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[I. FINANCIAL DATA

Primary commitment (EC funding): €1,789,063.00

Budget allocated for TA: € -

Secondary commitment (funds contracted of EC doutiion): € 1,789,063.00

Other funding (government and/or other donors): 1€235,891.00

Total budget of operation: €3,024,954.00
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Financial data as on: 30/09/2013
1. GRADINGS

1. Relevance and quality of design A

2. Efficiency of Implementation to date B

3. Effectiveness to date B

4. Impact prospects A

5. Potential sustainability B

Note: a = very good; b = good; ¢ = problems; d rosis deficiencies
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V. SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Note: This report is based on a second monitorisi, \during which activities in Malaysia, Philippgs
and Vietnam were visited. Activities in the four kbag countries that are exclusively supported utiter
SEApeat project (Thailand, Myanmar, Cambodia anas).&ould not be visited.

1. Relevance and Quality of Design
The SEApeat regional project continues to be highlgvant, both from a donor policy perspective and
from the perspective of the various target groups laeneficiaries. Target Groups of the action idelu
Government policy makers and land use plannersSEEAN Member States, at national, sub-national and
local levels, responsible for peatland and otheedbmanagement; managers of peatland resources and
forests; peatland forest-dependent local peoplel esmmunities living in and adjacent to fire-
prone/degraded peatland areas. The 2013 trans-Aguhaze which caused serious health problemsein th
region has reminded policy makers of the need tiemd this phenomenon and its root causes; the haze
seems to have strengthened the political commitmentlentify and implement effective solutions.
Increasing public awareness of environmental araltihéssues in the region also contributes to publi
support for actions aimed at stopping forest aratlaed fires. The project continues to support ASEA
policies through implementation of the ASEAN Agrearthon Trans-boundary Haze Pollution (AATHP)
signed in 2002. The recent (Oct.2013) commitmematdication of the agreement by Indonesia seems t
have given a new impetus to the process of inargasans-boundary cooperation. The main operational
policy document, the ASEAN Peatland Managementt&iya (APMS) is valid up to 2020 and has
recently been updated, incorporating policies arattres based on lessons learnt from ongoingspilot
While the APMS concerns primarily peatlands, itsplementation supports the joint (ASEAN)
development of wider strategies and collaboration €limate change mitigation and forest and
biodiversity conservation.
As such, the action has a clear Regional objedtw¥dackling the common problem of peatland forest
degradation causing greenhouse gas emissions ampd) Hait also a high degree of national
implementation, with a wide variety of activitiesrass the participating countries. However, regular
communication and exchange visits contribute toaaggplly converging approach to the challenges. The
visits to peatlands in Malaysia, Philippines andtiam confirmed the keen interest of park manageds
land-use planners in gaining better knowledge ef pleatland areas (which are often unidentified or
unmapped as yet) and of best practices for themagement. In the Philippines, for example, Local
Government Units in charge of land use plans atwedy involved in project activities, and policy
Guidelines for peatland planners and developersiager preparation. In Vietham, park managers show
an active interest in developing new ways to vaheatlands. For forest-dependent people and
communities living in peat areas, the main interesihe project lies in improving their livelihoodat
local level, the pilot projects play an importaaterin alleviating poverty by identifying alternagi land
use practices for poor people in rather marginahsr where land clearing and 'improvement' through
drainage or otherwise, have often failed and cbuted to poverty. From an EU perspective, the aaso
relevant as it strengthens the international envitental governance processes and contributes to the
implementation of international commitments. It sxides climate change in a highly cost-effective
manner, using an approach that is sensitive téivbithood needs and realities of local communitiElse
action also aims at private sector engagementnewith the EU’s ‘Agenda for Change’, by involving
palm oil producing and other companies in partripssfor the identification and implementation ofsBe
Management Practices for peatland cultivation. these reasons, the first ROM mission recommended
exploring follow-up funding options under th& Multi-annual Indicative Programme. A first outlioé
that programme (2014-2020) has now been prepaim@edaat pooling funding sources (GEF and EU) in
one programme, effectively merging the complemgntd?FP and SEApeat projects.

2. Efficiency of Implementation to date.

Overall, the project is converting resources anguts in a cost-effective manner into outputs; the
continual exchange of experience and knowledgeltseBu a cost-efficient use of the scarce resources
available for peatland conservation, and the gradeaelopment of common standards and models.
Resources are spent in a transparent and accoaimieniner; proper administrative systems are ineplac
and timely accounting for all activities by natibievel partners has improved. Preparation of agerds
and modalities for implementation of pilot actidnsfour countries has taken considerable time,Hast
resulted in relevant and well-designed micro-prigiedhe first ROM mission recommended a joint
(EU/PM) work session on financial procedures ineortth optimize budget use. This recommendation was
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implemented and a Guidance Note for separatiorxpémses between APFP and SEApeat project was
prepared, resulting in clearer rules for costlaition. The issue of cost-sharing between the twgepts

is one of the reasons why ASEC/GEC are currentiypging for a single project - with multiple fundin
sources - for future funding (2014-2020). GEC'affice officer also benefited from a workshop orgathis
by the EUD on budget management, and an EU audipiit 2013 further increased understanding of EU
procedures. By and large, activities are implenenés scheduled, though there are delays in
implementation in several countries (Cambodia, Myanand Thailand) related to a variety of reasons
such as 'administrative arrangements' for the ivandf SEApeat funds, or changes in staff actingpaal
points for the action. Bottlenecks to implementatave identified and — as far as possible — adedess
Despite delays, it seems the expected results eattieved in all countries, by end of project. 8oof

the key outputs produced and witnessed or verifiethe monitor are: (1) Increased public awareness
outreach on peatland protection and managemenigi¢Rjification and mapping of new peatland areas i
the Philippines; (3) Collaborative development effand fire prevention strategies in Malaysia el
Philippines; (4) Rehabilitation of peatland forestes in Malaysia, Philippines and Vietnam; (5)
Development of sustainable peatland livelihood epphes for local communities (including raised bed
farming; Green Contracts in Vietnam; Buying a hiyiTree in Philippines); (6) Partnerships with the
Malaysian plantation sector to enhance sustaitilafi oil palm plantations on peat. The qualitytbé
outputs is good, and they clearly contribute to iitended outcomes of (1) increased capacities for
peatland governance and protection and (2) strengthregional cooperation on peatland management.
National and Regional Technical Working Groups wérsand to be active and dynamic, and the
collaborative management approach, whereby staftetwlare involved in activity preparation and
implementation, contributes to actual use of o@und to achievement of the project purpose.

3. Effectivenessto date.
The action is expected to produce five main outcgra# of which are well on the way to being acleigv
These outcomes are of good quality, and are besad by the intended target groups, as follows:
(1) National Action Plans for Peatlands are being @megh and implemented, resulting in better knowledge
of peatlands and their distribution, increased ipudlvareness of the importance of peatland consenva
in the various countries, and a raised profile editfands. Project partners also participate inrmational
and regional meetings and conferences, contributirayvareness of the importance of SEA peatlamds. |
all pilot sites, project activities are leadingnareasing investment by local governments in cogion.
(2) Pilot projects have been established - thoughiffierdnt stages of implementation - and are overall
successful in showing different models for sustai@ase of peatlands. An exchange of Best Managemen
Practices across the region is happening, pest learning’ is proving to be a useful mechanism for cost-
effective extension of good practice. The first R@h&sion’s recommendation for an increased focus on
water management (canal blocking, as a way to eefiue risks) was put into practice; identificatioh
areas with a potential for natural regeneration ihggoved. Still, water management should remain a
point of attention as tree planting activities mturally regenerating areas continues. For the Riajsa
reserve, proper identification and involvementha ictors responsible for fires still requiresratt. (3)
Regional collaboration on identification of fireqme peatlands and development of a fire predictiuoh
warning system is on the increase. With regarthisooutcome, the first ROM mission recommended (to
ASEC) developing one consistent set of data orlgreds and peatland forests, in particular for Iretia,
to serve as a baseline against which to measujecprogress. This recommendation has been disduss
within ASEC and gradually consistency in data répgris improving. Meanwhile, the development of a
Fire Prediction and Monitoring System and the sezlaFire Danger Rating System is making good
progress, with strong support from ASEAN authositi®d) Promotion of incentive mechanisms for
conservation and sustainable management of peatlandhe one outcome that takes more time to
materialise; while the project is implementing witiés and producing the related outputs, suchhas t
Report for Policy Makers on the 'Development of dficing and Incentive Options for sustainable
management of peatland and forests in South Eaat, Ase actual development of incentive mechanisms
takes time. It requires negotiations with privatanpanies and investors on such issues as payment fo
ecosystem services or carbon financing. HoweveGudisions are underway, in particular in Malaysia,
involving Palm Oil Plantation companies and govesntal bodies.(5) Guidelines for integrated
management of peatland plantations have been gmgkldistributed and adopted by the RSPO, and
published in October 2012. In June 2012, a meatiitly 100 private sector participants agreed on the
preparation of similar guidelines for existing fetr@lantations on peatlands. Considering currengness
across the five result areas, the twofold Projaatp®&se (1) improved capacities for peatland forest
management through NAPs and (2) strengthened r@giooperation for implementation of the APMS is
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likely to be achieved within the project's timefmnRegarding the first specific objective, the moiss
observed that the action contributes to capadaitiexctors at all levels, from national-level polisyakers
down to managers (governmental or community-lewdlthe peatland forests, through a variety of
activities (meetings, workshops, training, exchamigits). Considering however, that the monitor was
unable to visit any of the four Mekong countriesy@ivimar, Cambodia, Laos and Thailand) where the
project reportedly meets with more obstacles,etns®appropriate to foresee visits to at least tirbease
countries during a final evaluation mission.

4. Impact prospects.
The action’s Overall Objective i® reduce deforestation and degradation of peatland forests in SE Asia
by strengthening governance and developing incentives to promote their integrated management, sustain
local livelihoods, reduce GHG emissions and conserve biodiversity. The project is making an important
contribution to strengthened (peatland) governaplegmning, and policies. At the time of the ROM#yis
ratification (at the 23rd ASEAN summit) by Indoreesif the regional haze agreement (adopted in 2003)
meant achievement of an important milestone in ecafpn between Indonesia and Malaysia, the two
countries with vast peatland areas. It seems te ffay way for more open sharing, among the countrie
most affected by the haze, of data on land-use;asmions and fire-prone areas, allowing governntents
respond more effectively to fires. In this contewmtional and regional institutions — such as tladyksian
Meteorological Department - are strengthened as Hevices are made available for use within the
region. However, the extent to which these outcomesult in reducing peatland deforestation and
degradation remains to be assessed, despite d@r &@0M recommendation to report on achievements
against the related OVIs, such as thember of hectares (of the targeted 40,000 by 2014) with an
enhanced protection status. For the other three indicators, an indicatiompafgress would also be useful,
and the original recommendation is therefore rafeet. Nonetheless, evidence suggests there are
significant changes in terms of (1) protectionigtaif peatlands, (2) designation of peatland fsiéss as
‘regionally important’, (3) reduction of peatlame$ and (4) decisions by government agencies coimge
peatland forest protection and fire prevention, cluhihe project has contributed to. In Indonesia, fo
example, a new regulation on peatlands was addptdtie Ministry of Environment and by the Public
Works Division. In several countries (Indonesiajlippines), pilot projects sponsored by SEApeat are
being adopted as models. Active community involvetneuch as iHarapan Jaya (Indonesia), is how
serving as a model for good peatland managemedtit avas acknowledged that the area was one of the
Sumatran peatlands least affected by the serioli8 @8atland fires. Improved peatland management is
also starting to result in more sustainable livaitts of households depending on peatlands, thouglke s
of the pilot projects are still in a very initialage. Replication of Best Management Practices (8MP
across countries is happening, such as the adogptifloating gardens or raised bed (sorjan) cutiorg
or adoption of the 'Buying a Living Tree' systenthie Philippines based on examples from Thailartt an
Indonesia. The latter initiative was tailored toe tlspecific needs of Philippines to serve both
environmental (peatland restoration) and sociafawxel(income opportunity for poor households) goals
All SEApeat supported initiatives visited by the mitor have a clear poverty reduction focus, and are
being reported on in a gender segregated mannermibmitor observed that the quality of the livetido
support activities is particularly good when thase supported by a local NGO or CBO, such as in the
case of the PASSAK Inc. idgusan del Sur, Philippines. In the absence of such support siragc
livelihood activities tend to be less well prepacegdmplemented and results tend to be less comgndét
seems therefore recommendable to further studeffieetiveness of different implementation modaditie
Project impact is further enhanced by increasingradment from the private (palm oli) plantation s®c
to peat-land conservation. Following guidance fteroa BMP manuals by the Round-table for Sustainable
Palm Oil (RSPO) prepared with SEApeat support, esiApril 2013 the RSPO Principles & Criteria
include specific provisions for peat, such as Spedianagement measures to minimize degradation of
peat soils in plantations, the maintenance of theemtable, or the maintenance of buffer zonesHigt
Conservation Value areas adjacent to plantatiomgerGthe mainstreaming of these principles in the
operations of major palm oil companies, the imgadboth significant and sustainable. An increasing
percentage of peatland fires reportedly occursiadeitthe larger concession areas, and may be assbcia
with illegal clearing rather than palm oil cultii@t per se.

5. Potential Sustainability.
There is full political support for continued prein of project services and benefits, and ASEAN MS
commitments are increasing. The creation of a apdask Force charged with advising the ASEAN
COM on peatland conservation matters - financeduiin ASEAN country contributions - is a more
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permanent structure compared to the time-bound AfkP SEApeat projects, and illustrates the more
structural support for implementation of the ASERMatland Management Strategy. In this regard, it is
attempting to further promote a shift in investménin fire fighting to fire prevention as a much mo
cost-effective approach to conservation, with rplatibenefits (health, biodiversity). Still, a degref
external (donor) support seems required, in pdaiido consolidate and scale up the pilot projdatshis
regard, the first ROM mission recommended explothng possibilities for follow-up funding under the
Multi Annual Programme for Asia. This has resuliedhe organisation of a planning workshop (Sept
2013) in which all relevant stakeholders contribute strategic planning of a broad outline of aufat
ASEAN peat-land programme (2014-2020). A point ofme concern is the financial sustainability of
livelihood support activities (such as in the Ve pilot) which are based on grants rather than
embedded in a micro-credit or group savings anddaructure; the financial viability of the supteal
activities remains to be confirmed. On the otherdhdahe direct linkage between park management and
households in the buffer zone, through financinglieélihood activities in exchange for protection
support, seems to generate an effective partnerBhipn the point of view of financial sustainalyi)it
another point of attention concerns the limitedgpess in development of pilot incentive mechanigms
the form of payments for ecosystem services orarafinancing, as long-term financing strategies for
conservation objectives; this component shouldivecemore support during the remaining period and in
an eventual follow-up action. As early participatiof all stakeholders in the development of such
mechanisms is imperative, the project is rightlyoirning all target groups and relevant stakeholders
planning, decision-making and implementation ofiviti¢s, and the sense of ownership is high at all
levels. Partners and stakeholders also participatapacity building events, in the form of workpkso
conferences, study visits or training courses (GI&at assessment, etc.) and as a result, technical,
institutional as well as management capacitiesbaing developed to ensure a continuation of project
services beyond end-of-project.

V.KEY OBSERVATIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

The mission confirms good overall progress of thgAfeat project, as a highly relevant and well-
designed action in support of local, regional alabgl environmental objectives, with a high degoée
local ownership. The projeeiddresses climate change in a very cost-effectevener, using an approach
that is sensitive to the realities and livelihoogkeds of local communities, with benefits for regio
collaboration and integration, national policy pgsses and local natural resources conservation.

The mission recommends:

To Project Management/ASEC: (1) To enhance the project’s focus on the implatagon of two pilots
for financial incentive mechanisms for sustainabknagement of peatland and forests in SE Asiasso a
to ensure two functional models by end-of-project;

(2) to explore opportunities for embedding livelinbgrant projects in a structure of a group savengs
loan or micro-credit structure, so as to enhaunsgamability of the supported activities;

(3) to conduct cost-benefit analyses of the livadith projects and study the effectiveness of th@éwar,
implementation modalities, with a focus on the sarppole played by local NGOs or CBOs.

To the EU: (1) to continue its support for preparation amghlementation of a follow-up project pooling
donor funds and merging APFP and SEApeat objectindsactivities;

(2) in this context, to foresee a final evaluatinission — which has not been budgeted for in thiem@is
budget — including visits to at least two of thddeing four Mekong countries: Myanmar, Cambodia,
Laos and Thailand, in order to facilitate the idksdtion of lessons learned.

=)
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