldConservation (DWC) to manage Pigeon Island dvetii Park effectively including establishment gfeak office at Nilaveli and
provision of a patrol boat

3.4.5 Support DWC to develop a management plan for Ridggland and its vicinity, that meshes with the omity co-management plan with the aim of estabigh Sanctuary to act as a
strict conservation area for the core reef anddichiesource extraction beyond

3.4.6 Support the extension of existing biophysical namitig conducted by the National Aquatic ResouResearch and Development Agency to monitor redfthemd assess effectiveness
of the project and make changes as appropriate

3.4.7 Facilitate decision amongst enforcement agenoiéentify and agree one agency to take the leathéoconservation and management of coral reefsdeuof Protected Areas
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Outcome 4

Learning, evaluation and adaptive
management increased in both
tsunami restoration and climate
change adaptation activities

Cognizance taken of lessons
learned from demonstration
activities and applied to other
sites and planning systems

Positive monitoring and
evaluation reports, both internal
and external

0 demonstration sites at start of
Year 1

First evaluation report

Lessons learned applied to at le
six other sites along East Coast
end of Year 5

IFAD - GEF Mid-term and
Terminal Evaluation reports sho
impact of project activities

ndProject progress reports

b .
ﬁeferences to project
activities in planning

documents, project reports,

press releases

Project progress reports

Monitoring and Evaluation

reports by IFAD-GEF

Minutes of PSC, and other

advisory meetings

Assumes qualified,
experienced and
affordable project and
technical staff are
available

Risk: Capacity of
national institutions,
already stretched by the
post-tsunami
reconstruction, are able
to deliver on project
activities

Output 4.1:
4.1.1.

best practices outside of the province

Monitoring, evaluation, reporting and disseminatyatems established and operational
Establishment of appropriate monitoring sube at selected sites to assess progress and iofipastoration interventions and policy and plagnthanges and replication of

PROJECT MANAGEMENT: Project Management structures and mechanismstatdised and maintained for effective project ngemaent over the project period
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ANNEX B: RESPONSES TOPROJECT REVIEWS (from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, and Regsons
to Comments from Council at work program inclusom the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF)

ANNEX B.1.RESPONSES TOREVIEW BY THE COUNCIL
1. Technical Comments from Germany and Response ltlge Project Team

Comments from Germany

The development objective of the GEF Project i$)tdemonstrate that ecosystems can be restoretband
2) mainstream participatory conservation managernmgatthe reconstruction process (after 3 years all
GOSL and Donor reconstruction projects include @sgstem component) after the Tsunami. Three “key
barriers” are seen as the main reasons for theadation of most eco-systems: insufficient technical
know-how to rehabilitate ecosystems, insufficiemtogity accorded to ecosystem degradation, and
economic dependency of coastal population on theralaresources. Ecosystem damages derive from
human activities or in-activities rather the impatthe Tsunami.

The four objectives of the project are:

To develop and demonstrate replicable low-cost pesitices for effective restoration and sustamabl

management (US$2.8 million);

To mainstream effective ecosystem restoration paet Tsunami reconstruction and rehabilitation
projects implemented by authorities and donors @J&illion;

To develop a scientifically-based, low-cost, comitysbased approach to rehabilitate 3 key coastal
ecosystems (mangroves, coastal lagoons, sand datrescific pilot sites (US$6.1 million);

To provide project management including monitoamgl evaluation (US$1.8 million).

The executing agencies are the Ministry of Fistseaied Aquatic Resources (MFAR) and IFAD for GEF.
The implementing agency is the newly formed EcasysRestoration and Adaptation Unit (ERAU) in the
Coast Conservation Department of the Ministry of/iEanment (MOE). IUCN will provide operational
support and technical assistance.

Aside from the above mentioned agencies the Noat$teEn Provincial Council, the Provincial Planning
Secretariat with its Centre for Information Res@srdlanagement, the Reconstruction and Development
Authority (RADA) of the Centre for National Operatis (Tsunami) under the Presidential Secretahat, t
District Secretariats and others are importantedtaklers either in project planning, coordinatiom a
implementation.

The project area is along the eastern coast oL &rka. The process of establishing peace in tha are
seems to be suffering new setbacks as tensioridessagain and violence is on the incréase

The project approach is still rather technical t@estion practices). Aside from the indicators (25%
increase in household income within 3 years of cemrement of co-management; 20% increase in
income derived from co-managed area within 3 yeac®mmencement) the project document is not clear
on how to achieve this. What are the incentives tfeg coastal population to participate in co-
management? What kind of alternative sources afnmccan be promoted and supported? Multi-agency
approaches are required because of the possiblardefor a diversity of different skills, knowledged
experience. Income generating activities and theisaged micro-enterprises centred on the local
population require targeted support to access patanarkets. Vocational and other training as vesl|
business development services might be needegpmdLat least some IGAs.

3IMM LTD; Development Update, Local Partnership fad Effectiveness, Number 1, July 2006
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A vast amount of funding and manpower is allocataslards the implementation of isolated (?) pilot
measures (objective 3). If the aim of the projsctoi foster replicable low-cost systems and teduiet

why then is it so expensive to develop and to tkesse? The publication of best practices even in 3
languages is not sufficient to sensitise the coni@snand development agents. There is a need for a
“marketing and support strategy” to bring the mgesaacross and to initiate replication of propasest
practices.

More emphasis should be targeted towards mainsingarather implementing pilot measures. “Getting
policies right and implementing regular impact asseents is crucial to creating and maintaining an
environment that enables livelihood change stregfyi Why not provide support directly to the
reconstruction projects by including an environnaéobmponent to those?

The implication of co-management approaches osligin as well as policy formulation and adaptatio
for the different stakeholders involved is not yutlescribed. Clear jurisdiction (user and managémen
rights) over the natural resources (mangroves, éigh) need to be established. There should be exit
strategies developed if the political process cotodwmlt. The MFAR has not supported community dase
fisheries co-management in the past. The Fishbte@smgement Authorities if they exist are dominatgd
civil servants and politicians rather community nbens (12:3).

The lack of coordination of development efforts aee of the problems addressed in the project
documentation. However, capacity building is lirdite® the ERAU of the CCD. A project dealing with
mainstreaming environmental aspects should haveieh iwider scope on organisational development,
capacity building and change projects within thgomagencies involved.

The project objectives meet the GEF Strategic Rigsr

References above are based on the Project Execatinenary (PES) - covering 18 pages with a very
small font.

Responses to the comments from the Project Team

Comment/Question (C/Q): The project is rather temdin(restoration) project document is not cleawho
to achieve this.

Answer (A): We agree that the ecosystem restorat@mnbe considered as a technical task. However in
this project we are planning to test cost effecpaeticipatory techniques of restoration on grouFis is
possible as there are many small short term inatwhich can be replicated and have been already
tested on ground post the tsunami including thénpamagencies like IUCN - implementing projectstsuc
asGreen Coast for nature and peoplehe IFAD GEF initiative is building on experiescand lessons
learned from those and attempting to work with camities on a longer term basis (7 years) with
sufficient technical and financial resources. &iiyi they will be implemented in three locations toree
types of ecosystems and subsequently replicatether areas. It is expected that this would beeae
through the Ecosystem Restoration and Adaptatioh BRAU), team of project Community Mobilizers
and the local stakeholders, the project Team andrgment’s commitment and ownership.

C/Q: What are the incentives for the coastal pdmrgo participate in co-management?

A: Main benefit of the co-management of coastalsgstems to the communities would be the
establishment of resource user rights. Presently llave open access type of property rights arsicls
they do not have any incentive for restoration. W\&stablishment of user rights they will actively
participate in restoration and sustainable use hey fare going to get benefited from the project
intervention. As these will not be realized in thigort term, special attention will be paid to deyel

4 IMM: lessons learned from Cambodia
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incentive mechanisms for the communities to pgits in the co-management. Vocational training and
other skill enhancement programmes will be develojebenefit the target communities. We have now
further clarified this in the proposal (page 9 lué Project Executive Summary).

C/Q: What kind of alternative sources of income barpromoted and supported?

A: Special attention will be provided to train yauio divert them from un-sustainable fishing toesth
alternate income sources related to fishery. Ecam@wmst of un-sustainable practices will be assksse
using environmental economics tools and technicuesb findings will be communicated to convince
communities engage in such activities. Further mare economic assessment will be undertaken to
determine which are the best income generatingnaltwes for the communities. Some potential
alternative income generation activities have alyebeen suggested by communities such as sea weed
culture, crab farming, ecotourism and value additio fishery through micro financing schemes wél b
developed and supported from the project to prosgidert to medium term benefits to the participating
communities. Market accessibility, to new produod anproved marketing channels to existing coastal
produce will also be part of the targeted suppcdieme to these beneficiary communities. We have now
further clarified this in the proposal (page 9 lué PES).

C/Q: Multi-agency approaches are required becafisheopossible demand for a diversity of different
skills, knowledge and experience.

A: The project is designed to benefit and strengthmulti-agency coordination. Coast Conservation
Department, Ministry of Fisheries, National AquafResources Research and Development Agency,
Forest Department, Department of Wildlife ConsdoratDistrict and Divisional Secretariats and many
other agencies are directly involving in the progad additionally there is a National Steering Qdttee
consisting of about 20 agencies.

C/Q: Income generating activities and the envisagpio-enterprises centred on the local population
require targeted support to access potential market

A: As mentioned above income generating activiidsbe developed and supported from the project to
provide short to medium term benefits to partidipgptommunities. Market accessibility, to new proelu
and improved marketing channels to existing cogstatiuce will also be part of the targeted support
scheme to these beneficiary communities

C/Q: Vocational and other training as well as bessndevelopment services might be needed to sugiport
least some IGAs.

A: Agreed and included in the proposal on (pagadB%of the PES).

C/Q: A vast amount of funding and manpower is @ted towards the implementation of isolated (tpil
measures (objective 3). If the aim of the projsctoi foster replicable low-cost systems and teduies
why then is it so expensive to develop and tottexte?

A: The project is a broader one trying to restdfecéed ecosystem with community participation whil
addressing adaptation to climate change vulneralaihd mainstreaming these concerns into coaste zo
development. In doing so, initially three selectedosystems will be restored with community
participation, and then they will be replicated many other sites in the eastern coast. In the psoce
capacity of the Ministry of Environment and Coastin€ervation Department will be developed on
participatory ecosystem restoration and adaptatonclimate change. Subsequently participatory
ecosystem restoration and adaptation to climatagehavill be mainstreamed into national and prowhci
planning systems.

C/Q: The publication of best practices even inigyleages is not sufficient to sensitise the comnamit
and development agents. There is a need for a ‘@tiagkand support strategy” to bring the messages
across and to initiate replication of proposed pesttices.
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A: Apart from publication of best practices the jpad was designed to facilitate its implementatam
well as provide Incentive mechanisms and mainstigant to national and provincial government
planning.

C/Q: More emphasis should be targeted towards mnaarsing rather implementing pilot measures.
“Getting policies right and implementing regulamiatt assessments is crucial to creating and maintgi
an environment that enables livelihood change eggies®. Why not provide support directly to the
reconstruction projects by including an environnaéobmponent to those?

A: The project approach is to involve communities fcosystem restoration and adaptation and
consequently providing support through reconstomcpirojects. We believe that participatory resiorat
and co-management with established resource yg@s ffior those communities would create a cultdre o
conservation in the coastal areas. This would lergdtting the policies right for restoration ariteetive
mainstreaming both at national and provincial level

C/Q: The implication of co-management approachedegislation as well as policy formulation and
adaptation for the different stakeholders involednot fully described. Clear jurisdiction (userdan
management rights) over the natural resources (roaeg, fish etc.) need to be established. Theraldho
be exit strategies developed if the political pgsceeomes to halt. The MFAR has not supported
community based fisheries co-management in the phstFisheries Management Authorities if they exis
are dominated by civil servants and politicianseatcommunity members (12:3).

A: Coast Conservation Department is in the procésgvising the legal provisions to accommodate co-
management options in the coastal zone. By whith the user and management rights are expecteal to b
shared with people on identified resources. Th@eptas expected to expedite the process of obtgittie
amendments to the Coast Conservation Act enabkPig ©© engage in co-management.

If the political process comes to a halt, shiftofgprojects sites will be considered under the aygir of
the National Steering Committee of the project @whiby the Secretary Ministry of Fisheries. To
accommodate this inception phase is built in topttegect where the exact situation is assessed foritne
ground implementation of the project and necessaglifications will be adopted with the directions o
the project National Steering Committee.

C/Q: The lack of coordination of development effors one of the problems addressed in the project
documentation. However, capacity building is lirdite® the ERAU of the CCD. A project dealing with
mainstreaming environmental aspects should haveieh iwider scope on organisational development,
capacity building and change projects within thgomagencies involved.

A: Under the project, Reconstruction and Developmggency (RADA) will be supported for improved
environmental coordination. We have now incorpatdtee Ministry of Environment as one of the key
agencies for capacity strengthening especiallyhim drea of ecosystem restoration and adaptation to
climate change. In addition capacities of the akvant agencies will be enhanced through traiaindg
study visits to project sites in the area of pgttory ecosystem restoration and adaptation toatk
change.

5 IMM: lessons learned from Cambodia



2. Response from the Project Team to Technical Commenfrom US
Response to the query raised by Ms. Helen Walstheot).S. Treasury Council.

Among other components, the proposed project ig@rp to pilot test and demonstrate co-management
of affected coastal ecosystems for livelihoods enbeent and sustainable land management at three
sites. These sites have been selected from the thséricts of the eastern province, representimget
tsunami-affected ecosystems. They are Pigeon Istandl reefs in the Trincomalee district, Vakarai
lagoon and associated mangroves in the Batticailstactl and the Panama/Pottuvil sand dunes in the
Ampara district. Lessons learned from the piloessivill be replicated within and outside of the\pnoce

in at least 6 additional sites. The locations of tieplication sites will be identified as the pubje
progresses.

The project has been designed in close consultatiinthe Provincial, District and Local agenciés.
doing so, have been able to design the projeatgakie ground realities into planning. One propqsitedt
site, the Vakarai lagoon, falls within the LTTE tailed area of the Batticaloa district. As thishzeen
identified in the project designing process as ohthe potentially difficult areas to work as it under
intense conflict conditions, an alternate site haen identified. The alternate site so identifisdthie
Valachchenai lagoon (map attached) in the Battacdistrict. This alternate site has been presetotéke
National Steering Committee and consent obtained.

All the other pilot sites, fall within Governmentomtrolled areas and thus will not pose serious

implementation problems. However, as the Pigeamttireef is located a few kilometers out at sea and
there could be potential risk if the conflict sitiwa worsens, Pasi Kuda and Kal Kuda reefs in the
Batticoloa district have been identified as altérma sites. If the need arises these sites could be
considered with the consent of the National Stge@ommittee. No problem in implementation at the

third identified site in the Ampara district is éseen, as it is located further south.

The eastern province of Sri Lanka has been suljeicteongoing conflict for the past two and a half
decades. However, projects have been implementie iprovince irrespective of the changing magmitud
of the conflict. One such example is the ongoingthNdast Coastal Community Development project
being implemented successfully, through the Noristern Provincial Planning Secretariat. It is idsh
that the proposed project too will be implementadagh a Project Management Unit based in the North
Eastern Provincial Planning Secretariat located'imcomalee. This will facilitate successful prdjec
implementation, without incurring heavy adminisirat security expenses.

As most of the project activities are community dshgarticipatory activities we believe it will be

sufficiently safe for project activities to be ingphented as planned. On top of everything the presen
government has proved that it is highly committe@ ihegotiated settlement.
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ANNEX B.2.REVIEW BY EXPERT FROM STAP ROSTER

REVIEWER: WM GIESEN, MEZENPAD 164,7071JT ULFT, THE NETHERLANDS
TEL.: +31.315.63031&MAIL : W.GIESEN@ARCADIS.NL OR
WIMGIESEN@HOTMAIL .CoM

The Project Team appreciates the STAP Reviewenstaetive comments which have improved the
proposal, and they have reviewed these carefully ssponded to each. Answers/clarifications are
provided in a box in italic text just below the Téomment. Corresponding changes are made teitte t
of the Executive Summary, Project Brief and Annasesppropriate.

A. KEY ISSUES
1. Assessment of scientific and technical sounelss of the project.

a) General assessment: i) The Project should haveaa fdcus on the GEF Land Degradation focal area,
and the proponent needs to either weed out théirexismphasis (still evident here and there in the
document) on significance to global biodiversity, make a convincing case for the latter. ii) The
Project is too focused on ecosystem restoraticshshould be much more on sustainable management
of these natural resources, as that is where treatsh lie, and long-term emphasis should be.
Restoration is also too much a technical solutiba,need for which is questioned by the Reviewer,
certainly in the case of mangroves (see points ip)& below). iii) There should be letters of
agreement or support for the Project innovationstioeed under 12) (see below), as without these
there are significant risks. iv) The Project docatme very lengthy: currently 87 pages, small font.
Project documents by World Bank, UNDP, UNEP andaAdDevelopment Bank are generally about
half this size or less; the average of a dozeni®R6700 words, while the present one is >50,000.

Response by the Project Team:

Points i) and ii) are addressed and now reflectedhie revised Project Brief mainly in following pé&s:
Project title; cover page line 3 of the of para Rtbe Brief Description; sub title of the 1A.2 iage 2,
added para 10 on the page 3; last section of theadd, removal of paras 11 and 12 of the previpus
version on biodiversity; line 1 of para 12; lastdi of para 61; sub heading of the para 69tiree and 8
lines of the para 82; title of outcomes 1 and 2ath and every place they appear; and last sentefice
para 86 of page 29. In addition minor changes waegle in many other places.

iii) Two letters of commitment have been receivethfthe Coast Conservation Department and the jand
Ministry of Environment on these project innovasior the letters are annexed to the Project Brief a
Annex 12 and 13.

iv) The length of the document has been reducedtanially by removal of several paragraphs |on
biodiversity and by placing the Incremental Cosalais and the Project Logical Framework in annexes

b) PD cover page, brief summary. This states that d@J coastal lagoons, 43% of mangroves, and
38% of sand dunes were damaged or destroyed”. PDQ) para. 13 also states that most of these
habitats have been ‘severely impacted’. PD p. Ara 2 refers to significant physical damage to
these habitats, as does p. 18, para. 63. Howeénese tstatements require explanation and should be
supported by concrete data. What does “43% of neaegr damaged or destroyed” mean, for
example? In para. 63 (p.19) it is stated that 13g@®ut of 3200 ha of mangrove was damaged or
destroyed. Does this really mean that 43% of alignaves (say, 1500 ha out of 3500 ha) were either
badly damaged or destroyed, or does it mean thétaait of Y mangrove locations (which add up to
43% of the mangrove area), there was extensive gemadestruction? This is not simply a matter of
semantics. In rapid surveys carried out along @nka’'s east coast between Kalmunai and Panama
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early in March 2005 <unrelated to the present tsjel noticed that the effect of the tsunami on
many mangroves was limited to immediate wave imgactes, usually not wider than about 50
metres, and that by-and-large most mangroves vedagvely unaffected. All mangrove sites showed
damage, but the relative amount of mangrove losspe amounted only to a few per cent. In order to
support claims about extensive damage (which maly bee possible, as | visited only a limited
number of sites) the proposal should back this ugh weference to (detailed) environmental
assessments and hard data. Similarly, wiRhdémyrapalms Borassus flabellifgrwere largely killed
(by salt, not mechanical damage), most coastaleta@n’ (coconut, fruit trees) in seaside villages
for example, escaped significant damage, eveneasarvhere all buildings had been destroyed by the
waves. The proposal seems to have missed some ohdkt important post-tsunami environmental
assessments carried out in affected coastal aneas]ing:

= Green-REA: Rapid Assessment of Damage to Naturakystems in the Coastal, Marine and
Associated Terrestrial Environments. The Green REpvironmental Assessment (Green-REA)
was initiated by the Ministry of Environment andtii@l Resources on the 16th of January 2005,
with several field teams carrying out detailed asseents along the coast in February-April
2005. Green-REA was headed by Dr. J. Samarakoon.

= UNDAC's Draft Field Report: Rapid Environmental &ssment — Sri Lanka Tsunami, dated 22
February 2005.

= Rapid Environmental Assessment on Post-Tsunami BrBwironment, by the University of
Moratuwa. <a draft outline was prepared in Febri0§5, and the “Brown-REA” report was
due in April 2005>

In fact, the references listed in Annex 9 of theogmsal do not include any post-tsunami
environmental assessments, which is surprisinj3Ppara 43 does refer to the two REAs, but only in
terms of relevance to post-tsunami reconstructiammpng, and does not refer to environmental
damage.

Response by the Project Team:

The GIS studies undertaken during the PDF-B hakentaaccount of the three studies cited by the STAP
Reviewer, but it is agreed that this was not ma@arc The three studies, together with the Brawn
Assessment Report, have been included in the &ibpby (annex 9). In addition, changes have been
made in the following places to make it clear thia¢ figures appearing with regard to mangrgve

degradation refer to the extent (area / ha) of prd post-Tsunami mangrove vegetation cover, ntiteo
number of locations of mangrove vegetation in tlast&n Province — Cover pages para of “Brief
Description”; para 12; and paras 61 and 62.

c)

PD p.1, para.l: “Sri Lanka has the highest bioditserper unit area of land among all Asian
countries...”. While true, this does not say muchthés figure is primarily an artefact of countryaj

and not by inherent biological diversity. The anbmaf such an approach becomes apparent when
one realises that along the same lines, relatiggzty biologically impoverished Bangladesh is ohe
the most diverse countries in Asia, as is the N&hds in Europe. Doubling the size of an area unde
scrutiny normally does not double its biodivergityis usually much less); what is valid at surydgt
level also holds for larger tracts of land, inchglicountries. Nevertheless, Sri Lard@eshave a rich
biodiversity anddoeshave a lot of unique, endemic species.

Response by the Project Team:

The team thanks the Reviewer and makes note giomss re Bangladesh and the Netherlands, and

agrees, but makes no changes - the information £dmen the WWF Ecoregions Project and drg
attention to the fact that there is very rich biglisity in a very small island in Sri Lanka. Theviewer’s
last sentence is the pertinent one — Bangladeshlamtlletherlands do not have such rich biodiversity

WS
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d) PD p.2, para. 8. an average temperature increaSg lranka from 1961-1990 of 0.16°C per decade,
being 25% more than the global trend of 0.12°C: lsiynificant is this? Why is the analysis not
carried out up to 2000 (or 2005)? Note that if 1h@°C per decade were to continue over the coming
century, the result is still at the low end of tH&CC prediction of 1.5-5.8°C increase in global

temperature up to 2100.

Response by the Project Team:
The reason for using 1961-1990 for the analysithé& this is the standard used all over the wondd
establish the baseline. Even though the baseleratsuggests that the expected temperature risegl
the century is within the lower end of the globatdiction, resulting sea level rise impacts woulkl
substantial due to the fact that Sri Lanka is dand nation. The Meteorological Department of Sanka

j

has done another analysis for the period of 193@62@hich has shown an average temperature risg as

0.17°C per decade.

e)

PD p. 3-4 Global Significance of Biodiversity. Wik lot of globally significant species are listed
occurring in the coastal and terrestrial ecosysteih®ri Lanka’'s Eastern Province, it is not cleawh
important the coastal area is from the point obgldiodiversity? Which globally significant spegie
are supported in an important way by the coastalesys (e.g. significant populations, breeding
areas)? Also, while three endemic plants occunencbastal ecosystems, it is not clear from theitex
these are exclusive to coastal ecosystems. Whictheofcoastal ecosystems listed are of global
significance, and why? Related to this: para. 87&®8rs to ‘globally important ecosystems’ — a
strong case need to be made for this, otherwiseitld be better to use the term already used in
Outcome 1: ‘key coastal ecosystems’.

Response by the Project Team:
The project team agree with Reviewer and have Useyl coastal ecosystems” in place of “globally
important ecosystems” related to paras 85 and 86.

)

PD. P.9, para 24: “... none of the NGOs currently kiray in the Eastern Region has shown any
special interest in environmental and biodivergsues.” This sweeping statement is not entirelg,tr
as CARE International organised the collecting digposing of debris in (at least some) coastal
towns. A careful assessment would probably idemther initiatives.

Response by the Project Team:
We are aware of the initiatives by CARE, Oxfam atiter International and local NGOs on deby
clearance but these were undertaken without angiabmterest on biodiversity issues. The text basn
changed to reflect that — para 23.

S

g) PD p.13, para. 45: green belt initiative by CCDe@r belts to ensure scenic value of the coast and

protect the shoreline from erosion are a good idbe,can never be a blanket solution along Sri
Lanka’'s east coast. The main reason is that mucthefcoast is characterised by high energy
coastlines: beaches are fairly steep, soon mengiimga low dune (which is where many coastal

communities reside, close to their boats, and saded by coconut and fruit gardens), which then
gives way to a lagoon (which is where mangrovesuatelly found). Where would one envisage a
green belt? In the low dunes where many peopl& IW#here would they move to? As most of the
mangroves form a fringe along lagoons, they offle|direct protection to coastal communities

against storms and waves, although people swepthetlagoons by the tsunami were able to cling to
mangrove trees and avoided being dragged out to/seges protected by mangroves were usually
located further away from the sea.

Response by the Project Team:
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There were numerous agencies which started plantiaggroves and other plants in tsunami-affegted
coastal areas without sufficient technical backgrduo select species and locations. Therefore |this
initiative was taken by CCD to provide approprigegidelines. While agreeing with the views of fthe
Reviewer, no changes will be made to the text simeéers only to an initiative by the CCD.

h) PD p. 18, figure 1 Threats analysis: from the ttgemalysis the Project seems to be a biodiversity
(focal area) project, as the overall threat isgiobally significant biodiversity’. This is also ftected
in the Project Rationale (p. 27, para. 80), whiggibs with “Sri Lanka has demonstrated an
increasing commitment to biodiversity conservationf the Project is to be submitted under OP 15
Sustainable Land Management under the Land Degoad&ical area, such sections should be
rewritten to reflect this. Of course, there will beerlap with, and support to other focal areasl an
these should be mentioned, but not as the maincgaationale.

Response by the Project Team:
Reviewer's comments are highly appreciated anch#uessary changes were made to the threats analysis
and rest of the text to reflect the OP 15 focakbanéthe proposal.

i) PD p.18, figure 1. Threats analysis lists ‘insuéfit technical know-how to rehabilitate ecosystems’
as a barrier. Other than removal of debris fronodatg, what kind of technical solutions are requtred
Mangroves should recover fairly rapidly, providéatt nearby stands of healthy mangrove exist as a
source of propagules, and normally do not requiteve replanting (see point o), below). Seagrass
beds and coral reefs have not been subjected tdh mowthering, and although it would be
technically feasible to replenish depleted dunesyould be very expensive, and where would one
obtain material for replenishment? Replanting afeufor stabilisation might be an option.

Response by the Project Team:
The team agrees with the STAP Reviewer, but thed®ns trying to find low-cost means of speedipg u
the natural recovery process to ensure that furghiessure does not accrue on undamaged or partially
damaged ecosystems from people who had previobsiyned a living from the damaged areas. Non
availability of restoration methods to the commigsitconcerned is considered to be a barrier, aral|th
Project is attempting to determine those technagations which are best suited for ecosystem restora
and sustainable management with the participatibcoonmunities.

j) PD p.18, figure 1. Threats analysis lists ‘currgrijects to assist with remediation of salinisedsso
have not yet produced tangible results’. The génssasensus among agronomists following the
tsunami was that while standing crops were seveatigcted by salt, these generally sandy coastal
soils would be naturally cleansed of excess s#dir &everal wet seasons. The main problem facing
farmers would be what to do in the intermediateqaer they could speed up the desalination process
by restoring irrigation and drainage systems, ugmggtion water to flush out salts.

Response by the Project Team:

The Project team agrees — a couple of wet seasontdvgolve the problem. Again, the key here is to
speed up the system since until such time as lsersoover, the farming communities would engage i
unsustainable practices exacerbating fiveblem of land degradation (see para 68). Theezewsome
inappropriate attempts made by agencies includimigrnational NGOs to correct the problem of sainit
e.g. over pumping of water to remediate the sadifiected wells in Batticaloa. Unfortunately theéseno
major irrigation systems providing irrigation watéw the coastal areas to flush out excess salt.

k) PD p. 19 Post-tsunami response (para. 65-69): Maagtal bridges were damaged, and as a result
new roads were hastily constructed around lagooften through environmentally sensitive areas
(e.g. through forests at Pottuvil). Such roads pi®wew and easy access to timber, sand and other
resources, with ‘entrepreneurs’ exploiting the la€lkontrol following the tsunami.
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Response by the Project Team:

This is something the Team missed completely irpiiomthe brief and thank the Reviewer for drawing

attention to. It is now incorporated under the ptsainami response related threats in the Projecfl-
para 65.

1)

PD p.22, para. 73: “45-55% of the coastline is ex@dand any acceleration .. will increase the cdte
loss of land.” Erosion is a common, natural featal@eng most coastlines in the world, and under
normal circumstances, sites of erosion are intesggewith sites where accretion is occurring, and i
many cases there will be a balance. Increase idg&amics (e.g. more storms), tectonics, or changes
in sea level may alter this balance, tipping it enorthe direction of erosion and resulting in &loes

of land. The occurrence of many lagoons aroundStihé.ankan coast is an indication that sea level
has been rising around the island for some tinahally due to tectonic movement.

Response by the Project Team:
Agreed on the comment made by the reviewer.

m) PD. P26 pt. 1B.3 Stakeholder analysis. Para. 767d&rate not part of a stakeholder analysis (only 78

and 79), but are part of the strategy for stakedralivolvement.

Response by the Project Team:
Agreed with the Reviewer and necessary amendmeuales msub title 1B.3

n)

PD p.27, para 82. The tsunami may have vastly asa@ awareness of the importance of coastal
ecosystems for protection against storms, butalvareness unfortunately has not (always) translated
into actions. For example, the high dunes at Pibfwatected most of the town from destruction, but
in the aftermath of the tsunami, the dunes weragoaiined for sand for reconstruction of affected
areas!

Response by the Project Team:

The Project Team agrees with the comment that Wegeness raised among coastal communities has not
translated into action. The existing situationtigt these resources are considered as open agcess
resources so that the individuals do not see awgritives for their sustainable management. Instead

individuals try to maximise their benefits by exiohg the resource — the Tragedy of the Commonise | T
project will try to pilot test and demonstrate tt@management of selected coastal resources giooay
people some kind of ownership to the resource @yléating long-term sustainability concepts.

0) PD p.28, para. 87-89, Outcome 1, restoration oktabacosystems. The proponent should make a

case that restoration is: a) necessary, and bjbfeag\s stated above under point i), mangroves
usually recover naturally and do not require tecainisolutions. Restoration or rehabilitation of
mangroves is often recommended when the ecosysishden altered to such as extent that it cannot
regenerate naturally. Often, those managing mamgrestoration emphasize planting of mangroves
as the primary tool in restoration. Mangrove hdlstn regenerate naturally in 15-30 years if: @ th
normal tidal hydrology is not disrupted, and iietlavailability of waterborne seeds or seedlings
(propagules) of mangroves from adjacent standstiglisrupted or blocked. If hydrology is still near
normal, but influx of seeds or seedlings is disedpthen mangroves may be successfully established
by planting. All important is that one removes wleatd to mangrove destruction in the first place: i
SL this means establishing a clear jurisdictionrovBo manages the resource, increasing awareness,
and providing alternatives (e.g. for fuel & constion). For dunes, replenishment seems out of the
guestion, although replanting may be useful. Howeag with mangroves, removal of barriers seems
more important, including increasing awarenesspreeinent of regulations banning construction in
dunes, and curbing sand mining.

Response by the Project Team:
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Again, the emphasis of the Project is on speedmtha natural recovery time. If the affected estmyns

such as mangroves could be left for 15-30 yearsuggested by the Reviewer, the Team agrees that the
will recover. However the reality is that the afied communities will keep on using these alrgady

degraded ecosystems making it impossible for nhttgeovery to occur. Therefore, the project
designed to assist the natural recovery processipréved ownership to these resources through
management initiatives the local communities wat g sense of ownership and benefits of sustain

S
co-
able

use. Hence, illegal activities would gradually t@eluced. Awareness raising is a key componertteof t
project — no changes are made to the text.

p)

PD p.28 Outcome 1 restoration of ecosystems. Tiosild not only focus on restoration, but also
include “best practice for sustainable managemehntkey coastal ecosystems” developed and
demonstrated. Sustainable management of thesercesois the key, not restoration. Adding
sustainable management would also bring outcomere mm line with outcome 2. Note that OP15
guidelines list as various forms of sustainable agament as eligible activities, along with capacity
building and targeted research, while restoratictivides get only a minor mention. The title okth
Project should perhaps also be changed to patiicip@oastal zone sustainable management and
restoration, rather than just restoration.

Response by the Project Team:

The Team agrees and the document has been adawteddingly- para 82 and elsewhere throughout jthe

log frame and ICA.

a)

PD p. 31-32, para. 90-94, Outcome 2: ecosysterarag&in & conservation mainstreamed in planning
and implementation. Shouldn’t the focus be on distshg institutional clarity on who manages
which resource? The threats analysis lists confusicer jurisdiction over mangroves and coral reefs
as being some of the main problems. Outcome 2 lyeawviphasizes “restoration”, while promotion of
sustainable use is certainly of equal importansejresustainable practices are what lead to much of
the destruction in the first place.

Response by the Project Team:

The team agrees and the document has been adjasteadingly — para 90 et seq. and elsewhere

throughout the log frame and ICA.

y

PD. P.32, para 95: while it is important to suppedislative changes and the CCD, the Project can
not guarantee that the changes will happen, andigl@ave an alternative handy in case the process
remains stalled. Note that co-management at Vakpeasia. 96) and Panama/Pottuvil (para. 97) also
hinges on passage of the amendment.

Response by the Project Team:

This is a very good point and the Team recognibes they had not drawn out the implications

thoroughly. Changes have been made to the textiakdissessment to stress that if there is an @ndu

delay in passage of amendments to the Coast CaismrvAct, existing provisions in the Forg
Ordinance and the Fisheries and Aquatic Resoura#smil be explored for co-management — see p

st
ara

93.

S)

PD p. 34-35, Outcome 4. This is currently titlededrning, evaluation and adaptive management
increased”, but this is misleading, as it simplyame project management and M&E, and is not
related to capacity building as the title suggeAtso, the total budget of US$ 3 million of GEF @im

for project management appears hefty. This is reytéhe case if one sees that this does not irclud
US$ 1.3 million of GEF funds for project admin aswapport (p.49). As admin and support are also
part of project management, this means that mane 89% of GEF funds are going towards project
management. This is much more than is usual on @kects, and should be (significantly)
decreased.
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Response by the Project Team:
Agree with the Reviewer and now the Outcome 4isitRroject Management, Monitoring and Evaluation.
Costs have also been substantially reduced to 8@llibn — $1.4 million under Outcome 4, and further
1.3 million for project Admin and Support (see alssponse to “ee” below).

t) PD p.35 Project indicators, risks & assumptionsd Alae risk that supportive legislative changes are
not made during the life of the Project (see ab@ent r). An alternative approach should be given
under mitigation proposed. Similarly, if the reqment for mainstreaming ecosystem restoration
requirements into reconstruction projects is naipdeld (see Outcome 2.2), then the financing of the
Ecosystem Restoration and Adaptation Unit (ERAU}hini the Coast Conservation Department
(CCD) becomes an issue. This (L) risk needs tasbed and a mitigation measure proposed.

Response by the Project Team:
This is a very important point not drawn out prdgeby the Project Team. It is now addressed in|the
Project Brief in relevant places e.g. para 93, andluded in the risks and assumptions matrix. The
alternative to this is the use of existing prounsicof the Forest Ordinance and Fisheries and Aguati
Resources Act. In addition a commitment lettetbigimed from the Department of Coast Conservation o
following up with the proposed amendments to supgmemanagement of coastal resources.

u) PD p.36, para. 101: expected global benefits. bs@d carbon sequestration can be seen as a modest
secondary benefit, and not as a main one, as tsast, dune vegetation and lagoons do not have a
high sequestration rates per unit area. Thereheilbenefits to global biodiversity, but the levél o
which needs to be elaborated, as the mere (e.gpf§reccurrence of globally significant speciesedo
not automatically make protection of an area obglasignificance. Also, restoration to ‘once again
support these species’ (para. 102) will not apfmetiie GEF, except as a secondary benefit.

Response by the Project Team:
The point is taken and the document has been adjastcordingly — para 99.

v) PD p. 48, organigramme of Project Management streicthe Ecosystem Restoration and Adaptation
Unit (ERAU) is erroneously called Ecosystem Rehlibn Unit of CCD. In this organigramme it is
not clear where the ERAU will be based — is thibeavithin CCD Colombo, or in the region?

Response by the Project Team:
Necessary changes are made to the organisatiorraliagthe ERAU is going to housed in CCD Colombo
Office

w) PD p. 49 Project budget. As stated under pointos),much of the GEF funding is targeted towards
project management, admin and support. Also, tligéiusuggests that GEF is to fund 91% of costs
associated with project management, admin and supbdhe full project. This seems an unfair
distribution of the burden, maximising the effettlee IFAD loan, by minimising management costs.

Response by the Project Team:
Project Management, Monitoring and Evaluation andject Admin and Support cost is now reduced 1o a
total of $ 2.7 million which is around 37% of tlotal investment

x) PD p.52, para 158: “.. and in some cases impoHhabitats would not be restored.” It is important to
note that many habitats, if left alone, would regrate by themselves and not require active human
intervention in the form of restoration.

Response by the Project Team:
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Coastal Sri Lanka is highly populated and they magke increased threats to remaining pockets of
habitats /ecosystems. Therefore things need t@bedsup before it is too late. Relevant para is/ mo
the ICA annex.

y) PD, p. 54, para. 175: “The global environmentaleotiye of the Project is that Tsunami affected
habitats in Sri Lanka are rehabilitated to provigieecosystem services, including adaptation agfain
extreme climatic events.” To this should be addw@serve globally significant biodiversity. Also,
“rehabilitated” should be replaced with “restorecalowed to regenerate”.

Response by the Project Team:
Necessary changes are made to the text — para Biegfage 4 of the Incremental Cost Analysis - Adh

z) PD p. 56, ICA matrix, Activity 1.1.3 Vulnerabilitpnapping. This is now regarded as being entirely
incremental, but shouldn’t part of this be basefineded? Haven't activities already been initiabgd
GoSL to identify vulnerable sections of coastlimel &ulnerable human populations?

Response by the Project Team:
This has been identified as a priority by the gowveent but is yet to be implemented, hence no baseli
cost.

aa) PD p.72, Logframe. Targets for restoration of sdndes and mangroves (5 and 10 ha, respectively)
are very modest given the funds allocated (US$ @iflion). This should be much more significant
in terms of area. Mangrove restoration of areagemtiring hydrological restoration is usually iret
order of US $100-200 per ha, but it is recognided methods, cooperation with local communities,
and so on will have to be developed first. What iestored mangrove or dune? Replanting of an area
of mangrove may result in 80% mortality of seeddifny year 3, for instance. You may replant 1000
ha, but find that by the end of the project youéhactually only restored 100 ha. Is this specified
the best practice guidelines?

Response by the Project Team:
This is a mistake left over from an earlier draft.is now corrected as 75 ha of sand dunes andhzb6f
mangroves to be rehabilitated and sustainably madagrhank you.

bb) PD p. 72 Logframe, target for restoration of codagoon = 25 ha. This seems a bit strange, asreith
you restore an entire lagoon and regard it asdredt, or it remains unrestored. You cannot resBare
ha of a lagoon, but can restore an entire, sngdida, in the range of, say, 25-100 ha.

Response by the Project Team:
Again, this is a mistake left over from an earligaft. It is now corrected as about 1,000 ha chstal
lagoons to be rehabilitated and sustainably managed

cc) Annex 2 site descriptions. The description of tlamdma and Pottuvil dunes lists an incredible and
highly unlikely biodiversity (including elephantlogh bear, langurs) — which may hold for areas
nearby such as Yala, but surely not for this duea.a

Response by the Project Team:
Elephants and sloth bear can be found in the adjgifiorest patches connecting with sand dunes euén
side of Yala National Park. During PDF B prepamtj the Project Team received the first hand eviden
of roaming elephants in the Pottuvil sand dunes.




dd) Annex 4 — Incremental cost analysis — why is thduded twice (in main text and in annex4), albeit
in different formats? Note that ERU is referredrnstead of ERAU.

Response by the Project Team:

This was following a model from another proposaitthad been successfully funded. The summary ICA
was included in the Brief and a full version ad@dasdan Annex. Given the Reviewer's comment an@ thos

made about the length of the brief, the ICA hasilgpeen as a full version only and placed in an é&nn
The typographical error has bee corrected.

ee) Annex 8, Monitoring and Evaluation Plan. The pltself seems fine, but the budget total of US$
763,000 seems way too much for project M&E. | hakiecked with half a dozen UNDP and WB
projects, the average is just under US$ 200,000ur<éf these projects were smaller in terms of
overall GEF funding, but they are of similar duvatend geographic coverage>.

Response by the Project Team:
This is around 10% of the total budget (7 milliogipce the project is being implemented in an area
conflict where monitoring costs substantially irase,

ff) Minor points:

PD p.1, para. 1&3. Rainfall ranges from 1200-1800nmpara. 1, but from 1000-1500mm in
para. 3.

PD p.2, para 5. ‘casurina’ is not the correct nan@mmon English names include Horsetall,
Coast She-oak, Australian oak and Whistling pinge $cientific name of the species common
along the Sri Lanka coast 3&asuarina equisetifolia.

PD. P.3 para. 12 Lagoons/estuaries extend overG®Ita in EP. Note that this figure includes
Trincomalee Bay, without which the area would bewtd0,000 ha lower.

PD.p.3, para. 12. “with 17 true mangrove species0-68% of the world’s specialised mangrove
species”. Saengeet al. (1983) record a world wide total of 60 plant sgeiexclusive to the
mangrove habitat. <Saenger, P., E.J. Hegerl & J.D&vie (1983) Global status of mangrove
ecosystems. IUCN Commission on Ecology Papers Ng8 8p.> The 17 true mangrove species
therefore represent about 28% of the world’s total.

PD.p.3 para. 12. The mangrove area appears inflatedtudy by AsDB in 2001-2002 concluded
that “The figure for the total area of mangrovetime three Project districts varies from 3274-
3446 hectares. However, this data is anywhere letwib-20 years old, and during the past
decade there have been significant decreases, iregltiee total to less than 3000 hectares.”
PD.p.16, para 55 — what is the national Gini caaéint?

PD p.23, para 74, bullet on tourist industry: thalipy of “rereat” should read “retreat”.

PD p.28, para 83, ‘two prong strategy’ should réamo pronged strategy’.

PD p. 53, para 174: “In line with the GEF’'s Operatial Programmes on Climate Change and
Land Degradation...”. These OPs do not exist; the Giak a Climate Change focal area, and a
Sustainable Land Management OP.

PD p. 60, ERU (2x) — this abbreviation should beAER

Response by the Project Team:
All minor comments under ff) have been addresséldeimelevant places of the Project Brief.
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2. Evaluation of the identification of global envionmental benefits and/or drawbacks and risks of
the project.

The Project is envisaged to have significant emwitental benefits for Sri Lanka in general, and the
coastal region of the eastern districts in pardicuAs mentioned in the PD: “Global benefits resglt
from the proposed project’s implementation inclutle maintenance of protected area biodiversity of
global significance, including the share of funo@id benefits that accrue to global communities. By
conserving natural species and areas, the Projgbreserve the flow of global benefits accruingrh
their consumptive and non-consumptive utilisatguch as those generated through international trade
tourism. It will also maintain ecosystem integrityielding global services such as the regulation o
climate. By averting the risk of extinction of ghly threatened, endangered and endemic species and
habitats, and maintaining a diverse pool of gen&s r@sources, the Project will make a significant
contribution to the global option values associatéth the possible future use and development of
protected area biodiversity.” Drawbacks or risksh® global environment are not envisaged.

3. Evaluation of the project’s compliance or fulillment of the goals of GEF

Sri Lanka ratified the United Nations ConventionGombat Desertification (UNCCD) on 9 March 1999,
the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) on 28arch 1994, the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) on 23 Noverd883, and acceded to the Kyoto Protocol in
September 2002 as a non-Annex | party. <As sucdh,&ka is not bound by any legal requirements in
the implementation of the FCCC, and is not requi@dontrol its emissions, but only to take climate
change concerns into account in formulating socimremic policies.> Sri Lanka is fully eligible to
receive technical assistance from IFAD.

The Project is consistent with Operational ProgrBBn— Sustainable Land Management (revised 18
December 2003), as it focuses on effective ecosyststoration and sustainable management, and
achieving sustainable livelihoods. The Project cliespwith the Operational Guidelines for the Stgite
Priority on “Piloting an Operational Approach to @utation” (SPA), as on the one hand it aims at
increasing adaptive capacity to climate changeraddcing vulnerability to adverse effects, whiletba
other hand it also delivers global benefits by poting conservation and sustainable use of biodiygrs
and reduction of land degradation through susténiaind management.

The Project is also compliant with two GEF Biodsigy strategic priorities: BD2 Mainstreaming
Biodiversity in Production Landscapes and Sectard BD4, Generation and Dissemination of Best
Practices for Addressing Current and Emerging Bedity Issues, and two GEF Sustainable Land
Management strategic priorities: SLM1, Targeted &ay Building, and SLM2, Implementation of
Innovative and Indigenous Sustainable Land Managem#actices.

4. Assessment of how the project fits within iteegional context

The Project focuses its activities on the coastgion of eastern Sri Lanka, targeting key areaswlitin

the ultimate objective of benefiting all affecta@gas along the east coast. Within a larger regicmatext,
the Project will benefit the region by restoringpsgstems important to migratory and far rangingcise
such as waterfowl, dugong, smaller cetaceans amshen@rtles that use the near coastal area abitaha
and/or breeding area, at least on a seasonal Basiause of this, links should be established ®Raimsar
and Bonn conventions and with the Asia-Pacific Migry Waterbird Conservation Strategy (see 8,
below). <There is no mention of cooperation withumi@rparts in India, but this may be a politically
sensitive issue given the relationship betweenttihe countries, although this has improved in the
aftermath of the tsunami, with the Indian Army adniting to reconstruction activities in Sri Lankaych

as the bridge at Pottuvil, for example. Best pcactjuidelines could be distributed to counterpgenaies

of the CCD in India, and to Indian NGOs involveccoastal zone restoration and management.>
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5. Evaluation of the replicability of the project

Replicability has been well incorporated into thejéct design. While the Project initially aims at
restoration of ecosystems at a few pilot sites,Rh@ect Objectives is to restore coastal ecosystalin
along Sri Lanka’s east coast. One the one handPtbgct will provide technical tools and exampdds
how to proceed with restoration. The key, howewelt,be mainstreaming ecosystem restoration in# th
policy governing post-tsunami reconstruction. Tlsisalso the Project’s Achilles heel, because i§ thi
policy is not adopted by GoSL, funding of replicatibecomes doubtful.

In order to facilitate replication, the Project Miést best-practice guidelines from other regiocersg
lessons learned will be evaluated. The approach imiblve a review of methods, pilot-testing, and
scaling up of trials to larger areas. At the sameet the Project will equip and train the Ecosystem
Restoration and Adaptation Unit (ERAU) (within tHéoast Conservation Dept. CCD), increase
coordination among agencies, and help create aypafd planning framework in support of ecosystem
restoration. Lastly, the Project will produce andsdminate best practice guidance material, targeti
local villagers. This seems a sound enough appragitich hinges upon the establishment and funding o
the ERAU.

6. Evaluation of the sustainability of the projet

The PD lists three main aspects of the Projectdbatbine to ensure sustainability, namely instiogi,
financial and economic aspects:

" Institutional aspects. The Project will establistkdges, collective actions and partnerships vaitig
build on the dynamics of, other projects to enhaswstainability. It will also strengthen the Coast
Conservation Department (CCD) by providing it withnew specialist unit (ERAU), and by
mainstreaming habitat restoration requirementsrn@bonstruction programmes.

" Financial aspects. According to the PD, capitatso$replicating restoration will be a) low becaus
of the low-cost community-led activities, and b)tntlerough the policy (to be introduced under
Outcome 2.2) requiring all post-tsunami recongtomcprojects to include ecosystem restoration.
The recurring costs of staffing the ERAU will betrbe from budgetary allocations to the CCD, the
cost of which can be offset against the savingsemmademploying low-cost methods and from the
economic gains that will ensue from rehabilitatingustainable natural resource base.

" Economic aspects. According to the PD, the intrtidacof co-management agreements should
encourage the careful husbandry of resources toidqedong-term economic benefits from the
ecosystem restoration activities.

The reviewer wonders about the sustainability & BRAU, as this will need to be funded, and if the
policy recommended under Outcome 2.2 is not adopted ERAU concept unravels. Also, what will
happen with ERAU funding once post-tsunami recagsivn projects are completed and donors have
moved on? Economic gains from a rehabilitated @éresource base accrue to local resource usdrg) no
the central coffers of GoSL, who will have to futh@ ERAU. Also, it is bit presumptuous to assuns th
co-management will automatically lead to ‘carefulsbandry’ of natural resources. Firstly, co-
management will need to be supported by legislatihanges. Secondly, co-managers will need to Ibe ful
aware of the effects of their actions on environtneesource base, and their own pockets, and this
requires a significant amount of awareness raigmdjchanging of attitudes.

B. SECONDARY ISSUES
7. Evaluation of linkages to other focal areas (ternational waters, climate change, etc...)

The following links exist with the other GEF focakas.
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= There is a strong link with the biodiversity focalea, as the Project will restore and protect key
ecosystems (dunes, reefs, lagoons, mangroves) atteatof importance for globally significant
biodiversity.

= There is a link with the climate change focal aras,the Project will strive to restore affected
ecosystems such as dune scrub and mangroves, stathably manage these area, all of which will
have beneficial, albeit modest, effects in thisafaarea.

= There is a weak link with the international watirsal area via conservation of migratory speciep.(e
migratory and far ranging species such as certatesfow!, marine turtles, cetaceans and dugong).
Although this link is fairly weak it should be méonted in the proposal.

= No direct links with the other GEF focal areas rdient Organic Pesticides (POPs) and ozone layer
depletion — are expected.

8. Evaluation of linkages to other programs and an plans at the regional and sub-regional level

The proposal indicates linkages with the followmgjects (some of which have already been fina)ised
some of which are national, others which are regjion

= Conservation of Biodiversity through Integrated |@obrative Management in the Rekawa, Ussangoda
and Kalametiya (RUK) Coastal Ecosystems (UNDP-GHEF)2-2005

= Bay of Bengal Large Marine Ecosystem (GEF-World IBd82006-2012

= Strengthening Partnerships for Effective Controlrofasive Alien Species in Sri Lanka (SPECIeS)
(UNDP-GEF)

= National Capacity Needs Self-Assessment (NCSA)G@bal Environmental Management (UNDP-
GEF) 2004-2005

= Protected Areas and Wildlife Conservation Proj&EF-WB/ADB) 2001-2006

= Conservation and Sustainable-use of Sri Lanka'sidied Plants (GEF-World Bank) 1999-2005

= In-situ Conservation of Crop Wild Relatives throughhanced Information Management and Field
Application (UNEP-GEF) 2004-2009

= Conservation of Threatened Species in the Rain®@EsSouthwest Sri Lanka (UNDP-GEF) 2001-
2005

= SriLanka GEF Small Grants Programme (GEF) 2008200

= GEF Climate Change Enabling Activity (Phase II)

The Project is also linked with, and builds uporo tmain regional development projects, namely the
North-East Coastal Community Development Projeat #re North-East Community Restoration and
Development Project. Both of these are large, ryaliir projects funded by the Asian Development Bank
and have a focus on sustainable development afaBka’s east coast.

The Project therefore appears to be well-embeddguagrammes and activities that are co-financed by
GEF, and financed by other donors.

Links should be established with Ramsar and Bomveations, and with the Asia-Pacific Migratory
Waterbird Conservation Strategy, because of thmmafimportance of the coastal habitats for migmnat
and far ranging species (see 4).

9. Assessment of other beneficial or damaging emonmental effects

The Project will have significant environmental béis, especially for the coastal region of Sri ka's
Eastern Province, but also for biodiversity in &anka in general if the replication process via
ERAU/CCD extends to other regions in the countty.nhay also benefit biodiversity in the greateraag

as it may have beneficial effects on populations nigratory and far ranging species. Damaging
environmental effects due to the implementatiothefProject are not anticipated.
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10. Evaluation of the degree of involvement of skaholders in the project

During Project preparation (the PDF-B phase), ttigelet design team consulted extensively with the t
main projects already operating in the ProvincecftiNEast Coastal Community Development Project
and North-East Community Restoration and Developninject. The proposal does not mention the
degree of involvement of the other stakeholdersnduthe Project design phase, and this needs to be
added.

Stakeholder involvement during Project implementatias been well taken care of in the Project desig
as it is well outlined in a stakeholder involvemplatn included in Annex 5 of the Project Documenihis
recognises that the main stakeholders on the Rrajeche fishers and farmers of the rural comnesit
along the East Coast. The fishers and displacedefar will receive support and training on procedure
and techniqgues of community level resource-use;ista@emaking; creating, negotiating, and
implementing community development plans; resolviegource-use conflicts; and providing leadership
in ecosystem restoration and conservation. Otlakebblders include government agencies, such as the
local authorities and Coast Conservation Departmehb will receive support and capacity building on
principles and practices of natural resource plagr@nd sustainable land management; technicalgssue
related to ecosystem restoration, vulnerabilityeasments and adaptation measures; and resolution of
resource-use conflicts. It is also envisaged thaON and Civil Society Organizations will play a cal

role in community mobilization and awareness-rgsiifhe Reviewer considers these stakeholder
involvement activities to be ample to ensure owmerand facilitate cooperation.

11. Assessment of the capacity building aspects

Capacity building is rightfully a central tenettbe Project, and forms a key part of each of theetmain
Project outcomes (1-3; outcome 4 is basically mtojganagement).

Outcome 1:Best practices for effective restoration <and simhle management> of key coastal
ecosystems developed and demonstratmas at providing information and examples oft pgactices for
restoration <and management>, and ensuring that igidisseminated among a wide group of
stakeholders. To ensure that all key stakeholdersdaageted, all publications will be in three laages
(Singhalese, Tamil and English) and the Projeckwuilrk through national and international NGOs. The
reviewer advises the Project to also work with Tlaand Muslim NGOs (which are unlikely to be natibna
NGOs, but more likely regional), as coastal popoiet are wary of national NGOs (that are usually
dominated by Singhalese).

Outcome 2:Effective ecosystem restoration and conservationagement are mainstreamed into post-
tsunami reconstruction planning and implementatibims outcome focuses on i) creating a binding polic
(which also creates funding) for incorporating g&bsm restoration into tsunami reconstruction ésfoi)
creating capacity within the CCD to manage thig] &) providing tangible examples by executingopil
projects in three districts, while at the same tdaeeloping practical capacities.

Outcome 3:Coastal communities empowered to manage local eatesources to enhance sustainable
livelihoods. Outcome 3 aims at i) enhancing the legal and réguylaprocesses in support of coastal
ecosystem protection, and ii) establish co-managemsgimes with local communities at the threetpilo
Project sites (Pigeon Island, Vakarai and PanantiaNgp. While the first is primarily the creatioof an
enabling environment, the latter will largely catof local capacity building.

The Project is therefore consistent with: i) OPd&Bjch sees capacity building as one of the maifstoo
achieving sustainable land management; i) Biodmer strategic priority BD4, Generation and
Dissemination of Best Practices for Addressing @utrrand Emerging Biodiversity Issues; and iii)
Sustainable Land Management strategic priority S| WHrgeted Capacity Building.
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12. Innovativeness of the project

While ecosystem restoration itself is not innovativalso in Sri Lanka — the Project’s main innavatis

to integrate this into the post-tsunami reconsioacefforts to ensure that environment concernsnaeg

and not trampled by well-intended but hastily des@jprojects. The creation of a body within the G6D
manage restoration (ERAU), funded out of reconsitndunds is also innovative and appears sound, as
does linking restoration with co-management ofoest ecosystems with local communities, facilitagd
changes in the Coast Conservation Act.

These innovations are good, and would provide aelent opportunity for sustainable management of
coastal resources. At the same time, they aretladsohinks in the armour of the Project: what € fiolicy

for mainstreaming ecosystem restoration into pswtdmi reconstruction efforts is not adopted, or
significantly delayed? What if CCD does not suppbd establishment of the ERAU, because of other
commitments or new concerns? What if the Coast €waton Act is not amended, so there is no legal
basis for co-management? These are real risks amses for concern regarding Project design. The
Proponent should therefore aim to minimise thesesyiby obtaining letters of commitment, agreenaent
support from key agencies for these three mairsthrof the Project.

Response by the Project Team:
Two letters of commitment have been received flmmQoast Conservation Department and the and
Ministry of Environment — they are annexed to thgdet Brief as Annex 12 and 13

Concluding remarks

While the Project is generally well-founded and Ivaelsigned, there are a number of issues that tockee
addressed. Firstly, there should be letters ofeagest or support for the innovations mentioned ui@g,

as without these there are significant risks. Selyprthe focus on ecosystem restoration should be
broadened to include sustainable ecosystem manageasethis should be (a major part of) the longate
goal. Provided that these are taken care of, t@vald not be any major impediment to successhjetr
implementation. Other issues mentioned are minad e@an readily be addressed by making small
changes.
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ANNEX C: CONSULTANTS TO BE HIRED FOR THE PROJECT

Position Titles $/ Estimated Tasks to be performed
person week | person weeks

For Project Management

Local
1. National Project Director 400 364 The NPD will be the Government represergati
(NPD) at project level, assuming the overall

responsibility for the successful execution and
implementation of the project, and accountability
to GoSL and co-financiers for the proper and
effective use of project resources.

2. Project Manager (PM) 275 364 The PM is the ppmlaepresentative of the
implementing agency at the project level. The
primary function of the PM is to oversee the
implementation of the project, in consultation
with the NPD under the overall policy direction
of the National Steering Committee.

3. Administrative Assistant 150 728 The Administrative Assistants will work @nd
(AA) (2 positions) the direct supervision of the NPD and PM, and
will be responsible for providing administrative
support to staff within the Project Management

Unit (PMU).

4. Clerical staff (2 positions) 125 728 General auistrative support.

5. Drivers (5 positions) 125 1,820 Maintenanceaedfivles, driving.

For Technical Assistance

Local

1. Ecosystem Planning and 275 364 The EPMS will be responsible for the

Management Specialist (EPMS$) implementation of all activities envisaged in the
planning and knowledge generation for
ecosystem restoration and conservation activitjes
of the project. The position will involve working
closely with members of the communities with
key staff from line agencies and with project
counterparts.

2. Natural Resources Economist 275 364 The NRE will be responsible for identifying

(NRE) market-based incentives to be disseminated
among local stakeholders as an incentive for their
effective participation in ecosystem restoration
and adaptation to climate change, developing an
information base on ecosystem functions and
economic values which can be disseminated tg
interested parties.

3. Monitoring and Evaluation 275 364 The MES will work under the supervisioranfl

Specialist (MES) report directly to the PM and, whenever
requested, to the NPD. S/he will be responsiblé
for developing and implementing the project’s
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system and
overseeing all components and activities of the
project.

4. Information Dissemination 275 364 The CS will work under the supervisionrof a

and Communication Specialist report to the PM. S/he will be responsible for the

(CS) implementation of all activities envisaged in the

Information Dissemination of the Project, and for
the delivery of all outputs, including the
development and implementation of the project’s
public information dissemination and stakeholder
networking activities.
5. Finance Specialist (FS) 275 364 The FS will regoectly to the PM and will be
responsible for providing administrative support
to the Project, through the coordination of all
administrative and financial activities.
6. ERAU Officer (5 positions) 200 1,820 The ERAUiIGErs will provide assistance to the
NPD for setting up an Ecosystem Restorationqand
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Adaptation Unit at the Coast Conservation
Department and provide facilitation and
supervision services to tsunami-reconstruction
projects.

7. Field Coordinator (FC) (3
positions)

175

1,092

The three FCs will oversee activitiethan3
project areas of Trincomalee, Batticaloa and
Ampara working under the supervision and
guidance of the PM. They will be responsible for
overall support to project implementation at the
District and community levels.

8. Community Mobilizers (CM)
(3 positions)

150

1,092

The 3 CMs will be based in the 3 Fieltices$
and will work closely with the FCs to provide
crucial input to the project’s effort to build
effective local capacity to adequately manage
natural resources at the local level, helping to
train local stakeholders, and mobilizing
communities.

9. Field Administrative
Assistant (AA) (3 positions)

150

1,092

The Project Field AA will work under tHieect
supervision of the NPD, PM and Field
Coordinators and will be responsible for
providing administrative support to staff within
the PMU.

International

10. Expert, Integrated Coastal
Management

2,000

28

Technical assistance and advice to PMU on
maintenance of the integrity of ecosystems and
protection of biodiversity in these ecosystems.
Assessment of challenges (biological, physical
and socio-economic pressures) and practical
recommendations

11. Expert, Rehabilitation of
Coastal Zones

2,000

28

Technical assistance and advice to PMU on
rehabilitation and regeneration of coastal
ecosystems and species, and integrated
conservation. Guidance on proper methodologjes
and evaluation of activities.

12. Expert, Adaptation to
Climate Change

2,000

28

General support to PMU, ERAU and CCD on
issues related to adaptation to climate change
variability in coastal zones. Technical expertise
and analytical activities.
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A. EXPLAIN IF THE PPG OBJECTIVE HAS BEEN ACHIEVED THROU GH THE PPG ACTIVITIES

UNDERTAKEN :

ANNEX D: STATUS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT PREPARATION ACTI

VITIES AND THE USE OF FUNDS

The objective proposed (development of the fuljgebproposal), including the preparatory actigfipas
been fully achieved thorugh the PDF-B activitiesiea out.

B. DESCRIBE IF ANY FINDINGS THAT MIGHT AFFECT THE PROJE CT DESIGN OR ANY CONCERNS ON

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

There were no specific findings affecting the pcogesign. Similarly, there are no concerns orptiogect

implementation.

C. PROVIDE DETAILED FUNDING AMOUNT OF THE PPG ACTIVITIE S AND THEIR IMPLEMENTATION

STATUS IN THE TABLE BELOW

GEF Amount ($) Co-
Project Preparation | Implementation| Amount Amount Amount Uncommitted | financing
Activities Approved Status Approved | Spent To- | Committed Amount* %)
date
1. Identification of Completed 8,00( 8,000 0 0 7,000
demonstration sites
2. Preparation of Completed 90,00¢ 90,000 0 0 90,000
baseline studies
3. Preparation of Completed 42,00( 42,000 0 0 28,000
special studies
4. Consensus building Completed 40,00( 40,000 0 0 40,000
and stakeholder
participation
5. Development of thg Completed 170,00 170,000 0 0 25,000
full project proposal
Total 350,000 350,000 0 0 190,000

* Uncommitted amount should be returnethioGEF Trust Fund. Please indicate expectedafagfund transaction to Trustee.
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