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Project Summary

a) Project rationale, objectives, outputs/outcomes, and activities. 

Project Rationale and Policy Conformity

1. The CBA Programme represents one element of the GEF’s initial strategy to support adaptation to climate change.  Under the new GEF Strategic Priority “Piloting an Operational Approach to Adaptation”, described in GEF Council document GEF/C.23/ Inf.8, it was proposed that up to 10% of these resources be allocated to the piloting of community adaptation initiatives.  

2. As per paragraph 5 of the GEF Council document on the SPA, the CBA Programme will therefore help communities, and by direct extension
— ecosystems,  to increase their adaptive capacity to deal with future climate change, including variability.  The framework presented in this proposal ensures that CBA projects which are selected for implementation are based on vulnerability and adaptation assessments and deliver both improvements in adaptive capacity and global environmental benefits.  In the event that such assessments contain insufficient detail (as determined by the Programme Management Team (UNDP-GEF’s CBA-CPMT--see below), UNDP-GEF’s Adaptation Policy Frameworks (APF) guidelines on vulnerability/adaptive capacity assessments will be followed.  This will help to ensure that the proposed measures are based on a rigorous analytical methodology and include the necessary stakeholder consultations for prioritization of specific adaptation measures.

3. The UNDP-GEF CBA-CPMT, headed by UNDP-GEF, will lead the CBA Programme, in close collaboration with SGP, the GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies, and under the direction of the GEF operational guidelines for the SPA.  GEF CBA Programme activities will be implemented according to each country’s specific conditions, as expressed in their National Communications, ongoing work on NAPAs, and/or national and local consultations on adaptation.  UNDP-GEF’s partnership with GEF-SGP will ensure the use of the existing global GEF SGP mechanism to support the CBA projects, thereby avoiding the need to create a new facility.  The UNDP-GEF CBA Programme team, guided by a country specific strategic programme for adaptation to climate change (developed by the existing SGP National Steering Committee with supplementary expertise on climate change and adaptation), will solicit, select, develop, implement and monitor activities that improve adaptive capacity of communities in diverse regions and lead to the realization of global environmental benefits (as required under SPA).  The inclusion of a diversity of socio-economic settings will also provide a meaningful basis for lesson learning, replication and up-scaling.  Linkages will be made to UNDP-GEF’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism that has been specifically designed to capture lessons as outlined in a draft template in Annex D.  Programmes will focus on relatively discrete geographic regions – e.g. ecosystems, landscapes, watersheds – to ensure synergies among projects leading to greater and more measurable impacts, but also to identify policy lessons more confidently.
4. The criteria used to select CBA project proposals are guided by GEF operational guidelines for the SPA and the GEF Instrument, which establishes the principle of incremental reasoning. This means two things – firstly, that GEF funding will be used to fund a subset of all possible adaptation interventions, namely those which satisfy the criterion of GEF funding through the provision of global environmental benefits; and secondly, that GEF funding will be only for that component which is deemed incremental in facilitating “adaptation” to climate change including variability. Consistent with the concept of incremental costs, other baseline adaptation interventions, which do not generate global environmental benefits, are expected to be funded through sources of co-financing.  This is consistent with SGP’s long-standing approach toward incremental costs, which is to ensure that all projects meet GEF criteria and raise equivalent levels of co-financing at the global Programme level.  Community-based adaptation activities which do not address GEB can be funded elsewhere through the SCCF and LDCF.  The UNDP-GEF CBA-CPMT will ensure that the selection of CBA projects in each country conform to the GEF operational guidelines for the SPA and the GEF Instrument (in particular, to ensure that approved projects contribute to the realization of global environmental benefits).
A Results-based approach

5. The CBA Programme is an overarching strategic framework, designed to address the needs and priorities of the GEF SPA, as described in GEF Council Paper C.23. Inf. 8. Rev. 1.  Consequently, consistent with the principles of Results-Based Management, the CBA Programme has a hierarchical set of results which it will achieve.  The achievement of results is guided by an overall Programme level Goal, Objective, and a set of Outcomes and a detailed implementation plan using SGP mechanisms, a framework for monitoring and evaluation and anticipated lessons learned, and linkages with other relevant UNDP-GEF projects such as the Adaptation Learning Mechanism. 
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6. During the PDF-B phase of this project, several options for programming community based adaptations were carefully considered. This results-based approach was eventually selected, as it was considered optimal for achieving a balance between several factors: national ownership, technical quality, generation of a variety of lessons learned, and cost-effectiveness. These details of this approach are outlined below.

7. The CBA programme will achieve these results through the implementation of a large number of community-based projects, supported by small grants, in 10 pilot countries, in an approach analogous to the GEF’s Small-Grants Programme. The selection of 10 countries is based on criteria such as climate change vulnerability, diversity of ecosystems, previous SGP experience, among others.  For example, of the 10 countries, based on UNDP/BCPR criteria, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Guatemala, Morocco, Niger, and Vietnam are considered high risk countries to climate change impacts  while Jamaica, Kazakhstan, Namibia, Samoa are considered medium risk. One country (Bangladesh) is considered to provide lessons on how CBA projects can be implemented in countries where SGP is not active.  In the interest of developing and testing a broader approach for CBA projects, it is important to pilot CBA in a country where SGP is not yet established. Actions in each country will be guided by a CBA Country Programme Strategy (CCPS), each of which will have its own set of targets that will be consistent with and contribute to the results of the CBA programme.  Each individual project will have a project-specific objective, which will contribute to the results to be achieved under the CPS in each country.  Thus, there is a hierarchical structure to the programme, as depicted in Figure 1.
8. Consistent with the SGP mechanism, the Objective of each CPS will be country-specific, and country-driven, although processes will be established to ensure that CPS Objectives are consistent with the overall Objective of the CBA programme.  Similarly, at the level of individual community-based projects, the specific project objective will be established by the communities themselves, subject to country-specific processes to ensure conformity with the CCPS Objective (including adherence to the requirement of delivering global benefits as well as improvements in adaptive capacity).  

9. As the results to be secured under each CPS and by each community-based project are subject to country-driven and locally-driven SGP processes, respectively, further details are not provided in this proposal.  The following section describes the results to be achieved by the CBA programme as a whole.

10. The project uses the Adaptation Policy Frameworks definition of an adaptation baseline to determine, in part, what may be eligible for GEF funding.  Under the SPA, there is also the normal baseline definition for global environmental benefits, meaning that there is a double baseline, though in practice there is usually a high degree of overlap between the adaptation and global environmental benefits baselines.

11. The baseline scenario for the CBA consists of the sum of all baselines for each individual CBA project, which cannot be known a priori.  In general terms, it can be assumed that the adaptation baseline is limited by barriers to adaptive capacity.  These barriers may be technical in nature – a lack of knowledge of possible adaptation responses, for example, or institutional – for instance, inadequate community organization or lack of economic instruments to facilitate adaptation.  As defined in GEF programming documents on adaptation, the current development situation represents a business as usual (BAU) baseline (which would happen in the absence of climate change). Country responsibility includes measures that help avoiding maladaptation, such as policy distortions, etc. – as a responsibility of the government. The incremental cost includes the incremental cost of activities that generate global environmental benefits, as well as the incremental cost of activities that increase resilience to climate change vulnerability (identified as high priorities by each country's CBA Programme Strategy (CCPS)).. There are also incremental costs of activities that generate GEB but do not necessarily increase resilience to climate change  

12. Projects to be funded by the CBA must include:

i) Activities within a natural resources management context that generate global environmental benefits, and 

ii) Adaptation measures that provide other major development benefits under the UNDP-GEF Adaptation Thematic Areas

13. Adverse impacts of climate change including variability will negatively affect a country’s sustainable development in diverse ways and across a number of key areas, including water resources, energy, health agriculture, and biodiversity.   Consequently, activities to address the challenges of adaptation will need to be placed within the context of a country’s sustainable development policies and strategies.  The CBA will assist countries to mainstream adaptation into their development planning.

14. The CBA programme will apply the experience and lessons generated by the SGP to target highly vulnerable communities in ten countries, and assist them in increasing their capacity to adapt to long-term climate change including variability by improving management of natural resources, thereby generating global environmental benefits.    

15. The nature of these global environmental benefits will be defined by the selection of CBA projects, but will include:

· Conservation of globally significant biodiversity through the sustainable removal of threats to biodiversity

· Reduction in the potential rates of soil loss or reduction in productive capacity
· Reduction in the quantities of greenhouse gases released into the atmosphere

· Improved management of transboundary water systems 

· Demonstration of innovative and cost-effective technologies and alternative practices for elimination of POPs
16. The CBA, through individual country CCPSs, will establish the links to each country’s sustainable development and development activities at the local, sectoral and national levels, though careful planning of CBA activities and engagement of key policy makers (see especially Outcome 2).  The CBA will test selected adaptation measures in key vulnerable sectors.  The experiences and lessons from the pilot should assist the global community as it seeks to address the issue of adaptation to climate change including variability.  In addition, the CBA will provide lessons to inform the future design and implementation of medium and full-sized GEF projects dealing with adaptation to climate change.

17. The geographic system boundary for the CBA will be the totality of the geographic/ecological priority areas defined in each of the 10 CCPSs to be developed under the CBA.  The institutional and sectoral system boundary will similarly be defined by the sum of each of the ten CCPS’s in terms of vulnerable sectors to be addressed and institutional partners to be engaged in developing and implementing CBA projects in the defined sectors and priority areas.

18. The temporal system boundary is somewhat more complex.  The initial phase of the CBA programme will be implemented over a period of 5 years.  It is anticipated that, if the evaluation of the pilot phase is favourable, a further phase of CBA funding will be requested from the GEF.  

19. This project will apply a strategic approach to co-financing, in keeping with the principles outlined in the GEF Report on Incremental Costs (GEF/C.14/5 November 5, 1999).  In the development of this GEF report, the application of incrementality to community-based projects was carefully considered, and it was agreed that SGP would use a strategic approach. This essentially means that co-financing should be sought (on roughly a 1:1 basis) at the Programme level for the incremental cost of achieving global environmental benefits, but that co-financing would not be a pre-condition for funding individual CBA projects. This is consistent with observations outlined in the GEF Report on Incremental Costs (GEF/C.14/5 November 5, 1999), in which it is recognized that there are clear advantages to “seeking the development of an integrated set of project activities” through a focused strategic approach. 

20. The FSP phase will apply the strategic approach to co-financing, and will raise 1:1 co-financing from non-GEF sources. Despite use of a strategic approach in co-financing, some level of community co-financing will be sought for each individual CBA project. 

21. The motivation for taking a strategic approach to co-financing for the FSP phase is supported by the fact that both the GEF and country users are seeking the rapid piloting of a model for CBA activity, speedy implementation of demonstration projects, and the rapid generation of lessons.  Both wish to ensure that co-financing requirements do not unnecessarily hamper this process.  To move quickly and effectively on these requires that, the 1:1 ratio of co-financing process be streamlined within GEF’s existing requirements. The option proposed for the GEF CBA Programme is to raise cash co-financing in the FSP at the global Programme level, on a 1:1 basis, for a bundled set of CBA Programme projects

22. Quality control of local level proposals is critical to the success of CBA, however, it is equally important to guarantee the strengths of a decentralized programme management system.  To ensure quality of CBA projects, established SGP procedures will be strengthened based on the following six points:

· A Country Programme Strategy will be developed that clearly spells out Impacts, Outcomes and potential Outputs. As part of the CBA project, NCs will be trained by CDAC/SGP in Country Strategy development and implementation, and NSCs will be thoroughly briefed and trained in CPS formulation. CPS Outputs will consist of projects either singly or in multiples. The Outputs will not be identified in the CPS a priori much beyond a sort of generic description since projects must be demand-driven. However, by identifying them at least generically and in the context of the CPS geographic focus and other contextual elements, this will provide the basic set of project eligibility criteria to be used by the National Steering Committee in line with the global criteria.  These criteria take the global, more generic criteria and ground them in local context. CDAC/SGP provides technical assistance to NCs/NSCs in CPS development.

· CDAC/SPG reviews and approves the Country Strategies, paying particular attention to results-based, strategic logic, including Council approved SGP impact indicators and M&E as well as CBA specific M&E approach for measuring improvements in adaptive capacity.  All CPS are posted on the CBA page of the SGP website.

· National Coordinators help CBOs/NGOs identify and formulate eligible proposals based on the global eligibility criteria and local contextual criteria and priorities. As part of the CBA project, NCs are trained by CDAC/SGP in adaptation project development and implementation. 

· Projects are reviewed and endorsed by the NSC based on the CPS and eligibility criteria and sent to CDAC/SGP for no-objections approval. Project data is entered into the SGP database where it is monitored systematically by the dbase manager and CDAC/SGP. All CPS and general project information is made publicly available on the SGP/CBA website.   

· CDAC/SGP monitors project formulation and implementation and evaluates impacts. CBA reports are provided periodically and/or as requested to the full Programme Team. CBA reports are also formally provided to GEF as part of the annual PIR.  Lessons learned and other reports are provided to GEF as part of the CBA’s M&E. 

· Throughout the project and programme cycles, CDAC/SGP provides technical assistance, troubleshooting, capacity building, and other services to NCs, NSCs and partners to ensure project and programme quality. 

Based on work by UNDP on developing an M&E framework for its adaptation portfolio, including SPA funded projects, an updated M&E framework will be circulated at the time of CEO endorsement. In addition, project development guidelines will also be included.

Goal, Objectives and Outcomes of the CBA programme

23. The Goal of the Community-Based Adaptation (CBA) Programme is set by the GEF Council paper GEF/C.27/Inf.10 (Operational Guidelines for the Strategic Priority “Piloting An Operational Approach To Adaptation”), as “to reduce vulnerability and to increase adaptive capacity to the adverse effects of climate change in the focal areas in which the GEF work”.  As the contribution to the goal, the Objective of the CBA programme is: To enhance the capacity of communities in the pilot countries to adapt to climate change including variability.  Essentially, this objective addresses the community-based component of the GEF’s SPA.  It will thus provide the basis upon which the GEF and other stakeholders can effectively support small-scale adaptation activities. 

24. To achieve the Objective of the programme, three Outcomes must be secured.  These are:

(i) Enhanced adaptive capacity allows communities to reduce their vulnerability to adverse impacts of future climate hazards

(ii) National policies and programmes include community-based adaptation priorities to promote replication, up-scaling and integration  of best practices derived from CBA projects

(iii) Cooperation among member countries promotes global innovation in adaptation to climate change including variability.

25. Each of these three Outcomes corresponds with a different level in the hierarchical structure of the CBA, described above. Outcome 1 will result from the individual community-based projects, which essentially constitute small-scale ‘policy laboratories’.   Benefits derived from individual projects will, however, have little value unless results are disseminated and the national policy environment is modified so as to promote replication within countries.  This is a primary function of the CPSs, guided by the National Coordination Committee (see below), which will thereby achieve the second Outcome.  Finally, the value-added of a global programme only derives from cross-border exchange of lessons, which promotes innovation and expands the “universe” of adaptation options.  A major function of the CBA  Programme Team (see below) will therefore be to establish conditions under which the third Outcome can be secured.

Outcome 1: Enhanced adaptive capacity allows communities to reduce their vulnerability to adverse impacts of climate risks from both incremental and discrete events
26. The CBA programme will support the implementation of (in total) between 80 to 200 community-based adaptation pojects, designed to enhance the adaptive capacity of participating communities, in ten countries (Bangladesh, Bolivia, Guatemala, Jamaica, Kazakhstan, Morocco, Namibia, Niger, Samoa, and Vietnam).  In order to ensure cost-effectiveness, projects will be implemented in areas that are particularly vulnerable to climate change including variability, and where there is high potential to generate global environmental benefits.

27. During implementation of the PDF-B, the establishment of a process for selecting projects was piloted in four countries.  In each country, this process involved:

1. Modification of the NSC to form a CBA National Coordinating Committee

28. In SGP countries, the CBA programme will be implemented under the existing established implementation principles and infrastructure. This includes a National Coordinator (NC) and National Steering Committee (NSC). In the three pilot countries with existing SGPs, the NSC structure was reviewed with respect to the existence of expertise on adaptation, thus forming a CBA National Coordination Committee.  The NC and NSC will ensure a sustained and focussed process for capacity development primarily at the local level. The national SGP Programmes will be responsible for building the capacity of NGOs and CBOs.  In the non-SGP pilot country (Bangladesh), a CBA National Coordination Committee will be working with the principles of an exisiting proejct-based infrastructure which has a national technical and steering committee under a UNDP-Government partnership. A National Coordinator will be recruited for the day to day running of the CBA activities.  Thus, although national national SGP principles and infrastructure do not exist, similar processes and approach will be followed.
2. Site selection

29. The selection of a geographic region within each country where CBA projects will be implemented followed a multi-step process guided by the principles of UNDP-GEF’s Adaptation Policy Frameworks (APF):

i) In each of the pilot countries, vulnerability assessments available at the national scale will be reviewed to identify those regions of highest vulnerability to climate change including variability.  

ii) Regions having high potential to deliver global environmental benefits, based on considerations of the GEF focal areas and assessments such as the potential rates of soil loss or reduction in productive capacity and information such as levels of globally significant biodiversity will be identified.  

iii) An overlay of regions identified by these two criteria indicates priority ecosystems or landscapes for CBA projects (see Site Selection Figure 2, below, for a graphical representation of this process).  However, additional criteria may also be considered in different countries.  Additional criteria, such as the existence of social unrest, or pre-existing adaptation interventions, may be necessary to ensure effectiveness of CBA interventions and the avoidance of duplication of efforts. 

iv) The criteria described in step (iii) will then be used to select within the ecosystems and landscapes identified by steps (i) and (ii) one or more locations that will serve as the focus of pilot CBA activities.  In each country, 8 to 20 projects by NGOs/CBOs will be implemented in the identified locations. The aggregate impact of the 80 to 200 CBA projects will be to improve the adaptive capacity of individual community members to climate risks.
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Figure 2: A hypothetical country with overlays of high vulnerability and high potential for global environmental benefits identifies the northwest as the top priority for CBA.

3. Development and application of criteria for project screening 

30. Proposals for CBA projects will be assessed by the National Coordinating Committee on the basis of nationally-developed criteria as outlined below. A SGP Country Programme Strategy will inform on the strategic priorities for adaptation and will guide the design, implementation and analysis of a portfolio of CBA projects. This will faciliate a coherent and strategic approach to underpin the selection of CBA projects based on the criteria outlined below.  Since adaptation is currently defined very broadly, it is the intention of this programme to provide a more organized approach to CBA. 

(a) Climate change vulnerability.  The proposed project must be located in the focal landscape or ecosystem selected on the basis of the procedure described in (2), above.  Furthermore, the proposal must relate to a sector identified at the national level (e.g. through NAPA or NC) as being a sector that is particularly vulnerable to climate change including variability.  The NCC may decide to pre-select one or a small number of sectors from which proposals will be considered.  Selection of sectors will be based on the relative magnitude of vulnerability to climate change including variability, as reflected in the NC and/or NAPA documents.
(b) Addressing the adaptive capacity or resilience of a community to climate change including variability.  The CBA is expected to support projects which either increase the adaptive capacity of a community, or increase their resilience (including, for example, by increasing the resilience of the natural systems on which they depend) to climate change, including climate variability. 
(c) Assessment of community vulnerabilities.  The proposed project must be based on the application of methodologies developed in (3), above, and must describe the characteristics of community vulnerability and options considered to address these vulnerabilities
(d) Cross-scale policy potential.  The proposed project must describe potential for replication, up-scaling, or integrating of the innovations to be supported, and must describe a process to support such processes (e.g., holding workshops to promote replication). 
(e) Monitoring.  The proposed project must include a description of the monitoring baseline and activities to monitor indicators of vulnerability, based on a strategic monitoring system in (5), below.
(f) Global environmental benefits.  The proposed project must demonstrate potential to respond to specific Operational Programme criteria under one (or more) of the GEF Focal Areas (e.g., climate change, biodiversity, land degradation, international waters, or POPs). The proposal must produce global environmental benefits in a relevant GEF Focal Area, SP and OP. Examples of adaptation projects that will deliver both improvements in global environmental benefits as well as improvements in adaptive capacity are outlined in Annex D. 
(f) Others – country programmes may wish to add additional priorities   

Annex D provides examples of potential adaptation projects screened for improvements in adaptive capacity of communities and global environmental benefits during the preparatory phase. Examples are highlighted based on assessments of vulnerability and stakeholder consultations in Samoa, Bangladesh, Niger and Bolivia.  Only project those projects ideas which meet both the criteria for GEB and adaptation outcomes are selected.  Projects which are considered to be part of the baseline are rejected. 

31. In parallel with these country-specific actions, other PDF-B activities established an APF-guided methodology for the development of a Community-based Adaptation Strategy (CBAS) within each country.  The methodology is based on the experiences of SGP Country Programme Strategy development, and provides a basis for guiding stakeholder analysis and identification of “community-based” adaptation priorities.  A programme-wide M&E framework was also developed (see below in the Monitoring and Evaluation section).

32. With the experience gained through these PDF-B activities, the CBA programme will need to generate the following Outputs in each country in order to secure Outcome 1.

33. Output 1.1 A Country Programme Strategy.  In each country a Country Programme Strategy for improving adaptive capacity of ecosystems/communities will guide the design, implementation and analysis of a portfolio of CBA projects.  The production of a Country Programme Strategy involves a number of activities.  Although the activities to be followed may vary from country to country, indicative activities leading to this Output include:

· Formation of a CBA National Coordinating Committee.  In the case of SGP countries, this consists of the SGP National Steering Committee, modified where necessary by the introduction of additional expertise in the care of adaptation to climate change including variability.  Experience gained during the PDF-B indicated that an equivalent process in non-SGP countries is very difficult to establish.  As the SGP now covers a large majority of GEF-eligible countries, those countries which do not have SGPs are mostly those which, for various reasons, may not be suited to a programme of community-driven projects.  These same reasons clearly apply to the CBA.  Thus, while the CBA will remain open to non-SGP countries, a decision to implement in such countries will need to be very carefully evaluated.  All of the six countries added to this phase of the CBA are SGP countries.

· Selection of a geographic region for implementation of CBA projects.  Through a review of the criteria described previously, the CBA National Coordinating Committee will, through a consultative process, identify country-relevant criteria and existing sources of data.  By application of the criteria to the data, the selection of the geographic reiogn will be effected.

· Formulation of a a Country Programme Strategy document.  The CBA National Coordinating Committee will lead a process in which APF-guided methodology for the development of a Community-based Adaptation Strategy (CBAS), and programme-wide M&E process are integrated with the formulation of national project screening criteria to form the basis of the national CBA strategy.

· Review of the Country Programme Strategy by the Central Programme Management Team.  In order to ensure that the Country Programme Strategy conforms with the Ojective of the CBA programme, the draft Country Programme Strategy for each country will be reviewed by the Central Programme Management Team in a process analagous to that applied by the SGP.

34. In countries which participated in the PDF-B, these activities have already been completed.

35. Output 1.2 NGOs/CBOs with capacity to design and support implementation of CBA projects.  Consistent with the SGP approach, specific NGOs and/or CBOs will be identified in each country, using existing SGP criteria, that have some existing comparative adavantage in terms of designing and supporting implementation of community-based adaptation-related activities.  Since it is unlikely that any of these organizations already have fully developed capacity to support the CBA, a capacity building process will be undertaken to establish adequate capacity, in a way analagous to what is undertaken in the SGP.  Indicative activities leading to this Output include:

· Prepare toolkits and training materials for adaptation to climate change including variability at the country level, preferably in local languages.

· Conduct thematic workshops on specific adaptation issues. 

· Proposal writing workshops for CBOs and NGOs at national 

· Undertake visits for NGOs/CBOs to existing SGP projects, in countries where these exist, to learn form practical experiences of community-based project formulation and implementation.

36. Output 1.3 A portfolio of CBA projects.  Under the guidance provided by the Country Programme Strategy (Output 1.1), and supported by the NGO’s/CBOs whose capacity has been built under Output 1.2, a portfolio of CBA projects will be implemented in each country.  Under this initial phase of the CBA, the total number of projects in each country will be limited (8-20).  Therefore, it is possible that a portfolio will be established in its entirety through a single call for proposals, or alternatively it may be considered advisable to undertake an initial call for proposals to establish a few projects, followed by a wider call once experience has been gained through the initial experiences.  A generic process for scoping and design of CBA projects is presented in Annex 2 of the UNDP project document.

37. Indicative activities leading to this Output include:

· Preparation of project submission documentation.
· Advertise through popular media, NGO/ CBO magazines and NGO/CBO inventories for proposals.

· Preliminary screening of concepts and consultation as per the SGP operational guidelines.

· Review of concepts by the CBA National Coordinating Committee then award of planning grants to accepted concepts to facilitate “a participatory community APF – community vulnerability self assessment” – as a tool for firming up the baseline for M&E and identifying priorities for intervention for the purposes of finalizing the proposal. This is common in regular SGP projects. 

· Approval of proposals and disbursement of funds.

· Monitoring of implementation (see below).

See Annex 4 in the Project Document for examples of potential CBA projects.
Outcome 2: National policies and programmes include community adaptation priorities to promote replication, up-scaling and integration of best practices derived from CBA projects
38. One of the criteria to be applied in selection of the geographic region wherein the CBA projects will be based is opportunities for linkage to national level policies, such as rural development, flood control, infrastructure development policies. The purpose of this is to strengthen the potential for policy lessons derived from community-based adaptation to be replicated, scaled up, and/or integrated into country economic and social development programmes. 

39. The importance of this process is widely recognized.  For example, guidance for the GEF from the UNFCCC CoP (Decision 6/CP.7) called for the GEF to:

“Establish pilot or demonstration projects to show how adaptation planning and assessment can be practically translated into projects that will provide real benefits, and may be integrated into national policy and sustainable development planning …”

40. This is also reflected in the GEF’s initial strategy to address adaptation (GEF/C.23/Inf.8/Rev.1), which notes that:

“… policy makers will need to take into account the potential adverse impacts of climate change in planning their development strategies within and across sectors. An important feature of national policy making will be the need to strengthen existing policies (and actions) which enhance a country’s ability to respond to its vulnerabilities to climate change, while seeking to cease policies and actions that may lead to ‘maladaptation’ to climate change.”

41. Consequently, this Outcome will promote replication, scaling up, and integrating of lessons learned through implementation of the initial portfolio of community-based adaptation projects within each country.  This outcome will be supported by the Country CBA Coordinator, and the CBA National Coordinating Committee.


42. To achieve this Outcome, the following Outputs will be secured:


43. Output 2.1 Policy makers engaged in the CBA process.  Past experience from GEF projects and other similar interventions has demonstrated that policy makers tend not to respond to lessons presented after the fact, no matter how compelling.  Conversely, they are frequently highly responsive to lessons learned fomr processes in which they have been closely involved.  For this reason, the CPS in each country will identify a process to engage key decision makers from relevant sectors, such as agriculture and rural development, actively in the CBA process.

44. The process to engage policy makers will necessarily be country-specific, but indicative activities under this Output may include:

· Preparation of country-specific briefing materials;

· Organization of workshops on adaptation to climate change including variability designed for policy makers and other senior decision-makers;

· Establishment of policy advisory councils, with membership from among policy makers and other senior decision-makers;

· Preparation of country-specific newsletters and other dissemination materials;

· Field visits to CBA project sites for policy makers and other senior decision-makers;

45. Output 2.2 Lessons from community-based adaptation-related activities compiled and disseminated.  As lessons (positive and negative) concerning increasing capacity of communities to adapt to climate change including variability emerge from the protfolio of CBA projects (Output 1.3), the CBA Country Coordinator will be responsible for compiling and disseminating them.  The target audiences will include both communities engaged in CBA projects and policy makers, and the mechanism for dissemination may differ for these two audiences.  This process will also feed into the international exchange of lessons that constitutes a component of Outcome 3, both of which will also link with the ALM.  Indicative activities under this Output may include:

· Documentation of progress in each CBA project;

· Preparation of one-page or longer breifing materials on lesosns and best proactices from specific projects;

· Preparation and delivery of presentations at national fora, especially those relevant to policy development in relevant sectors;

· Organization of regular meetings of the policy advisory councils

· Organization of workshops on lessons learnt.
Outcome 3: Cooperation among participating countries promotes innovation in adaptation to climate change including variability.

46. The rationale for a CBA programme, rather than a series of independent country-specific CBA projects, is that cooperation and coordination across ecosystems and countries can provide added value in deriving policy colutions to global probelsm through action at the local level.  This was the basis on which the SGP was first established, and the Third Independent Evaluation of the SGP endorsed this vision, noting that, “establishing environmentally sustainable livelihood opportunities at local levels may be a precondition for generating long-term global environmental benefits, as well as one of the most important ways of generating these benefits.” 

47. The CBA will therefore seek to emulate experience from the SGP by promoting coordination and cooperation among the CBA programme countries.  The Central Programme Management Team will be primarily responsible for supporting activities and outputs leading to this Outcome.  The following Outputs will be required.

48. Output 3.1 CBA web-site.  The existing SGP web-site will be developed and expanded to incorporate a site dedicated to disseimination of information on the CBA.  Indicative activities leading to this Output include:

· Web-site design

· Web-site preparation

· Web-site maintenance

49. Output 3.2 Global database of CBA projects.  Building on the existing SGP global project database, an analagous and complementary database will be developed of CBA projects, incorporating information from the global M&E system, allowing progress towards portfolio-wide impacts to be tracked. This Output will link closely to the GEF’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism, which is designed to contribute to the integration of adaptation to climate change including variability within development planning of non-Annex I countries, and within the GEF’s portfolio as a whole.  It will also contribute to the current efforts of the UNFCCC to develop a database on long term coping strategies
. Indicative activities leading to this Output include:

· Design of the database structure will most likely be based on a derivation of the existing SGP database but with necessary modifications to reflect technical aspects of adaptation to climate change including variability and the information generated through the CBA M&E system;

· Data input, based on information from CBA member-countries;

· Database maintenance.

50. Output 3.3 Best practices and lessons learned exchanged among countries. Using a variety of approaches, including regional, and possibly global meetings and exchange visits, newsletters, the SGP/CBA web-site, and presentations at appropriate international fora, examples of best practices and lessons learned from CBA projects will be disseminated both to CBA participants and to a wider audience.  Indicative activities leading to this Output include:

· Documentation of examples of best practices and lessons learned, both electronically and in hard copy;

· Organization of regional meetings (and possibly a global meeting, if necessary cost benchmarks can be met);

· Exchange visits among countries for CBA Country Coordinators, policy makers and CBA participants;

· Preparation and delivery of presentations at international fora.

51. Output 3.4 Guidance documents for GEF and others on CBA programming and project support.  Analyses of experience with the pilot programme will be used as input to GEF and others regarding the effectiveness of the CBA modality in achieving sustained adaptive capacities at the community level.  Thus, the CBA will inform the development of further GEF policy on adaptation to climate change including variability, provide lessons for medium-size and full-size projects, and also indicate the potential for future phases of the CBA itself.  Indicative activities leading to this Output include:

· Preparation of documentation for informing IA’s, the GEF Secretariat and GEF Council on progress and results form the CBA

· Preparation of proposals for future directions for GEF support to adaptation relevant to all funding windows.

Prior to CEO endorsement, a template of for the analysis of the lessons learned from CBA projects will be included.  It can be found in the UNDP Project Document in Annex 3, Section 3, Attachment 7.
b) Key indicators, assumptions, and risks (from Logframe)

52. At the level of programme Objective, two indicators measure progress in terms of the dual foci of the SPA.  To measure progress in terms of adaptation to long-term climate change including variability, the indicator is:

“At any time after the completion of initial CBA projects, the average Vulnerability Reduction Assessment (VRA) value over all completed projects is at least 35%, and for no project is this value less than 10%”

53. This indicator makes use of the VRA, see Annex 2 of the UNDP project document, under which each individual CBA project assesses progress in terms of vulnerability reduction.  Individual project scores can be summed to provide a country-level impact index, and well as a measure of overall impact at the programme level.

54. Global environmental benefits generated through the CBA will be measured using the same approach as used in the SGP, namely the IAS.  The indicator is therefore:

“At any time after the completion of initial CBA projects, the values of IAS indicators, averaged over all projects, show at least a 10% improvement over baseline values”

55. Indicators for each of the CBA’s three Outcomes are:

Outcome 1: By the end of the programme, at least two new strategies in each category of vulnerability have been introduced at the community level in each participating country
Outcome 2: By the end of the programme, at least 8 national policies or programmes have been adopted, or existing policies and programmes adapted to take account of experiences generated through the CBA
Outcome 3: By the end of the programme, there is at least one example in each country of a strategy or practice that was introduced on the basis of experiences gained in other countries
56. More information on impact and performance indicators, risks and assumptions, including indicators at the programme Output level is provided in the Logical Framework of matrix, in Annex B. 

2. Country Ownership

a) Country Eligibility

57. The CBA Programme is a global initiative. It will apply the successful GEF-SGP Programming and delivery model in a variety of countries (SGP and non-SGP alike). For the purposes of rapid learning and effective design of the FSP, the PDF-B phase of the project piloted projects in four countries. The choice of countries for this phase was Bangladesh (representing adaptation concerns of low-lying coastal communities and the only non-SGP country), Bolivia (mountain communities), Niger (dryland communities) and Samoa (small island communities).
58. A key challenge of the CBA Programme is to design and foster frameworks for cross-scale decision-making and funding disbursal that will work in both SGP and non-SGP countries – i.e. which can use the SGP model, but do not require direct SGP support. Thus it is essential that the CBA be potentially open to all non-Annex I countries.

59. Adaptation activities will be carried out in selected countries, representing a range of ecological and socioeconomic conditions, by relying to a large degree on the existing SGP network and Country Programmes. During the PDF-B, the goal was to test the most effective programming and project models available for community based adaptation; for this reason, this phase relied on the participation of countries where strong SGP Programmes exist, and tested carefully designed variations on the SGP model
.    

60. The community-based projects that the CBA Programme will support will be selected based on a simple set of criteria (e.g. provision of global environmental benefits and responsiveness to local vulnerabilities), driven by existing GEF funding requirements, the priorities outlined in the GEF SPA, and country-driven priorities. Since there are a great number of local initiatives in every non-Annex I country that could potentially meet these criteria, this would suggest that any non-Annex I country will have at least the potential to participate in the CBA Programme in the FSP phase. During the FSP design process, the CPMT, with GEF Secretariat and non-Annex I country input, made strategic selections of ten countries, based on where the greatest opportunities lie for rapid lesson-learning.

b) Country Drivenness

61. Country drivenness is a key principle behind this initiative. The adaptation priorities of one country will differ from that of its neighbor. The CBA Programme aims to design, test and establish a conceptual and operational framework through which individual countries – and indeed, communities within countries – can drive the process of CBA Programme implementation at the national level in such a way that it responds directly to their needs.  

62. In this regard, the ongoing GEF Small Grants Programme has important lessons to offer. Individual Country Programme Strategies (CPS), for instance, currently guide SGP national Programmes, an approach that provides the model for new CBA operations at the country level. These CPS are prepared through a participatory process, involving all relevant stakeholders in discussions. In this cross-scale forum, ideas are exchanged and deliberated and therefore include relevant national and community development perspectives and priorities, including environmental priorities. Country Programmes are encouraged to focus geographically and/or thematically to create synergies among projects, generate greater overall impacts and make impact assessment both practically and methodologically more straightforward. In addition, the results of vulnerability and adaptation assessments of the national communications to the UNFCCC (and NAPA, if it exists) will be drawn upon. During the PDF B phase, the pilot countries based their initial assessments of V&A on the results of NAPA (Samoa) and Initial National Communications (Niger, Samoa, Bolivia). Refer to Annex 1.1 in the Project Document (summary of country reports for additional details).
3. Programme and Policy Conformity

a) Fit  To  GEF Operational Programme  and strategic priority

63. The approach outlined here for implementing adaptation activities is designed to be part of the wider GEF priority to pilot a strategy to implement climate change adaptation activities. Financing for CBA is proposed under the new GEF Strategic Priority “Piloting an Operational Approach to Adaptation.” In this document (GEF/C.23/ Inf.8) the GEF proposed that funds under the SPA (up to 10% of these resources, or US$ 5 million) should be allocated to the piloting of community adaptation initiatives.  

64. The GEF CBA Central Programme Management Team (CPMT), headed by UNDP-GEF, will lead the CBA Programme, in close collaboration with SGP, the GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies, and under the direction of the GEF operational guidelines for the SPA. The GEF operational guidelines for the SPA (and hence, GEF CBA Programme activities) will be implemented according to each country’s specific conditions, ideally as expressed in their National Communications, ongoing work on NAPAs, and/or national and local consultations on adaptation. The criteria used to select CBA projects will also be guided by GEF operational guidelines for the SPA. The UNDP-GEF CBA-CPMT will implement activities that represent diverse regions, yet are focused, to provide a meaningful basis for lesson learning, replication and up-scaling. Programmes will focus on relatively discrete geographic regions – e.g. ecosystems, landscapes, watersheds – to ensure synergies among projects leading to greater and more measurable impacts, but also to identify policy lessons more confidently.
65. Based on the GEF SPA guidelines, it is required that, as a measure of eligibility, community adaptation-related activities satisfy the criteria of GEF funding through the provision of global environmental benefits. The guidelines state that interventions will include both activities that generate global environmental benefits, and activities that generate broader development and local benefits (e.g. in the water, health and agriculture sectors). This is consistent with SGP’s long-standing approach toward incremental costs, which is to ensure that all projects meet GEF criteria and raise equivalent levels of co-financing at the global Programme level.  

b) Sustainability (including financial sustainability)

66. For this project, sustainability must be considered in two main ways: on the one hand, sustainability of the institutions, processes and mechanisms established by the project must be assessed. On the other hand, the sustainability of the individual CBA projects supported by the project must be evaluated. On the side of individual CBA projects, sustainablity will be built through formation of strong partnerships and co-financing arrangements with communities, NGOs, local authorities, governments, the private sector and other bilateral and multilateral development partners. Of crucial importance is partial funding from the benficiaries themselves whether in-kind or in cash to consolidate community ownership of CBA projects. The 1:1 GEF requirement will be applied as part of project design and approval assessments. Development of design and implementation capacities of the beneficiary communities will be crucial for sustainability. 

67. From the ‘policy laboratories’ started up by the CBA programme, important lessons on adaptation will be generated. The following programme elements encourage sustainability: 

· Pursuit of project objectives will raise awareness on adaptation among community-based adaptation stakeholders at all scales, from the national to the local level.  

· The project will be designed to encourage mainstreaming of community adapation priorities in national adaptation strategies and, ultimately, development plans.

· Successful experiences will attract long-term policy and financial support for CBA activities from government, as well as donors, NGOs and other sources.

68. In terms of the institutions and mechanisms for the GEF CBA Programme,  sustainability will be assessed at the Programme, national, and local community levels. These mechanisms will be designed with longer-term sustainability as a key objective.

Global/intergovernmental:

· Frameworks and mechanisms put in place by the project are assured sustainability for the duration that they are needed, in part through growing country-level demand, voiced within the UNFCCC and other intergovernmental processes, for lessons on how to “do” effective community-based adaptation experience.   
National:

· Sustainability is enhanced by virtue of the GEF CBA Programme’s reliance on the experienced management, project support and operations of the highly-functional SGP national networks.  

· Specifically, the SGP approach will facilitate inter-linkage of the pilot community adaptation measures with other GEF and non-GEF national adaptation activities.

Local

· New local capacity to engage with cross-scale decision-making processes and funding mechanisms will help to ensure long-term sustainability.

69. In terms of the individual, ground-level CBA projects, sustainability will be assured in a number of ways, including:

· opportunities for new CBA projects to integrate with ongoing community-based sustainable development activities, 

· the bottom-up approach taken to CBA project development, which helps to ensure local project acceptance, support and long-term sustainability, and

· the local community investment made in the project in the form of time, labor, local resources, cash, etc.

c) Replicability

70. While CBA projects will be context specific, important lessons will emerge on both operational and design features. These lessons, captured using a systematic methodology (as outlined in by the draft template for lessons learned in Annex D, will form an integral input to UNDP’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism. Replicability will be achieved at the global level (e.g. through the provision of key lessons for additional CBA projects), the national (e.g. through the development of national capacity to support CBA) and the local level (e.g. where new know-how among local NGOs and CBOs can encourage a scaling up of CBA activities).  

71. To lay the foundation for the replication of the approach and transfer of lessons from the SGP experience, a programme-wide capacity development effort will be initiated at the global level, the country Programme level and the local level. Lessons learned will be incorporated into the GEF’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism for broader replication. 

72. Building on the SGP experience, the PT will develop a model for community-based adaptation that is widely applicable and readily taken up by participants at the global, national  or local scales, depending on the resources and objectives. The SGP approach will allow fast-tracking of community projects making it easy for adaptive management and replication. 

73. Finally, though it is beyond the scope of the CBA Programme, replication of CBA activities will ideally occur over the long term through the implementation of new and emerging adaptation funds.

d) Stakeholder Involvement

74. As the CBA programme targets interventions at the community level in each of ten countries, a wide range of stakeholders will be involved.   Each participating country will develop its own stakeholder involvement plan, as part of its CPPS.  See Annex 1 of the UNDP project document for examples of three CCPSs developed during the PDF-B phase.

75. At the programme level, inter-country exchange of experiences and lessons learned will be promoted in order to provide opportunities for wider learning and dissemination.  Key stakeholders in this process will include:

76. At the global level, a core CBA team will be formed. The core team will consist of (a) United Nations Development Programme – Global Environment Facility (UNDP-GEF), and (b) GEF-SGP. The core team will be guided by the full set of Programme Team members, including GEF (e.g. both Secretariat and STAP), other Implementing Agencies and country representation. Since the activities and lessons of the CBA are part of a global GEF SPA commitment to the UNFCCC COP, guidance of the GEF STAP will be actively sought. 


77. At the regional level, the UNDP Regional Coordination teams will be involved to support in monitoring progress and giving technical backstopping support to the national Coordination Committee. 

78. At the national level, a National Coordinator (NC) and National CBA Coordinating Committee (NCC) will provide the necessary vertical linkage between community-based activities and national-scale climate change including variability adaptation activities (by working in close consultation with national climate change including variability focal points) as well as linking to the UNDP-GEF CBA-CPMT. In SGP countries, these roles will be filled by the existing SGP National Coordinator and members of the National Steering Committee (NSC) respectively, with selected additional members to fill any important stakeholder gaps; for the CBA this body will be referred to as a National Coordination Committee, so as to ensure sufficient distinction between the two funding streams. In non-SGP countries, this SGP institutional model will be used to create similar bodies, with the support of UNDP country offices. 
e) Monitoring and Evaluation

79. The monitoring programme for the CBA is based on the Adaptation Policy Framework (APF).  To monitor progress in building capacity for adaptation, the monitoring programme will adopt the “Vulnerability Reduction Assessment”, a modification of the Threat Reduction Assessment (TRA) approach, first developed for the USAID-funded “Biodiversity Support Programme”
. Like the TRA, the VRA (described in Annex 2 of the UNDP project document) emphasizes monitoring based on quantitative and qualitative assessment using simple techniques that are easily interpreted. M&E is strongly related to project interventions and specific objectives, using such combinations of qualitative information and quantitative indicators as are appropriate. Detailed field guidance for use of VRA will be developed for each Country team under Output 1.1.  Generic indicators to assess project impacts in terms of global environmental benefits are based on those from the UNDP-GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP). 

80. Programme monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures, which will involve the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) for country-level monitoring, and the UNDP-GEF CBA-CPMT at the programme level.  The Logical Framework Matrix provides performance and impact indicators for programme implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. These will form the basis on which the programme's Monitoring and Evaluation system will be built. 

81. The purpose of CBA projects is ultimately to enhance the ability of communities to cope with climate variability and change. Such projects may seek to: 

· reduce the adverse impacts of recurrent, historically familiar climate-related hazards

· help communities adjust to changes in climate that have already been experienced

· anticipate and plan for future changes climate

82. In addition, CBA projects will need to satisfy criteria set by the Global Environment Facility (GEF), which funds and support the CBA programme. Additional objectives for CBA projects will therefore include: 

· Enhancing sustainability

· Delivering global environmental benefits

83. The CBA programme includes all CBA-supported interventions at a global level.  The global programme is made up of a number of national CBA programmes.  These consist of a programme framework in which are embedded a number of individual projects operating in local communities at particular localities or sites. It is envisaged that a national programme will encompass some 8-20 projects. A key role of the programme team will be the coordination of projects, the integration of information from individual projects, and the dissemination of lessons learned from projects at the national and international levels. 

84. Monitoring and evaluation is necessary in order to ensure that projects and programmes are having the desired outcomes, and that these outcomes are contributing to the wider objectives of adaptation, vulnerability reduction, capacity building, increased ecosystem resilience, and global environmental benefits. In particular, monitoring should enable projects to avoid accidental maladaptation. 

85. M&E will be carried out at both the project and programme level. At the programme level this will involve the aggregation of information derived from M&E during the course of individual projects. For the sake of comparison between projects and aggregation at the programme level, M&E will involve the use of indicators and the construction of indices. 

86. M&E should be strongly participatory and stakeholder driven. It should also facilitate learning and knowledge transfer. The people who are best placed to assess a project’s impacts are those at whom the project is targeted, or those who interact on a regular basis with the systems that are the targets of the project activities. The SGP M&E framework provides a useful model for CBA, viewing M&E “above all as a participatory process which enables capacity-building and understanding and applying lessons learned from project and programme experiences.” To this end, M&E should be “based on data that are collected through simple techniques, directly related to project interventions, and readily interpreted by project staff.” Such data will include those from qualitative surveys in which community members are asked to rate project impacts and changes in specific areas or sectors, for example on a scale of 1 to 10. 

87. No studies have yet been conducted which convincingly identify and validate indicators of the capacity to adapt to climate change at scales useful for interventions such as will be pursued under schemes such as the CBA programme. 

88. “Objective” (i.e. independently measurable) indicators can be designed at the project level. For example, if a project sought to build adaptive capacity through the provision of micro-credit schemes for the implementation of specific technological adaptation options, an indicator of project success might be the number of households with access to this credit, or the number of households where the technological options in question had been successfully adopted. While these quantities would not be indicators of vulnerability per se, they would indicate the extent to which a particular vulnerability-reduction option (identified prior to project implementation) was proving successful within the terms defined by the project. Of course, the extent to which this reflected an actual reduction in vulnerability would depend on the appropriateness of the activities designed to achieve the intended project outcomes. Such indicators are likely to be viewed as “process indicators”. 

89. Although it is anticipated that most or all CBA projects will include objective indicators of project outcomes, a major problem stems from the fact that these measures will differ across projects.  Consequently, they cannot be aggregated to form measures of impact at the level of Country of Global programmes.

90. For the above reasons, subjective assessments of project outcomes based on feedback from stakeholders will form a key part of the monitoring and evaluation process through an approach termed “Vulnerability Reduction Assessment” (VRA).  VRA combines information from quantitative and qualitative indicators to measure impact at the level of Country of Global programmes.  Quantitative data will be collected using a simple tool - the “H-form,” described in Annex 2 of the Project Document. The H-form is particularly useful for ranking and prioritizing actions, and for evaluating the effectiveness of projects. 

91. Stakeholder feedback using the H-form provides a direct measure of project success, based on the perceptions of those who are affected by the project. While the resulting indicators of success are based on subjective data, they capture the views of those whom a project is designed to assist, i.e. of those who must be satisfied with the impacts of a project in order for that project to be interpreted as successful. The directness of this VRA approach avoids many of the problems associated with quantitative, measurable indicators that assess vulnerability and adaptive capacity only indirectly.  Subjective scores derived from stakeholder feedback yield direct, unitless indicators that may be compared across different projects. Such an approach is thus well-suited to aggregation at the country and programme level.

92. See the UNDP project document, Part IV, for more information on the specific M&E activities.

4. Financial Modality and cost effectiveness

93. A total of $4,525,140 is requested from the GEF for implementation of the full-size project, complementing $484,420 allocated to the PDF-B, for a total GEF commitment of $5,009,560. This implies the following:

· As outlined in the draft budget in the PDF-B document, by leveraging the existing SGP structure, the majority (94%) of the project funds will be targeted towards national activities and implementation of the CBA programme. The indicative budget documented in the PDF-B will be used to generate a detailed budget for inclusion in the project document at the time of CEO approval. 

· Co-financing will raise additional funds in cash and an equivalent amount in in-kind co-financing.  The in-kind co-financing will mostly originate from the communities themselves once the implementation phase of the CBA programme commences.  Cash co-financing will also come from host governments and bilateral and multi-lateral donors, as well as at the local level through outside contributions mobilized by the grantees of CBA community projects.  As co-financing will be mobilized at all levels of the programme, including locally and nationally, a breakdown of co-financing sources will only be available once the individual projects are approved.

· A detailed budget will be provided prior to CEO endorsement in the UNDP Project Document.

	Co-financing Sources

	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)
	Status*

	Host Governments
	Government
	Cash and In-Kind
	TBD
	1:1 co-financing will be secured at the programmatic level.  This will include co-financing of country programmes, and co-financing of community projects.  While some commitments have already been made to CBA country programmes, significant co-financing is expected on implementation of the FSP.

	Communities
	-
	Primarily In-kind
	TBD
	as above

	Bilateral Donors
	Government
	Cash
	TBD
	as above

	Sub-Total Co-financing
	            $4,525,140
	


*  Reflect the status of discussion with co-financiers.  If there are any letters with expressions of interest or commitment, please attach them.

5. Institutional Coordination and Support

a) Core Commitments and Linkages

94. Coordination of this project will require the commitment of a number of stakeholders, foremost among them, UNDP-GEF as the project lead, and the Small Grants Programme as the primary partner. These two, as the core of the PT, will lead the GEF CBA Programme, with close guidance from the GEF Secretariat, and the other Implementing Agencies. The guidance of the GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) will be actively sought to maintain close coordination of CBA Programme activities with the principles outlined in the GEF SPA.

95. The GEF SGP will successfully guide the process by using its experience in working with communities and its infrastructure for facilitating community project proposal development, approval and implementation. Close engagement between UNDP-GEF and SGP will link CBA activities with other GEF-wide adaptation initiatives such as the UNDP-GEF capacity development activities for National Communications and NAPAS, and the proposed GEF Adaptation Learning Mechanism. In non-SGP countries, UNDP-GEF will take the lead on supporting CBA activities by applying the strategies and approach adopted in SGP countries.   

b) Consultation, Coordination and Collaboration between IAs, and IAs and ExAs, if appropriate.

96. Implementation of the GEF CBA Programme will require effective consultation, coordination and collaboration at all levels. 

· At the global level, UNDP-GEF in partnership with SGP will lead the core CBA-CPMT. The core team will be guided by the full set of Programme Team members, including GEF (e.g., both Secretariat and STAP), IA and country representation. The full Programme Team will, among other things, help to guide the CBA Programme toward effective coordination with existing GEF initiatives.  The core team will be comprised of UNDP GEF, SGP and Implementing Agency staff. A coordinator from one of the main partner groups will be designated for each CBA Programme phase.  Since the activities and lessons of the CBA are part of a global GEF SPA commitment to the UNFCCC COPs, guidance of the GEF STAP will be actively sought. A committee consisting of GEF and IA representation will give final approval for country portfolios of projects; as opposed to approving individual projects (see Figures 4 and 5).

· At the national level, a National Coordinator (NC) and National CBA Coordinating Committee (NCC) will provide the necessary vertical linkage between community-based activities and national-scale climate change including variability adaptation activities (by working in close consultation with national climate change focal points) as well as linking to the UNDP-GEF CBA-CPMT. In SGP countries, these roles will be filled by the existing SGP National Coordinator and members of the National Steering Committee (NSC) respectively, with selected additional members to fill any important stakeholder gaps; for the CBA this body will be referred to as a National Coordination Committee. In non-SGP countries, this SGP institutional model will be used to create similar bodies, with the support of UNDP country offices.  The task of developing the capacity of local NGOs and CBOs will be a joint effort between the National Coordinator and the CBA-CPMT.  At the same time, it is envisaged that national-scale activities of the GEF CBA Programme will tap into other national capacity development activities by IAs. In particular, UNDP-GEF will be involved in several national and regional capacity development activities that will be relevant to national CBA Programmes. Where possible, National Coordinators and National Coordinating Committees will be directly involved in CBA national capacity development activities.
· At the local level, the capacity of community stakeholders to engage in CBA Project activities will be built by local NGOs and CBOs; local stakeholders will also link up with national capacity development activities of IAs and other non-GEF initiatives. Following the SGP model, the primary role of developing local community capacity will be with local NGOs and CBOs.

97. Within the UNDP-GEF CBA-CPMT itself, members will assume functions such as the following:

· UNDP-GEF: Through its robust experience with adaptation, global network of country offices, and lengthy history in pioneering new Programmes, UNDP-GEF will: 
· Pipeline the project within GEF

· Provide overall management  and execution  of Programme funds

· Provide guidance such that the direction of the CBA programme is consistent with SPA guidelines and UNDP/GEF’s portfolio of adaptation projects

· Implement CBA in non-SGP countries, with assistance from country offices

· Conduct M& E in non-SGP countries

· Link CBA activities in SGP countries with those of non-SGP countries

· Liaise with GEF Implementation Agencies and non-GEF networks and initiatives on CBA 

· Small Grants Programme – Through use of its  experience in implementing community projects,  its established Country Programme infrastructure, operational and administrative frameworks,  the SGP will:
· Play the primary national coordination role of the PDF-B activities in both SGP countries and Non-SGP country

· Manage and implement CBA projects in SGP countries 

· Share experiences in setting up CBA national steering committees in non-SGP countries

· Conduct M&E in SGP countries and capture lessons learned

· Link CBA experiences in SGP countries with those of non-SGP countries

· Assist in consolidating  the  M&E outputs and the documenting of experiences

· GEF Secretariat: as the nexus of all GEF communication and coordination, the GEF Secretariat will:
· Guide CBA Programme to provide effective response to SPA

· Provide guidance about other GEF adaptation initiatives

· Ensure linkages with STAP and with other Implementing agencies

c)   Project Implementation Arrangement

98.  As the CBA uses GEF SGP mechanisms for the implementation of project activities, the contracting, funding disbursal, and management of accounts for this project will be undertaken through mechanisms already established for the GEF SGP
99. During the PDF-B phase of project preparation, frameworks were established in four countries (Bolivia, Niger, Samoa and Bangladesh) to pilot and demonstrate management arrangements for the CBA.  In practice, the frameworks developed in each country were very similar to one another, composed of a constituted National CBA Coordination Committee under the auspices of the national adaptation focal point. Where there is no existing SGP mechanism (Bangladesh), the national adaptation focal point will serve as the NC and coordinate overall project activities while the proposal development and approval process will be supported by the national CBA coordinating committee. The committee will be responsible for supporting the portfolio of community-based adaptation-related activities. As needed, UNDP country offices will provide support for the set up of these institutions in countries where the SGP mechanism is absent.

100. The National Coordinator will conduct outreach to selected CBOs, volunteer-involving organisations (VIOs) and NGOs to engage them in capacity building activities. Following a set of training workshops, these local groups will then work with communities to develop local vulnerability assessments and CBA proposals. To the extent possible, these training activities will be coordinated with ongoing meetings and capacity building efforts. Linkages will be made with national adaptation activities carried out by GEF Implementing Agencies in the selected countries.  

101. The funding for CBA projects will be based on the principle of equitable access and will depend significantly on the strength of Country Programme strategies and project ideas. Criteria such as innovativeness, whether or not a project idea is catalytic of additional funding, strategic importance, fit with national priorities, comparative advantage of the CBA project proponent and CBA portfolio balance will be applied. Funds will be channelled existing SGP mechanisms, and through the UNDP country office where that mechanism is absent.
102. Funds will also be allocated for Programme-wide outcomes such as lesson learning, monitoring and evaluation, and documentation of experiences at the end of the FSP.  

103. In order to accord proper acknowledgement to GEF for providing funding, a GEF logo should appear on all relevant GEF project publications, including among others, project hardware and vehicles purchased with GEF funds. Any citation on publications regarding projects funded by GEF should also accord proper acknowledgment to GEF. The UNDP logo should be more prominent -- and separated from the GEF logo if possible, as UN visibility is important for security purposes.
Annex A: Incremental Cost Analysis

a. project background
1. The goal of the Community-Based Adaptation (CBA) Programme is to pilot the community component of the GEF SPA, and provide the basis upon which the GEF and other stakeholders can effectively support small-scale adaptation activities. This goal will be realized through three immediate objectives: (i) development of a framework, including new knowledge and capacity, that spans the local to the intergovernmental levels (cross-scale ‘policy laboratories’), to respond to unique community-based adaptation needs; (ii) identification and financing of diverse community-based adaptation-related activities (small-scale ‘policy laboratories’) in a number of selected countries; and (iii) capture and dissemination of lessons learned at the community level to all stakeholders, including governments. The outputs of this project will be incorporated in the GEF’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism.

2. Since the GEF's SPA is a pilot activity, it is critical that this project be closely coordinated with other adaptation-related activities to maximize learning across the GEF portfolio. The GEF's Adaptation Learning Mechanism is designed for this purpose. The project goal is to contribute to the mainstreaming of adaptation to climate change within development planning of non-Annex I countries, and within the GEF's portfolio as a whole.  To support this goal, the CBA project aims to generate knowledge that can help guide implementation of the GEF's adaptation pilots under its SPA and other climate change adaptation initiatives.  It focuses on actually adapting to climate change including variability, rather than the preceding process of assessing adaptation needs.  From the GEF family perspective, sharing knowledge (through case studies, and other tools) among users will ensure that the GEF portfolio, as a whole, can benefit from the comparative strengths and experience of the various Agencies.  

b. incremental cost assessment

Baseline
3. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) defines vulnerability as the degree to which individuals and systems are susceptible to or unable to cope with the adverse effects of climate change, including climate variability and extremes. This is a function of: 

• 
Sensitivity, which includes the extent to which natural or social systems are sensitive to changes in weather and climate (the exposure-response relationship) and the characteristics of the population, such as the level of development and its demographic structure

• 
Exposure to the weather or climate-related hazard, including the character, magnitude, and rate of climate variation

• 
Adaptation measures in place to reduce the burden of a specific adverse outcome (the adaptation baseline), the effectiveness of which determines in part the exposure– response relationship
4. The project uses the same definition of an adaptation baseline to determine, in part, what may be eligible for GEF funding.  Under the SPA, there is also the normal baseline definition for global environmental benefits, meaning that there is a double baseline, though in practice there is usually a high degree of overlap between the adaptation and global environmental benefits baselines.

6. The baseline scenario for the CBA consists of the sum of all baselines for each individual CBA project, which cannot be known a priori.  In general terms, it can be assumed that the adaptation baseline is limited by barriers to adaptive capacity.  These barriers may be technical in nature – a lack of knowledge of possible adaptation responses, for example, or institutional – for instance, inadequate community organization.  The GEF funds the incremental cost of those adaptation activities that generate global environmental benefits as well as the incremental cost of selected adaptation activities that are identified as high priorities by each country's CBA Programme Strategy (CCPS).  As defined in GEF programming documents on adaptation, the current development situation represents a business as usual (BAU) baseline (what would happen in the absence of climate change).  Country responsibility includes measures that help avoiding maladaptation, such as policy distortions, etc. – as a responsibility of the government.  The adaptation increment includes the incremental cost of adaptation activities that generate global environmental benefits as well as the incremental cost of activities that increase resilience to climate change vulnerability not directly overlapping with GEBs but part of a strategy to help the global community to address the global dis-benefit of climate change.  There are also incremental costs of activities that generate GEB but do not necessarily increase resilience to climate change.

7. Projects to be funded by the CBA must include:

1. Activities within a natural resources management context that generate global environmental benefits, and 

2. Adaptation measures that provide other major adaptation benefits under UNDP-GEF Adaptation Thematic Areas
Global Environmental Objective
7. Adverse impacts of climate change including variability will negatively affect a country’s sustainable development in diverse ways and across a number of key areas, including water resources, energy, health agriculture, and biodiversity.   Consequently, activities to address the challenges of adaptation will need to be placed within the context of a country’s sustainable development policies and strategies.  The CBA will assist countries to mainstream adaptation into their development planning.

8. The linkages between adaptation and sustainable development can be made at several different scales or levels:

(a)
Local level: The most severely impacted communities in the developing countries will be those communities living in regions most exposed to climatic impacts (e.g. flood and drought prone areas within countries). As these people are often poorer than the rest of the population within the country, they are in special need of targeting in providing support for adaptation to climate change including variability.

(b)
Sectoral level: Within countries the most adversely impacts sectors would include agriculture, water resource management, costal zone management as well as disaster (e.g. floods, cyclones and droughts) management.  Policy makers, planners and managers in those sectors would need to take on board the future impacts of climate change including variability in their sectoral planning.

(c)
National level: At the national level policy makers will need to take into account the potential adverse impacts of climate change including variability in planning their development strategies within and across sectors.  An important feature of national policy making will be the need to strengthen existing policies (and actions) which enhance a country’s ability to respond to its vulnerabilities to climate change including variability, while seeking to cease policies and actions that may lead to “maladaptation” to climate change.

(d)
Regional and sub-regional level: Much of the climate change including variability impacts will be felt acutely at the regional and sub-regional level in a number of key parts of the world (e.g. West Africa, Eastern Africa, southern Africa, South Asia).  Thus regional and sub-regional planning and coordinated actions may be called for (e.g. for river basins or major drought prone areas such as the Sahel).  

(e)
Global level:  The global nature of the challenge will require the global community to act together under the UNFCCC as well as to respond collectively to the impacts of climate change including variability within other development efforts. For example many of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) may be in danger of not being achieved due to the adverse impacts of climate change. 
9. GEF Council paper GEF/C.23/Inf.8/Rev.1 (GEF Assistance to Address Adaptation) states that:

 “Adaptation to climate change is increasingly recognized as significant to the attainment of sustainable development and as essential for the achievement of many global environmental objectives. While many scientific uncertainties exist, the scope and magnitude of the risks now known to be associated with climate change represent a challenge to environmental and economic goals that must be taken into account today ... the understanding of human response to climate change is still at an early stage, with much to be learned from historical experience. However, in general it is known that the capacity to adapt is determined by access to resources, information and technology, the skill and knowledge to use them, and the stability and effectiveness of cultural, economic, social, and governance institutions that facilitate or constrain how human systems respond. Those with the least resources have the least capacity to adapt and are the most vulnerable.”

10. The CBA programme will apply the experience and lessons generated by the SGP to target highly vulnerable communities in ten countries, and assist them in increasing their capacity to adapt to long-term climate change including variability.  This will be done within the context of the SPA, so that while assisting communities to increase their adaptive capacity, global environmental benefits in one or more of the GEF’s focal areas will simultaneously be generated.  The nature of these global environmental benefits will be defined by the selection of CBA projects, but will include:

· Conservation of globally significant biodiversity through the sustainable removal of threats to biodiversity

· Reduction in the potential rates of soil loss or reduction in productive capacity
· Reduction in the quantities of greenhouse gases released into the atmosphere

· Improved management of transboundary water systems 

· Demonstration of innovative and cost-effective technologies and alternative practices for elimination of POPs
Alternative
11. Given the linkages between adaptation and sustainable development at different scales or levels, described above, it is clear that reducing a country’s vulnerability to the adverse impacts of climate change including variability is inherently linked to the country’s sustainable development and development activities at the local, sectoral and national levels. Thus adaptation to climate change including variability must entail the incorporation of potential impacts of climate change including variability into ongoing sectoral, national and regional development strategies and plans. 

12. This can be well illustrated by the wildlife sector, in which conservation planners will need to take account of changing environmental conditions which will results in entirely novel environments and therefore plant and animal associations.  Existing systems of protected areas, whether currently adequate or not, will almost certainly need to be adjusted to account for future climate change.  

13. The CBA, through individual country CCPS’s, will establish the links to each country’s sustainable development and development activities at the local, sectoral and national levels, though careful planning of CBA activities and engagement of key policy makers (see especially Outcome 2).  The CBA will test selected adaptation measures in key vulnerable sectors.  The experiences and lessons from the pilot should assist the global community as it seeks to address the issue of adaptation to climate change including variability.  In addition, the CBA will provide lessons to inform the future design and implementation of medium and full-sized GEF projects dealing with adaptation to climate change.

Systems Boundary
14. The geographic system boundary for the CBA will be the totality of the geographic/ecological priority areas defined in each of the 10 CCPS to be developed under the CBA.  The institutional and sectoral system boundary will similarly be defined by the sum of each of the ten CCPS’s in terms of vulnerable sectors to be addressed and institutional partners to be engaged in developing and implementing CBA projects in the defined sectors and priority areas.

15. The temporal system boundary is somewhat more complex.  The initial phase of the CBA programme will be implemented over a period of 5 years.  It is anticipated that, if the evaluation of the pilot phase is favourable, a further phase of CBA funding will be requested from the GEF.  However, whether or not a subsequent phase is funded, individual CBA projects will not all be completed within the 5-year duration of the pilot phase of the programme. Indeed, it is anticipated that for some countries, especially those not involved in the PDF-B, much of the first year of the pilot phase will be required to formulate a CCPS and to establish institutional frameworks to support the CCPS.

16. In any case, individual CBA projects are expected to require up to 5 years, or longer for full implementation.  This means that global benefits in terms of increased adaptive capacity and other environmental benefits will continue to be generated even after completion and evaluation of the pilot phase.

Summary of Costs 

17. This project will apply a strategic approach to co-financing, in keeping with the principles outlined in the GEF Report on Incremental Costs (GEF/C.14/5 November 5, 1999).  In the development of this GEF report, the application of incrementality to community-based projects was carefully considered, and it was agreed that SGP would use a strategic approach. This essentially means that co-financing should be sought (on roughly a 1:1 basis) at the Programme level for the incremental cost of achieving global environmental benefits, but that co-financing would not be a pre-condition for funding individual CBA projects. This is consistent with observations outlined in the GEF Report on Incremental Costs (GEF/C.14/5 November 5, 1999), in which it is recognized that there are clear advantages to “seeking the development of an integrated set of project activities” through a focused strategic approach. 

18. The FSP phase will apply a strategic approach to co-financing, and will raise 1:1 co-financing from non-GEF sources. Despite use of a strategic approach in co-financing, some level of community co-financing will be sought for each individual CBA project. 

19. The motivation for taking a strategic approach to the FSP phase is supported by the fact that both the GEF and country users are seeking the rapid piloting of a model for CBA activity, speedy implementation of demonstration projects, and the rapid generation of lessons.  Both wish to ensure that co-financing requirements do not unnecessarily hamper this process.  To move quickly and effectively on these requires that, the 1:1 ratio of co-financing process be streamlined within GEF’s existing requirements. The option proposed for the GEF CBA Programme is to raise cash co-financing in the FSP at the global Programme level, on a 1:1 basis, for a bundled set of CBA Programme projects.

ANNEX A:
INCREMENTAL COST MATRIX
	Cost/Benefit
	Baseline (B)
	Alternative (A)
	Increment (A-B)

	Domestic Benefits
	Economic and social development objectives are achieved through baseline policies and programmes, but these are non-sustainable due to the threats posed by future, long-term climate change including variability 
	Economic and social development objectives are achieved through modified policies and programmes that account for the need to adapt to future, long-term climate change including variability, and which are therefore sustainable
	

	Global Benefits

	Communities with low adaptive capacity tend to consume resources to deal with current climate uncertainties in ways that are non-sustainable under conditions of long-term climate change including variability, thus resulting in loss of globally significant biodiversity, loss of soil and productive capacity, emission of greenhouse gases, mismanagement of transboundary water systems, and mismanagement of POPs and products which generate POPs
	Communities with high adaptive capacity tend to consume resources in ways that are sustainable under conditions of long-term climate change including variability, thus resulting in conservation of globally significant biodiversity, soil and productive capacity, reduced emissions of greenhouse gases, and improved management of transboundary water systems, POPs, and products which generate POPs
	

	Costs 
Outcome 1: Enhanced adaptive capacity allows communities to reduce their vulnerability to adverse impacts of future climate hazards

	$15,000,000

(approximately $1,500,000 invested per country, on average, in the selected priority areas and sectors in non-sustainable economic development that does not account for the impacts of long-term climate change including variability)
	$20,158,660
	$5,158,660, of which:

GEF: $2,579,330
Co-financing (cash and in-kind): $2,579,330

	Outcome 2: National policies and programmes promote replication of best practices derived from CBA projects
	$1,000,000

(approximately $100,000 per country, on average)
	$2,810,056
	$1,810,056, of which:

GEF: $905,028
Co-financing (cash and in-kind): $905,028

	Outcome 3: Cooperation among member countries promotes innovation in adaptation to climate change including variability
	$0
	$2,081,564

(includes programme management and M&E costs)
	$2,081,564, of which:

GEF: $1,040,782

Co-financing (cash and in-kind): $1,040,782

	Cost
Totals


	$16,000,000
	$35,050,280
	$9,050,280, of which:

GEF: $4,525,140
Co-financing (cash and in-kind): $4,525,140


Annex B: Project Logical Framework

	Result
	Indicator
	Baseline value
	Target and benchmarks
	Means of verification and frequency
	Assumptions

	Overall Goal: To reduce vulnerability and to increase adaptive capacity to the adverse effects of climate change in the focal areas in which the GEF works

	Project Objective: To enhance the capacity of communities in the pilot countries to adapt to climate change including variability
	Reduction to vulnerability to climate change including variability

Magnitude of global environmental benefits secured (using the SGP’s IAS)
	Each individual CBA project will undertake a quantitative assessment of its vulnerability (based on the VRA approach).  The programme baseline is the average of individual project values

Projects will apply the SGP IAS methodology in defining focal area-specific indicators of GEBs and measuring baseline values
	At any time after the completion of initial CBA projects, the average VRA value over all completed projects is at least 35%, and for no project is this value less than 10%

At any time after the completion of initial CBA projects, 75% of projects will have met or surpassed their IAS targets.
	Individual project reports of participatory VRA assessments, compiled at country and global levels

Individual project reports of IAS assessments, compiled at country and global levels
	Communities are able to identify factors that contribute to their vulnerability to climate change including variability and can rank these objectively.

Priority adaptation interventions can be identified that also contribute to securing global environmental benefits

	Outcome 1: Enhanced adaptive capacity allows communities to reduce their vulnerability to adverse impacts of future  climate hazards
	Number of strategies adopted to address drought and other categories of vulnerability
	No strategies adopted other than pre-existing strategies
	By the end of the programme, at least two new strategies in each category of vulnerability have been introduced at the community level in each participating country
	Project reports, NC reports
	In developing and implementing CBA project proposals, innovative solutions to increase adaptive capacity are generated

	Output 1.1 A Country Programme Strategy.  
	Approval of CPS documents
	No CPS documents
	Within 4 months of the start of implementation, all 10 countries have an approved CPS
	NC reports, and submissions of CPD documents to the PT
	Expressed government commitment translates into early and prompt action to develop CBA CPS documents

	Output 1.2 NGOs/CBOs with capacity to design and support implementation of CBA projects.  
	Number of CBA concepts submitted
	No CBA concepts
	Within 8 months of the start of implementation, at least 30 CBA concepts have been received by the NC in each country
	NC reports, and copies of concepts forwarded to the PT
	NGO/CBO capacity building is effective in allowing communities to develop concepts for CBA funding

	Output 1.3 A portfolio of CBA projects.  
	Number of approved CBA projects
	No approved CBA projects
	Within 11 months of the start of implementation, at least 8 projects have been approved in each country
	NC reports, and copies of approved proposals forwarded to the PT
	The NSC remains committed and active

	Outcome 2: National policies and programmes promote replication of best practices derived from CBA projects
	Number of policies and programmes adopted or adapted on the basis of CBA experiences
	National policies and programmes rarely account for community based adaptation strategies
	By the end of the programme, at least 8 national policies or programmes have been adopted, or existing policies and programmes adapted to take account of experiences generated through the CBA
	NC reports, supported by surveys of policy makers in each country
	Policy makers are effectively engaged in the CBA process and CBA projects generate policy-relevant experiences

	Output 2.1 Policy makers engaged in the CBA process.  
	Number of policy makers engaged in the CBA
	No CBA process initiated
	Within 12 months of the start of CBA implementation in each country, at least one senior policy maker (at the level of Director General or above) in each of the identified sectors for CBA implementation is engaged in the CBA process through participation in the NCC or equivalent body.
	NCC reports
	Selection of policy maker to be engaged maximizes potential for lessons to be integrated into national policies and programmes

	Output 2.2 Lessons from community-based adaptation-related activities compiled and disseminated
	Number of lessons compiled and disseminated
	No lessons generated
	Within 12 months of the start of CBA implementation in each country, at least one lesson generated by CBA projects has been described and disseminated to national level stakeholders.  By the end of the programme, this number is at least five in each country
	NC reports
	Engagement of senior policy makers increases the likelihood of lessons being adopted in non-CBA locations within each country

	Outcome 3: Cooperation among member countries promotes innovation in adaptation to climate change including variability
	Adoption or adaptation of practices piloted through the CBA
	No cross-border learning
	By the end of the programme, there is at least one example in each country of a strategy or practice that was introduced on the basis of experiences gained in other countries
	Survey of NCs and CBA project teams
	Projects are under implementation long enough for lessons to be transferred to other countries before the end of the programme

	Output 3.1 CBA web-site
	Existence of CBA web-site

Value of web-site
	No web-site

No web site
	Within 1 month of the start of implementation, a public programme web-site has been created

At the end of the programme, a survey of stakeholders in each country reveals that at last 60% used the CBA web-site regularly to learn about progress in the CBA
	Project reports

Survey of stakeholders as part of the final evaluation
	

	Output 3.2 Global database of CBA projects.  
	Existence of CBA global database

Value of CBA global database
	No database

No database
	Within 11 months of the start of implementation, a public global database of CBA projects has been created

At the end of the programme, a survey of stakeholders in each country reveals that at last 60% referred to the global CBA database regularly 
	Project reports

Survey of stakeholders as part of the final evaluation
	

	Output 3.3 Best practices and lessons learned exchanged among countries.  
	Number of cases included in the ALM
	No cases of best practice recorded
	At the time of programme completion, at least 3 examples of best practice generated through the CBA are accessible through the ALM (12 months after programme completion, this figure is at least 10)
	Programme reports, ALM reports
	ALM becomes operational and effective in time to document best practices from the CBA

	Output 3.4 Guidance documents for GEF and others on CBA programming and project support.  
	Documented CBA experiences guide future GEF interventions on adaptation to climate change including variability
	Initial GEF guidance developed without benefits of community experience in adaptation to climate change including variability
	At the time of programme completion, discussions have been initiated with the GEF Secretariat to ensure that experiences from the CBA guide future GEF interventions on adaptation to climate change including variability
	Programme reports, interviews with GEF Secretariat personnel
	GEF continues to target adaptation to climate change including variability
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Annex c.1 
Report And Recommendations of STAP Reviewer Following PDF-B Inception Workshop

Community-Based Adaptation Programme

UNDP- GEF

Report of STAP Reviewer

Barry Smit

5 October 2005

Basis for Report
Review CBA PDF B project document

Review Terms of Reference for STAP Reviewers

Review relevant material from first-hand experience in adaptation programmes and community initiatives from more than 12 countries 

Attend and contribute to CBA inception meeting, Bangkok, 28-30 Sept. 2005

Overall
The broad goal and main objectives of the CBA address important and needed issues, notably the facilitation of adaptation to climate change including variability. Adaptation initiatives, to assist vulnerable countries and communities to deal with conditions and hazards brought on (or exacerbated by) climate change including variability, are explicitly committed to as a global priority (along with greenhouse gas mitigation) in the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and in subsequent decisions of the UNFCC COP and the GEF.

The broad approach to climate change adaptation outlined in the CBA is consistent with the current state of knowledge and experience in the field, particularly as climate change adaptation has moved from hypothetical, modeled, assumed, possible or “planned” adaptations to real practical initiatives that actually make a difference to the adaptability and vulnerability of people to climate change including variability. Key elements of this approach include its community focus and stakeholder engagement, and its recognition that adaptation to climate invariably occurs in the context of other risks and is undertaken through established institutions and decision making processes.

To be effective, the CBA programme will have to efficiently employ resources directly towards achieving the main goal (i.e. to actually implement adaptation initiatives in pilot communities to reduce their vulnerability to conditions related to climate change including variability). This will involve making full use of existing adaptation experience and expertise (within the UNDP-GEF and especially in other programmes and organizations), and ensuring that the bulk of the time and financial resources of the CBA programme are devoted to actually implementing initiatives to adapt or to enhance capacity to adapt.

Review Criteria

The Terms of Reference (TORs) for STAP Reviewers outline Key Issues and Secondary Issues which are addressed below. However, many of the issues in these TORs have limited applicability to the scope and goal of the CBA, and none of them relate directly to the achievement of the fundamental purpose of adaptation, namely to improve the capacity of communities to adapt to (and sustain themselves under) changing climate conditions. 

The explicit fundamental intent of the GEF Strategic Priority on Adaptation (SPA) is to pilot community adaptation initiatives, and to improve the capacity to facilitate community-based adaptation. The CBA, as outlined in the PDF-B document and discussed in the inception workshop (Sept. 29-30), is generally well designed to meet that intent.

While there are opportunities to improve clarity and efficiency in the CBA and its proposal documents, the essential features of the programme are consistent with enhancing the adaptive capacity of pilot communities, implementing pilot community adaptation initiatives, and learning from these pilots as a basis for broader adaptation initiatives.  

Principal Goal and Scope of CBA
There is a need to clarify, confirm and focus on the principal goal (or goals) of the CBA Without so doing, the programme priorities will be unclear, the scope of the programme will be ambiguous, stakeholders and partners will be confused, design and implementation will become unwieldy and inefficient, and there will be little chance of being effective in achieving desired results.

If this programme is expected to serve the GEF SPA and its intent to facilitate adaptation to climate change, then presumably the principal goal of the CBA is to facilitate or undertake adaptation in communities, and/or to improve the capacity of communities to adapt to climate change including variability, in order to reduce the vulnerabilities of those communities to climate change including variability. It is also presumed that CBA objectives, procedures and requirements would be consistent with this goal.

With such a goal (consistent with goals outlined in the CBA PDF-B), the primary criteria for selecting countries, sites, communities and adaptation-related activities logically should be the degree to which they will contribute to enhancing the capacity of communities to adapt and the degree to which vulnerability to climate change including variability will be reduced. A successful CBA with this primary goal would clearly benefit communities (fewer lives lost, more sustainable livelihoods and resource base, improved well-being, etc), and when these are aggregated over communities and countries, there is a clear global benefit with a less vulnerable global population, as sought in the UNFCCC. 

For the CBA, there are many other considerations (for country, site and project selection and for evaluating the projects and the programme overall)  noted in the PDF-B or GEF guidelines, including feasibility given budgets and time, consistency with national priorities, compatibility with existing institutions, degree of stakeholder engagement, prospects for partnerships with local, national and international organizations, employment of new knowledge, development of methods and tools, promotion of ecosystem resilience, consideration of community livelihoods, prospect for affecting policy, contribution to biodiversity enhancement, reduction in desertification and land degradation, management of persistent organic pollutants, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

Some of these considerations (e.g. land degradation, biodiversity) are manifest locally and acted upon locally, with local benefits, and when aggregated over the globe, they are considered to have global benefits. The global benefit of initiatives to reduce land degradation is the aggregation or accumulation of many local initiatives to reduce land degradation. In a similar vein, the global effect of reducing vulnerability is the accumulation of many local vulnerability reduction initiatives, resulting in the global benefit of diminished vulnerability world-wide. 

The numerous additional considerations noted above for the CBA are all worthy issues, and some of them are consistent with achieving effective adaptations. However, if some of these considerations are taken as equivalent or co-primary goals (as indicated in the proposed CBA criteria and elsewhere), then the achievement of the intended adaptation results is compromised. This is partly because attempting to serve quite different goals in this case would so complicate the processes that little adaptation to reduce community vulnerability would be expected. More fundamentally, the adoption of several such goals would effectively limit the programme to only a small sub-set of adaptation initiatives (those that substantively contribute to all the goals), and preclude a vast number (the majority) of adaptation initiatives that effectively and efficiently reduce community vulnerability but do not substantively contribute to another goal.

To illustrate, to address the widespread climate change related hazard of flooding, effective community adaptation initiatives (already demonstrated in countries involved in the CBA) include early warning systems, design of structures to accommodate flooding and provide safe platforms, land use planning for water and exposure control, emergency preparedness systems, and watershed reforestation. Only one of those, watershed reforestation, significantly serves goals of land degradation and (possibly) biodiversity or greenhouse gases, as well as the adaptation goal of vulnerability reduction. Most of the others contribute substantively to adaptation (to reduce vulnerability of communities to climate change including variability), but not necessarily to the other goals. While most of these adaptation initiatives do not contribute substantively to these other environmental goals, they do not detract from those goals; they are either unrelated or contribute only incidentally. 

If the CBA requires that all initiatives must serve goals of biodiversity, land degradation, persistent pollutants or greenhouse gases, in addition to contributing to the improvement of adaptive capacity to deal with climate change including variability and hence reduce vulnerability to climate change, then this should be made clear and explicit in the statement of CBA goals.

If this is the case, then the programme would not be able to claim that it has any prospect for achieving effective and comprehensive adaptation, nor even a reasonable assessment of adaptation options, because so many potential adaptations (by my estimation, the vast majority) would be precluded from consideration.

In this case, there is still merit in a pilot programme, but the programme descriptions should be accurate, and should not mislead by suggesting in the statements of goal and scope that all possible adaptations are considered. It should be clear, if the dual goal (or multiple goal) model is the case, that this CBA programme considers only adaptations that simultaneously reduce community vulnerability and contribute to goals of greenhouse gas reduction, biodiversity, land degradation or pollutants.

Recommendation 1: That the primary goal of the CBA be confirmed as that of facilitating adaptations to most effectively reduce vulnerabilities of communities, and that all other considerations be addressed within the context of the realities of the primary goal.

Recommendation 2: Should Recommendation 1 not be adopted, and should other goals or considerations be such that significant sets of adaptations are effectively precluded from this programme, then this limited scope should be explicit and clear in the goal statement and in all summary descriptions of the CBA programme.

CBA Programme Design, Description and Operation
In addition to clarifying the goal and scope of the CBA, as noted above, there is a need to ensure an efficient and focused process for the elements of the CBA programme, and there is a need to ensure that these elements are described clearly and consistently so that they can be readily understood by all potential partners, stakeholders, participants and reviewers. Several examples of these opportunities for clarity and efficiency are given below.

Selection of countries should be based on agreed criteria and principles, but there is little utility in undertaking resource consuming studies for this or having the process go beyond an informed decision of the CBA Team.

Selection of “sites” and communities does not require an expensive or time-consuming process of analysis, multi-criteria evaluation, baselines and assessments guided by the CBA Team. A simple set of general criteria can be supplied by the CBA Team to the country teams (NCCs), who then draw on their information, previous work, knowledge, experience, and numerous country-specific constraints and considerations relating to feasibility, effectiveness, equity, and so forth, to select pilot communities. 
There is no need to develop a new and detailed set of procedures for CBA project selection. Certainly a common basic approach – likely covering the inter-related issues of NGO selection, project selection and project implementation -  needs to be agreed upon, and appropriate models for this already exist ( including UNDP’s APF and  those already  employed by organizations in countries involved in the CBA such as Samoa and Bangladesh). Some of these practical frameworks include training modules directed explicitly to the implementation of adaptation initiatives in communities. It is this part of the programme – the actual implementing of adaptation actions in communities - that needs to be addressed at the earliest opportunity and with the greatest resources. Furthermore, the process for project selection and implementation should recognize that adaptation initiatives are rarely developed and implemented in isolation from on-going risk management, resource development and livelihood programmes and decisions.

Recommendation 3: That the bulk of CBA resources be devoted to actual implementation of adaptation initiatives, and that all other activities be designed to efficiently facilitate that implementation and assess outcomes for future adaptation programmes.

It is essential that the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) activities of CBA be designed to fulfill necessary purposes in an efficient manner. The monitoring of expenditures and activities is a standard programme management requirement, quite different from monitoring the outcomes or effectiveness of the programme. The process for evaluating projects and programme outcomes should be designed to efficiently serve that purpose, and not become an expensive and unnecessary exercise in wide-ranging baseline data collection, indicator construction, and data management system design, unless these clearly serve a precise and necessary purpose.

The criteria to evaluate the CBA programme and to assess the effectiveness (and other lessons) of the various types of adaptation-related activities should be structured to directly address the goals of the CBA.

Recommendation 4: That the M&E activities be designed to directly and efficiently address clearly defined and necessary purposes.

STAP Review Criteria

Key Issues:

* Scientific and Technical Soundness. The science and technical aspects of the CBA programme (largely relating to the field of practical applications of the vulnerability and adaptation concepts and methods) are sound and appropriate for the CBA. The institutional framework (primarily relying on national committees dealing directly with community-based NGOs or CBOs) is appropriate for the CBA goals.

*Global Environmental Benefits. If the CBA programme addresses the full range of effective adaptation opportunities, many of these will not necessarily contribute substantially to maintenance of biodiversity, reduction in POPS, land degradation or greenhouse gas emissions. Some will. See Recommendations 1 and 2.
*Goals and operations of GEF. The CBA directly addresses the Strategic Priority of GEF: Piloting an operational approach to adaptation. Given this priority on adaptation, some of the operational requirements of the GEF would appear to be amenable to improvements in efficiency.

*Regional Context. There are clear regional needs for adaptation to climate-related conditions in the south Asian region that the CBA initially focuses on. Effective CBA initiatives would be considered and implemented in light of the regional and local social and environmental realities.  

*Replicability. The CBA approach and procedures have wide applicability. One of the main outcomes will be lessons from adaptation experiences, to assist in their application in other communities, contexts and countries. 

*Sustainability. The adaptation activities initiated under the CBA will be sustained to the degree that they are successful and maintained by the communities and the institutions that are responsible for them.

*Improved GEF Strategies and Policies. The CBA programme should provide useful insights into effective means of GEF engagement in adaptation to climate change.

Secondary Issues
*Linkages to other focal areas. See Key Issue 2 and Recommendations 1 and 2.

*Linkages to regional programmes. There are several recent or on-going practical adaptation initiatives upon which the CBA can and should build.

*Other environmental effects. To be sustainable, those adaptation initiatives that relate to environmental resources will be conserving of those resources. See Recommendations 1 and 2.

* Stakeholder Involvement. The CBA (if designed and implemented effectively to achieve community-level adaptation) is fundamentally and necessarily stakeholder engaged, most notably at the community level.

*Capacity building. An essential feature of a successful CBA will be the development of communities’ capacity to manage (or adapt to) climate change and its effects. Capacity building to interpret climate models, manage data bases or prepare proposals are not equivalent to (or even a necessary requirement for) capacity building to cope with and adapt to climate-related risks.

* Innovativeness. The CBA’s focus on implementing adaptation initiatives is innovative in the climate change field, where many programmes analyse, model, design, hypothesize or plan for adaptation, but rarely implement adaptation practices on the ground.  Success will require some innovativeness in getting resources to implementing organizations and not being overly hamstrung by institutional rigidity.

Conclusion
The CBA is an important, innovative programme that directly addresses GEF’s Strategic Priority on Adaptation to Climate Change. So long as the scope and goals are clarified and there is an efficient administrative structure to ensure focus on implementation activities, the CBA has great potential to enhance adaptability and reduce vulnerability in communities, and to provide lessons for initiating adaptation in other communities. The CBA represents an important test case for GEF’s engagement in the field of climate change adaptation.

Responses to STAP reviewer’s report

The four recommendations, and a summary of how they were addressed, are provided below:

Recommendation 1: That the primary goal of the CBA be confirmed as that of facilitating adaptations to most effectively reduce vulnerabilities of communities, and that all other considerations be addressed within the context of the realities of the primary goal.

Response: The Goal of the CBA is defined to be “To reduce vulnerability and to increase adaptive capacity to the adverse effects of climate change in the focal areas in which the GEF works”, and the Objective is defined to be “To enhance the capacity of communities in the pilot countries to adapt to climate change”.  The Objective will be delivered as a contribution to the Goal, taking into account the GEF’s eligibility criteria and strategic guidance from the GEF Council regarding the SPA.

Recommendation 2: Should Recommendation 1 not be adopted, and should other goals or considerations be such that significant sets of adaptations are effectively precluded from this programme, then this limited scope should be explicit and clear in the goal statement and in all summary descriptions of the CBA programme.

Response: This is a valid point, but GEF guidelines require that the provision of global environmental benefits be part of the project selection process.  Both the Goal and Objective of the CBA emphasize the primary importance of adaptation to climate change.  GEF eligibility criteria and strategic guidance from the GEF Council regarding the SPA require that other considerations, specifically the generation of global environmental benefits in one or more of the GEF’s focal areas be incorporated into the design of the programme.

Recommendation 3: That the bulk of CBA resources be devoted to actual implementation of adaptation initiatives, and that all other activities be designed to efficiently facilitate that implementation and assess outcomes for future adaptation programmes.

Response: The CBA has been designed with this in mind, which coincides with the GEF Council’s advice also.

Recommendation 4: That the M&E activities be designed to directly and efficiently address clearly defined and necessary purposes.

Response: M&E activities have been so designed.

Annex c.2 
Report And Recommendations of STAP Reviewer  Prior to Submission for Work Programme Inclusion
STAP Review of “Community-Based Adaptation Programme”

Barry Smit

Guelph, Ontario, Canada

12 February 2006

Overall

This is a comprehensive, well-designed programme, directly addressing the GEF’s Strategic Priority on Adaptation (SPA) by aiming to reduce the vulnerability and enhance the adaptive capacity of communities in selected countries to the adverse effects of climate change. The broad approach outlined to achieve this goal is consistent with developments in the adaptation field, including the UNDP’s APF. The approach is participatory, directly involving vulnerable communities, and it seeks to improve adaptation through integrating (or mainstreaming) with sustainable development, resource management or community development initiatives and policies. 

The four pilot countries seem reasonable for the initial (PDF-B) phase; they are vulnerable in various ways, and they have considerable experience and expertise on which to launch the pilots. There may be difficulties in achieving the outcomes in the 2 year time frame (the Executive Summary indicates 2 years for the “full-sized project”, the Project Document refers to a 5 year collaboration). In countries where similar work has already been done, such as Samoa, the timeframe may be feasible, but in countries still to engage the appropriate stakeholders, still to undertake community-based vulnerability assessments, and still to actually implement adaptation initiatives, etc., it may be unrealistic.  

The time constraint is of particular concern when the limited budget is considered. The budget allocation is not especially clear from the documentation, but accepting the US$7.3million including in-kind of US$2.3million, it is unlikely that the 10 countries will each have any more than US$500k for their coordinating efforts, national planning, community work, monitoring and evaluation, communication and dissemination, let alone the actual adaptation expenditures themselves. There is no reason why some excellent pilot community adaptation initiatives cannot be undertaken with such budgets, but they will require a very focused effort, well trained and committed personnel with strong national support, very efficient programme administration and tight reporting requirements, and even then, they will be challenged if the time frame is just 2 years.

Generally, the expected CBA outcomes are consistent with the overall goal and objective of the programme, and key steps and requirements are indicated in various places throughout the documents. However, the documentation is unnecessarily convoluted, unclear, often repetitive and sometimes contradictory. Furthermore, the excellent practical adaptation objectives of the programme are at risk because of the onerous, inefficient and ineffective requirements for monitoring, evaluation and reporting. The outcome of the CBA programme, “to reduce vulnerability and /or increase adaptive capacity of communities to the adverse effects of climate change”, is also compromised by the inconsistently presented requirements of, on the one hand, the SPA to facilitate community-based adaptation, and on the other hand, the SGP to generate global environmental benefits and ecosystem capacity. It is certainly possible to resolve these requirements, but the document is inconsistent on this.

This is an important and innovative programme with potential to make a major contribution to the field on climate change adaptation, beyond the plans and hypothetical initiatives that have characterized the bulk of work in adaptation to date. It has the potential to facilitate initiatives that can actually reduce the vulnerability of people. It builds on the Small Grants Programme to substantively address the GEF commitment to the adaptation of communities to risks associated with climate change. The broad approach is robust and well-founded, and there is ample information on the methods of community engagement and enhancement of adaptive capacity, integrating at the national and community levels.

The CBA Programme
This is an excellent programme generally well structured to meet its goal of reducing the vulnerability and increasing the adaptive capacity of communities to deal with the adverse effects of climate change. Its initial phase in 4 countries, to refine the procedures, then a full phase in 10 countries is ambitious (particularly within the time frame) but reasonable. The mechanisms for sharing of lessons among the participants and others will allow dissemination of experiences beyond the limited number of communities directly affected.

The approach and main steps for the CBA initiatives in each country  reflect the international lessons in facilitating adaptation to climate change, including the focus on issues that currently threaten the livelihoods and lives of people (and connecting these to climate change), engaging the communities in identifying vulnerabilities that matter to them and in identifying options to better adapt, integrating climate adaptation initiatives into existing sustainable development and resource management programmes, and  ensuring that resources are actually employed to reduce the vulnerability of people in communities (not simply absorbed in government agencies or administration). The requirement that communities themselves contribute some of their own resources or time to the implementation is also an important feature to ensure significance and ownership.

The management structures are generally in order, so long as the country teams include appropriate government agencies (beyond climate and environment departments, to include resource management, community development and sector agencies) and meaningful representation of communities and non-government organizations. Some of the monitoring, evaluation and reporting requirements are inconsistent, onerous and inefficient (see below). However, the guidance material, particularly when combined with such existing documents as the UNDP’s APF, provides ample and appropriate information on procedures and steps.

The CBA is scientifically and technically sound. It focuses on capacity development, where this refers to the capacity to deal with (adapt to) risks related to climate change, reflected in current conditions and how these may change in the future. The approach is participatory in identifying needs and in implementing adaptation initiatives, both at the national level and at the community level. It promotes integrating of climate change adaptation into other policies, programmes and development activities.

The time frames for both the 4 country pilot (PDF-B) and the 10 country full programme should be clarified. What is 2 years and what is 5 years? The time frame appears to be tight. Experience elsewhere has shown that, even with the experience of the UNFCCC National Communications and the NAPAs, and sometimes with the experience of other community-related adaptation initiatives as well, it would require a very well resourced, committed and efficient country team with an already “primed” community to go through the steps of establishing a team, identifying community vulnerabilities, identifying intervention points, supporting with national policies, selecting adaptation initiatives, integrating them with other relevant programmes, then planning and actually implementing measures to adapt or enhance adaptive capacity. 

The budget (US$5million, plus expected US$2.3 million in kind) is modest for the programme. Each county’s budget is estimated to be less than US$500k. As with the time constraint, those countries where there is experience in CBA and where the institutional arrangements are already in place should be able to undertake the programme and implement initiatives. However, other countries will be challenged to achieve their intended outcomes.

Clarity and Requirements 
The important goal and objective of the CBA programme are potentially undermined by the lack of simplicity and clarity in the description, and by many inefficient, onerous and inconsistent requirements.

The CBA document is frequently ambiguous, often repetitive, and contains several internal contradictions. Notwithstanding the considerable expertise in many of the participating countries, the document is convoluted to the point that it is extremely difficult to follow. The programme would be well served to have a clean, logically structured, consistently expressed document.

The programme is also threatened by the weight, complexity and inconsistency of requirements, particularly for monitoring, evaluation and reporting, that are numerous, frequently overlapping and redundant, and would appear to demand so much time, energy and resources that they would significantly detract from the main objective of the CBA, i.e. to actually implement adaptations to reduce the vulnerability of communities. To illustrate, there is much more detailed direction on all kinds of M&E than there is on adaptation itself. Even those sections supposedly addressing “Implementation” (e.g. Annex 2 step 6) have more in it about M&E than about implementing adaptation, even with major sections on M&E itself earlier.

Furthermore, the requirements for M&E and data bases etc are not consistent throughout the document, and they are overwhelming and confusing, and at a minimum they undermine the efficiency in achieving the real objectives of the programme. The lists of required data and indicators and reports are confusing and ineffective: adaptation baseline, baseline scenario, sum of baselines, benefits under the WEHAB, monitoring baseline, indicators of vulnerability, vulnerability baseline, strategic monitoring systems, database development and maintenance, data input to global database, LFM, performance indicators, impact indicators, means of verification, M&E system, M&E plan, AWP, log frame matrix, precise and measurable indicators, annual PIRs, APRs, TRMs, MTEs, FEs, IWs, IMT, FVR, TPR, PMRs, IR, Quarterly progress indicators, QPR, PTR (Periodic Thematic Report or Project Terminal Report), STR, LFA, …

Not only are these overlapping and onerous, and some are of questionable practical utility, but many are not treated consistently in the document. For example, on the matter of documenting progress, there is an important discussion of the roles, types, limits and practicality of baselines, adaptation baselines, vulnerability indicators and vulnerability baselines. One useful conclusion is that a practical approach for the purposes of this study would be to have community participants document the effects the programme has had on their vulnerability, i.e. an ex-post documentation of accomplishments, outcomes, effects. Yet elsewhere in the document there are expectations for quantitative vulnerability baselines and indicators, some systematically compiled in advance as a basis of comparison. The first point here is that the document should at least be internally consistent, clear and straightforward.

The second point is that so many of the suggestions for identifying vulnerability needs, indicators of exposure and vulnerability, and outcome indicators, while well intentioned, are neither practical nor effective. Several would require major research programmes to achieve. Most either use some variable or attribute that has a measurable metric, and then claim that it reflects the property of interest (when it really does not), or they  go through some convoluted exercise to derive a number for some property, yet this is spurious numeracy, not reflective of the condition at all, and possibly quite misleading. It is technically possible to derive some number to characterize a community’s vulnerability before an intervention and after, but it would hardly be meaningful, it would not be a reasonable basis for evaluating the success or otherwise of the programme, and it would not be helpful to others hoping to learn from the experience in order that they can see how and why and in what way this project has enhanced adaptive capacity. The numeric vulnerability index (or adaptive capacity index) serves no useful purpose (perhaps other than satisfying a bureaucratic requirement that does not make sense for this type of project). 

The CBA is proposing a process to enhance the capacity of people to adapt. The monitoring and evaluation system should be designed to document that process, in terms that capture the relevant features of the process and its accomplishments. Information such as: most of the households in the community now have safe potable water (whereas hardly anyone did prior), and that 30% of households have expanded their livelihood base to some degree (mainly into – crops or -), with sustainable income sources, adaptation strategies (type a and e) have already been adopted by (5) non-beneficiaries on their own accord, …. This sort of information is relevant to the programme objective, directly indicates outcomes relative to the objective, deals with real phenomena, is easily understood, and provides information on the nature of improvements in adaptive capacity and reductions of vulnerability. This type of evaluation is not only relevant and informative, but it can be done efficiently, with modest time and resources. 

Certainly, there is a need to monitor and evaluate, both to help guide the work in progress and to assess its success later. The CBA programme should greatly simplify the requirements for monitoring and evaluation, still consistent with the broad requirements of the GEF, but designed to be effective and efficient for this programme.

National Level
The CBA programme has a community focus, but it is largely managed and undertaken through national government agencies. In most countries this is probably appropriate and also probably necessary. There are many good reasons for using national focal points and connecting with national government agencies to lead the country programmes. However, there are also some challenges with this, which vary among countries. 

One challenge is the ability to move beyond what has been done before (e.g. greenhouse gas inventories, national communications, national level NAPAs, biodiversity programmes, environmental protection, …) to participatory, community-based vulnerability and adaptation work that relates to the livelihoods of people. A related challenge is the willingness of national agencies to allow resources to flow to communities, rather than be employed in the agencies. Even with the incorporation of “adaptation” in some national plans or policies, there is no guarantee that anything different will occur in communities. There needs to be a check that communities are substantially involved that they have a significant role, and that resources are available to them to promote adaptation in areas that they identify as important.

Not withstanding the detailed guidelines for selection of regions and communities (based on heroic assumption that such crude aggregate spatial indicators can actually identify particularly vulnerable communities), experience shows that national level figures (in my country as well) frequently direct such projects to their “favorite” communities, claiming they are the most vulnerable. The CBA should have some practical check on the relative vulnerability of the proposed pilot communities. I am not suggesting here another exercise in surrogate indicators, but a simple first hand assessment by an independent (of the country team and government) party who visits the area and does a ground comparison and check on the selection process.

Replicability and Scaling up
In several places the programme refers to the need to document adaptations and outcomes so they can be replicated elsewhere. This seems impractical and at odds with other statements in the proposal. Elsewhere, one of the distinctive features of the community-based approach is that it addresses the particular situations and needs of each community, and allows that adaptations will likely be community-specific. The document also makes the excellent point that many adaptation initiatives are likely to be integrated into other sustainable development or resource development activities, and these too are usually designed to be applicable to particular communities.

Certainly, the process followed to engage stakeholders, identify community-relevant vulnerabilities, relate to national policies, initiate adaptation activities, integrate them, etc. is replicable. But it is inconsistent (and flawed) to expect that many particular adaptation initiatives are replicable or transferable.

For similar reasons, care should be given to the material on “scaling-up”. At a minimum, there needs to be clarification on what is actually proposed here, and why. What function is being served and how does it relate directly to the CBA objective? If the expectation is that particular adaptation initiatives can somehow be aggregated, for documentation or evaluation, then that is questionable. If the expectation is that an activity that works in a village can be scaled up to work at a region or nation, then that may work for a very limited set. If the aim is to provide a broader level summary of activities and changes in vulnerabilities, then the CBA team should devise a means that suits that purpose and the material they are dealing with.

Global Environmental Benefits

Of course, any programme of the GEF has an obligation to contribute to the fundamental objective of Global Environmental Benefits (GEB), and there is no reason why the CBA cannot do so. The problem with the current CBA documentation is that the role of the CBA objective relative to the GEB objective is presented in several different and contradictory ways, and the scope and contribution of the CBA depend on the relative roles. For example, most of the document repeatedly presents the central goal and objective of the CBA, consistent with the SPA, as being vulnerability reduction of communities, through “real benefits” for communities of people. This could easily be done with consideration of the GEB by requiring that any adaptation policy or initiative give due consideration to GEB and either contribute to them or not diminish them. However, elsewhere (e.g. para 82) the GEB are presented as the primary objective, the adaptive capacity concerned is that of ecosystems, and increased adaptation of communities of people is characterized as an “additional benefit”.

If the primary “screening” of communities and activities in the CBA is to be according to potential to contribute to GEBs via initiatives focused on biodiversity, land degradation, etc., then say so in the CBA, and structure the programme accordingly, and do not claim that it is focusing on the particularly vulnerable communities nor on the full suite of initiatives that may reduce vulnerability. On the other hand, if the CBA is aiming to focus on reducing vulnerability of communities by enhancing the capacity of people to live sustainably in a changing environment (as in its goal and objective), then pursue this consistently, and show the contribution to GEB as an additional condition to community selection and  project activities.

Responses to STAP reviewer’s report

	STAP Reviewer Comment
	Response

	There may be difficulties in achieving the outcomes in the 2 year time frame (the Executive Summary indicates 2 years for the “full-sized project”, the Project Document refers to a 5 year collaboration). 
	This is true.  Earlier documentation proposed a 2-year time-scale, but during the PDF-B, the decision was made to change to a 5- year programme, for the same reasons outlined by the reviewer.  In some places the text was not changed, but has now been changed to be consistent in describing a 5-year programme.

	The management structures are generally in order, so long as the country teams include appropriate government agencies (beyond climate and environment departments, to include resource management, community development and sector agencies) and meaningful representation of communities and non-government organizations. 
	The SGP modality guarantees meaningful representation of communities, and requires cross-sectoral representation.  National teams will be reminded of the principles of the SGP modality.

	The document is convoluted to the point that it is extremely difficult to follow. 
	The documentation follows GEF guidelines in terms of structure

	There is much more detailed direction on all kinds of M&E than there is on adaptation itself. Even those sections supposedly addressing “Implementation” 
	It is difficult to provide detailed guidance on implementation, as the implementation details will vary from project to project (to be determined by the communities themselves, based on guidance provided by the National Coordination Committee).  However, much of the M&E needs to be consistent across projects and countries – hence greater direction is possible.

	The requirements for M&E and data bases etc are not consistent throughout the document
	The reviewer doesn’t really specify the inconsistencies.  However, it may be the fact that there are two levels of M&E necessary for the CBA … the programme level and the individual project level that creates the impression of inconsistency, as the means and objectives of monitoring are different at the two levels.  The text has been checked to ensure that this distinction is clear

	The numeric vulnerability index (or adaptive capacity index) serves no useful purpose … it would not be a reasonable basis for evaluating the success or otherwise of the programme, and it would not be helpful to others hoping to learn from the experience in order that they can see how and why and in what way this project has enhanced adaptive capacity. 
	The reviewer does not explain why he feels the vulnerability index serves no useful purpose.  It is a method to capture the views of community members regarding changes in their own vulnerability, and as such would seem to be particularly relevant, and suitable for measuring impact in terms of enhancing adaptive capacity.  It is also based on analogous methods used the measure changes at the community level, for example, in terms of threats to biodiversity, as explained in the text. An overall programme level indicator requires an index, but the point is well taken and will be used (see below).

	Information such as: most of the households in the community now have safe potable water (whereas hardly anyone did prior), and that 30% of households have expanded their livelihood base to some degree (mainly into – crops or -), with sustainable income sources, adaptation strategies (type a and e) have already been adopted by (5) non-beneficiaries on their own accord.  This sort of information is relevant to the programme objective, directly indicates outcomes relative to the objective, deals with real phenomena, is easily understood, and provides information on the nature of improvements in adaptive capacity and reductions of vulnerability. This type of evaluation is not only relevant and informative, but it can be done efficiently, with modest time and resources. 
	Such indicators will certainly be used in the CBA – the documentation emphasizes that project specific indicators will be used where possible and feasible.  However, there are numerous problems with such indicators.  Firstly, they may or may not require modest time and resources.  Where they do, that’s fine, but in many cases substantial resources would be required.  Secondly, the examples quoted by the reviewer include terms such as “to some degree”, and “sustainable income sources”, which are very difficult to quantify.  Thirdly, notwithstanding the fact that the indicators will be designed through community participation, there is a risk that they do not actually measure adaptive capacity.  For example, households may have expanded their livelihood base, but still feel that they have lower adaptive capacity (their opinion on what constitutes adaptive capacity may have changed form the design phase).  In contrast, the vulnerability index proposed (and discussed in the previous response) accounts for this risk.

	At the national level the CBA is largely managed and undertaken through national government agencies. 
	Actually, the SGP modality requires that the CBA is managed through a national agency, which may be governmental or non-governmental, and guided by the National Coordination Committee, in which a majority of members are non-governmental.  As the reviewer notes, the choice of agency to manage the programme at the national level will differ from country to country, and will be appropriate to each country.

	A related challenge is the willingness of national agencies to allow resources to flow to communities, rather than be employed in the agencies ... there is no guarantee that anything different will occur in communities. There needs to be a check that communities are substantially involved that they have a significant role, and that resources are available to them to promote adaptation in areas that they identify as important
	As above, the CBA modality effectively neutralizes this risk.

	The detailed guidelines for selection of regions and communities (based on heroic assumption that such crude aggregate spatial indicators can actually identify particularly vulnerable communities) … 
	The guidelines are actually for selection of the region within the country where the CBA will operate.  This IS based on the best spatial indicators of vulnerability available (which admittedly may be crude).  There is no attempt to select communities within these regions based on differences in vulnerability (except insofar that documents such as the NAPA or SNC may identify particularly vulnerable sectors, such as pastoralism).

	The programme refers to the need to document adaptations and outcomes so they can be replicated elsewhere. Certainly, the process followed to engage stakeholders, identify community-relevant vulnerabilities, relate to national policies, initiate adaptation activities, integrate them, etc. is replicable. But it is inconsistent (and flawed) to expect that many particular adaptation initiatives are replicable or transferable.
	The intent is to document experiences so as to replicate the process.  Documentation of experiences may also serve to increase the “universe” of adaptation options available to communities.  This is based on experience gained through the SGP.

	…Elsewhere (e.g. para 82) the GEB are presented as the primary objective.
	The text has been checked and modified.  The paragraph in question actually says that the type of GEBs (and local benefits) secured through the CBA will be similar to those secured through the SGP.  The intent is to present increasing adaptive capacity and securing GEBs as joint goals, consistent with Council guidance on the CBA

	If the primary “screening” of communities and activities in the CBA is to be according to potential to contribute to GEBs via initiatives focused on biodiversity, land degradation, etc., then say so in the CBA, and structure the programme accordingly, and do not claim that it is focusing on the particularly vulnerable communities nor on the full suite of initiatives that may reduce vulnerability. On the other hand, if the CBA is aiming to focus on reducing vulnerability of communities by enhancing the capacity of people to live sustainably in a changing environment (as in its goal and objective), then pursue this consistently, and show the contribution to GEB as an additional condition to community selection and  project activities.
	As above, the increase in adaptive capacity and achievement of GEBs are both used in screening regions where the CBA will operate.  This is explained in the Figure following paragraph 29 in the Executive Summary and 39 in the UNDP prodoc.


Annex c.3 
UNDP Response to GEFSec Review, April 2006

	GEFSec Comment
	UNDP Response

	The project design section, as required by standard GEF guidelines, is missing. That section generally includes the project components and the incremental cost reasoning, including baseline and GEF alternative scenario. The incremental cost reasoning is described, and satisfactorily explained, in Annex A: Incremental cost analysis. The approach described in Annex A is satisfactory and the methodology is solid. It is also understood that each baseline cannot be known a priori for each project (in a program including 70 to 100 projects). However, the project executive summary would significantly improve with the inclusion of a project design section with project components, incremental cost reasoning, goals, and objectives.
	It is true that the Executive Summary did not precisely follow GEF guidance.  However, GEF guidance (http://thegef.org/Operational_Policies/Eligibility_Criteria/Annex_FP_-_G_Project_Exec_Summary_Template_and_prep_guidelines.doc) states that the Project Summary should “Describe project rationale, objectives, outputs/outcomes activities. Describe key indicators, assumptions, and risks (from logframe)”.  The only mention of incremental costs in the guidance is in Annex A, where it was described in the original Executive Summary. Thus, the departure from GEF guidance lay in the fact that the original Executive Summary took 11 pages (pages 6 to 15) to describe what the guidance indicated should be 1 page. 

The incremental reasoning has now been added to the text (see new paragraphs 15-26); although this has caused an even greater deviation from GEF guidance by substantially lengthening a section that already exceeded the guidance by 10 times.

The comment “the project executive summary would significantly improve with the inclusion of a project design section with project components, incremental cost reasoning, goals, and objectives” is not understood.  All of these elements were present, with the exception of incremental cost reasoning (as per GEF guidance).
February 2007, UNDP Adds:  

After minor revisions, paragraphs on incremental costs can now be found in paragraphs 10-22 of the executive summary, rather than 15-26.

	With respect to indicators: Indicators for GEBs are listed in Annex 1 (missing), and indicators for V&A are described in Annex 2 … This section (M&E) is too long in the project brief and too short in the executive summary. It would be very useful to synthesize the long chapter on indicators focusing only on the key elements and refer to them in the executive summary. This project will be particularly vulnerable to criticisms, due to its broad scope and programmatic approach, if the discussion on indicators is not sufficiently clear.
	The Indicators for GEB were, in fact, present.  They were in a section labeled “Attachment 1”.  Originally labeled “Annex 1”, the change was made to avoid confusion of having Annex 1 to an Annex.  However, the corresponding change in the text was missed.  This has now been changed.

The M&E section in the Executive Summary has been lengthened (see new paragraphs 85-96) even though the existing text on Program and Policy Conformity was already 4 pages long, exceeding GEF guidance by double.
February 2007, UNDP Adds:

After minor revisions, the executive summary section on Monitoring and Evaluation can now be found in paragraphs 79-92, rather than 85-96

Also, GEB will be measured using the SGP Impact Assessment System.  For more information, consult Annex 2 of the UNDP Project Document.

	There is a discrepancy between the project text (page 20) where the co-financing is $1,131,283, while in the cover page the co-financing is $4,525,140. Please clarify which is the real figure and include a table specifying who are the co-financiers in the executive summary.
	The discrepancy has been removed – the correct figure is $4,525,140.  A Table has been added to the Executive Summary.
February 2007, UNDP Adds:

Committed co-financing currently totals $470,527.  Approximately $550,000 is anticipated after project inception at the level of CBA country portfolios, in addition to $3,000,000 from the sum of local-co-financings of CBA community projects.  This is all in addition to co-financing to be secured at the FSP level.

	It is still unclear how the non-SGP countries will overcome the difficulty of not having an established system in place. Will they be economically penalized? Please clarify.
	Experience gained during the PDF-B indicated that implementing the CBA in non-SGP countries is very difficult.  An explanation has been added to paragraph 37 of the Executive Summary and 53 in the project document.
February 2007, UNDP Adds:

In the executive summary, this paragraph is now number 31, while it is now paragraph 37 of the project document.  The only non-SGP country for the CBA pilot project will be Bangladesh.  In that case, CBA will be implemented by the Comprehensive Disaster Management Project, removing the need to devote additional resources to replicate SGP mechanisms.

	In particular include in the revision a mechanism for quality control on proposals to be provided by SGP/CDAC and the posting of the approved proposals – for 5 days (no objection basis) from GEF + IA; SGP and CDAC to provide guidance on shaping project proposals so that SPA criteria are met.

	The mechanism to be used by CDAC/SGP for quality control of proposals is described below and in the Project Executive Summary on pp 8-9.

Quality control of local level proposals is critical to the success of CBA, however, it is equally important to guarantee the strengths of a decentralized programme management system.  To ensure quality of CBA projects, established SGP procedures will be strengthened based on the following six points:

· A Country Programme Strategy will be developed that clearly spells out Impacts, Outcomes and potential Outputs. As part of the CBA project, NCs will be trained by CDAC/SGP in Country Strategy development and implementation, and NSCs will be thoroughly briefed and trained in CPS formulation. CPS Outputs will consist of projects either singly or in multiples. The Outputs will not be identified in the CPS a priori much beyond a sort of generic description since projects must be demand-driven. However, by identifying them at least generically and in the context of the CPS geographic focus and other contextual elements, this will provide the basic set of project eligibility criteria to be used by the National Steering Committee in line with the global criteria.  These criteria take the global, more generic criteria and ground them in local context. CDAC/SGP provide technical assistance to NCs/NSCs in CPS development.

· CDAC/SPG reviews and approves the Country Strategies, paying particular attention to results-based, strategic logic, including impact indicators and M&E.  All CPS are posted on the CBA page of the SGP website.

· National Coordinators help CBOs/NGOs identify and formulate eligible proposals based on the global eligibility criteria and local contextual criteria and priorities. As part of the CBA project, NCs are trained by CDAC/SGP in adaptation project development and implementation. 

· Projects are reviewed and endorsed by the NSC based on the CPS and eligibility criteria and sent to CDAC/SGP for no-objections approval. Project data is entered into the SGP database where it is monitored systematically by the dbase manager and CDAC/SGP. All CPS and general project information is made publicly available on the SGP/CBA website.   

· CDAC/SGP monitors project formulation and implementation and evaluates impacts. CBA reports are provided periodically and/or as requested to the full Programme Team. CBA reports are also formally provided to GEF as part of the annual PIR.  Lessons learned and other reports are provided to GEF as part of the CBA’s M&E. 

· Throughout the project and programme cycles, CDAC/SGP provides technical assistance, troubleshooting, capacity building, and other services to NCs, NSCs and partners to ensure project and programme quality. 

A five-day, no-objections review by the full Programme Team (GEFSec, IAs, et al) of as many as 200 individual projects is unlikely to realistically provide the quality assurance that is required, but it will introduce a centralized approval layer that is more likely to cause delays in project processing. This review step is not needed in light of the process described above in which quality of project formulation and implementation is an integral part of the programme management system. 

February 2007, UNDP Adds:  

After minor revisions, this section can now be found on pages 7-8, rather than 8-9.

	The consistency between the effort to reduce vulnerability/increase adaptive capacity and the generation of GEBs must be substantiated in a convincing way.
	This is explained in paragraphs 15-20
February 2007, UNDP Adds:  

After minor revisions, this can now be found in paragraphs 10-15 of the executive summary, rather than 15-20.  See also Annex 2 of the UNDP project document.

	There are many typos. Please edit.
	One typo was located in paragraph 15 of Annex A of the Executive Summary “a CPPs”, now corrected to “a CPPS”.  

In the project document 6 typos were located:

· Paragraph 23 “Comercialization”, now corrected to “Commercialization”.  

· Paragraph 41 of Annex 1.1 had “andean” instead of “Andean”.

· Paragraph 42 had “adaptative” instead of “adaptive”.  

· Paragraph 8 of Annex 1.3 had “Insfrastructure” instead of “Infrastructure”.

· Example 3 in Attachment 2 to Annex 3 had “affluents” instead of “effluents”

· Attachment 3 to Annex 3 had “taget” instead of “target”


Annex c.4 
UNDP Response to Comments by Germany, Switzerland, France and the United States on the Community Based Adaptation Programme (PIMS 3508)
	Comment
	Responses

	Comment from Germany:

Generic Programme: The proposed CBA Programme covering 10 countries constitutes rather an UNDP/CBA Facility than a programme specifying what will be actually done with the requested GEF Resources. Most of the description is  therefore rather generic, defining a process of identifying adaptation as opposed to describing and analyzing these measures directly. This limits the scope for comments to the process and the proposed organizational arrangements.


	Guidance from Council on “GEF Assistance to Address Adaptation” (GEF/C.23/Inf.8/Rev.1, May 11, 2004) as outlined in paragraph 23 of the CBA Executive Summary states: “Recognizing that small communities are often the most severely affected, yet the least equipped to deal with the impacts of climate change, it is proposed that up to 10% of the resources under the strategic priority will be allocated to the Small Grants Programme which will work with the GEF Secretariat and the Implementing Agencies to pilot community adaptation initiatives through its existing small grant programmes.  The SGP will:  (i) develop community based capacity and tools to respond to the adverse impacts of climate change; (ii) finance diverse community-based adaptation projects in a number of selected countries; and (iii) capture and disseminate lessons learned at the community level.”

Therefore, implicit in Council guidance on the SPA is the following:

(a) Council considers that the SGP mechanisms, together with input from the GEF Secretariat and the  IA, is an effective conduit to facilitate adaptation to climate change at the community level;

(b) Projects funded under the SPA must deliver global benefits in a GEF focal area as well as improvements in adaptive capacity of communities and/or ecosystems to climate change. 

Following Council guidance on the SPA, UNDP, has partnered with GEF SGP, and proposed a framework to generate, select, develop, implement and monitor community-based projects that not only improve the resiliency of communities (and by direct extension, ecosystems) to climate change, but also deliver global benefits.  As recommended by Council guidance on the SPA, the use of the existing global GEF SGP mechanism for identifying, developing, implementing and monitoring community based adaptation projects (para 2, Executive Summary) avoids the creation of a new facility. 

The selection of 10 countries for the CBA programme is based on key criteria such as vulnerability to climate change, diversity of ecosystems covered through the programme, SGP experience and capacity in working in different countries, among others (for example, balanced regional distribution). Based on UNDP/BCPR criteria for vulnerability to climate change, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Guatemala, Morocco, Niger, and Vietnam  are classified as high risk countries to climate change impacts, while Jamaica, Kazakhstan, Namibia, Samoa are classified as medium risk. One country (Bangladesh) is also included to provide lessons on how CBA projects can be implemented in countries where SGP is not active. This is important in the context of developing UNDP’s portfolio of adaptation projects in countries where established institutional arrangements may not be available to support project implementation.

In addition, as outlined in para. 30-60 of the Executive Summary, the proposal actually outlines criteria for selecting sites (para. 33 including need to address global benefits issues), screening criteria for the approval of project proposals (para 34(a—g)-36), modality of selection (through existing SGP national selection committees in addition to oversight by the project management team and implementation (through Community Based Organizations; para 37-40)) and monitoring (at the project and programme level; para. 83-96). By definition, the eligibility criteria for global benefits will resemble those in typical GEF focal areas and will be distinct from projects funded under the SCCF and LDCF.

The Executive Summary also outlines (para.  78-82) a systematic mechanism for ensuring that the SGP mechanism delivers global environmental benefits and improvements in adaptive capacity (including ecosystem resilience) as required by the Council guidance on the SPA. The systematic mechanism involves oversight at the national level as well as from HQ (SGP) as is common practice in all SGP projects. In this case, however, there is the additional but complementary oversight that will be provided by UNDP/GEF/Climate Change & Adaptation Unit (CC-A) to ensure that projects proposed using the existing SGP national steering committees deliver improvements in adaptive capacity as well as global benefits in a relevant focal area.

The guidelines outlined in the CBA proposal (para. 34 of the Executive Summary) include a series of criteria for M&E   including that each project must track global environmental benefits. Attachment 1 of the Project Document suggests the use of Council accepted indicators for assessing global benefits in biodiversity, international waters and climate change. Furthermore, the project proposal screening criteria (para. 34 of the Executive Summary) will not permit the selection of proposals which do not deliver global benefits (see further details below). Annex A of the Executive Summary further describes the incremental cost analysis for global benefits, as well as for the adaptation benefits.  This response to the Council guidance on SPA is packaged beyond the detail normally required for SGP replenishment and is consistent with UNDP’s internal programming procedures for adaptation projects.

Examples of project types that will improve adaptive capacity to climate change and realize global benefits (see Annex 1; see also attachment 2 of the UNDP Project document). Based on preparatory work in four pilot countries, examples of projects that are, or not, likely to qualify for SPA funding are outlined in Annex 2). 

Action: 

· Clarification of the rationale for the selection of 10 countries is outlined in para. 11 and 12 of the Executive Summary;

· List of projects likely to qualify (or not) for SPA funding under CBA included in Annex C3 of the Executive Summary and Annex 4 of the Project Document.  

	Comment from Germany

Implementation Structure: The implications of the 10 country approach are, that the overall project structure is relatively heavy with plenty of potentially costly

UNDP involvement without clarity of the value added of this approach (pp. 26-

29). It is critical that the bulk of the resources actually go into actual

implementation practical adaptation initiatives and not into process and

implementation structure.


	It is not the intention of the CBA programme to have any additional structure for implementing CBA projects in the 10 countries. The CBA programme (as outlined in para. 37 and 78-82 of the Executive Summary) uses a decentralized existing GEF SGP infrastructure (including existing national steering committee, existing national coordinator, and existing office space, etc). No significant additional costs are likely to be involved in terms of UNDP involvement. The only additional resource is the voluntary contribution made by a national specialist on climate change and adaptation as part of the national steering committee (as is standard practice within the GEF/SGP structure).  The CBA will use existing infrastructures (i.e. GEF SGP mechanisms).

The proposed budget for the CBA (see Executive Summary, para. 98; see also Annex 3 below), indicates that 86% of the GEF allocated SPA funds will be used for the implementation of CBA projects in the 10 countries.  This will be in the form of grants for implementing CBA projects. 8% of the SPA allocation will be used for developing a framework, criteria, knowledge, capacity, forming partnerships, raising co-financing, and other preparatory and implementation costs (including M&E of adaptive capacity). The remaining 6% will be for execution-based administrative costs (which will use channels established for the GEF Small Grants Programme). Moreover, in contrast to conventional GEF Full Size projects, the CBA programme will not incur additional administrative costs (including for standard M&E practices, salaries of National Coordinators etc) given that this is already covered by GEF SGP’s global budget. 

Action:

· Indicative Budget for CBA Programme included (see page 26) of the Executive Summary

· Detailed budget included in section III of the project document.

	Comment from Germany

Evaluation and Results: The benefits of what the document calls “a programmatic

approach” are not entirely clear given that replicability and upscaling of projects

in adaptation to climate change are limited by the site specificity of any climate

adaptation problem (reference is made to STAP Review of Barry Smits, p. 54).

While considerable room in the text is devoted to the issue of monitoring and

evaluation it is not clearly spelled out how this will be done in cost effective and

meaningful way. The importance of evaluation cannot be overstated as the CBA

is being introduced as “pilot approach” which will only make sense if there is a chance for meaningful results beyond the initial cases. The document claims CBA is “a results-based approach” with “results based management.” What that actually means beyond having a “Goal, Objective, and a set of Outcomes” (p. 13) is not spelled out in the document. Great care is required to apply a coherent monitoring and evaluation system in order to have meaningful results.


	We agree with Council comments that the reference to a “programmatic approach” lacks the necessary clarity for a proposal such as this. We also agree with the comment that replicability and up-scaling of the projects in adaptation will be limited by site specificity.  

The revised Executive Summary and UNDP Project Document now refer to the CBA Programme as a strategic approach. As outlined in paragraphs 17-19 and 24-26 of the Executive Summary, a “strategic approach” permits a consistent long–term strategy to address climate change to be adopted at the programme level. Instead of the alternative ad-hoc approach, which is having a set of distinct CBA projects each addressing overlapping priorities or realizing global benefits in a single or variety of focal area in a number of different countries, a systematic approach to adaptation based on country driven priorities is more conducive to cost-effectively addressing climate change impacts and global benefits in practice. In addition, as the CBA Programme will generate lessons on adaptation to climate change, a strategic approach permits lessons to be captured in a more organized, balanced and coherent way and is likely to be more useful when up-scaling adaptation to climate change projects (keeping in mind context specific details) within a country or across new countries.

The CBA programme is designed to reflect the national priorities (based on national communications, etc) for adaptation to climate change. The advantage of using the GEF-SGP modality, and a strategic approach is to facilitate a national priority set of adaptation responses as opposed to a set of ad-hoc community projects. This is the intention of developing a Country Programme Strategy (CPS) for improving adaptive capacity of ecosystems/communities in each of the countries. The CPS will, in turn, guide the design, implementation and analysis of a portfolio of CBA projects. A strategic approach, that utilizes the existing GEF-SGP infrastructure permits a coherent and strategic approach to underpin the selection of CBA projects based on criteria that includes vulnerability to climate change (as articulated in the national communications) and priority global environmental benefits.  Since adaptation is currently defined very broadly, it is the intention of this programme to provide a more organized approach to CBA.

The CBA Program is designed to use existing GEF-SGP M&E indicators (for monitoring global benefits—see Annex 4) as well as a CBA specific M&E approach for measuring improvements in adaptive capacity (note: the latter approach has been approved by STAP reviewer). The details of how the monitoring will be done in a cost effective way is outlined in the UNDP Project Document (pages 31-36). This includes details of the approach (based on UNDP-GEF’s Adaptation Policy Frameworks approach), responsibilities and key milestones, programme monitoring reporting, etc.  The UNDP Project Document also outlines the anticipated lessons that are likely to emerge from the implementation of the CBA including the type of lessons on temporal scale of adaptations, best practices in integrating climate change concerns into development and/or project design, sharing knowledge etc. A coherent structure is presented for monitoring and evaluation to guide the implementation of the CBA projects in each of the 10 countries. 

On the issue of a results-based approach, para. 12-60 in the Executive Summary provides a detailed explanation of what the results based approach/management entails, what is expected and how the results will be achieved. This detail is in fact reinforced with additional details in the UNDP Project Document.

Action: 

· Reference to Programmatic Approach is clarified.

· Based on work by UNDP on developing an M&E framework for its adaptation portfolio, including SPA funded projects, an updated M&E framework is attached in Annex 2 of the Project Document, and country level guidelines on CBA M&E have been formulated and attached in annex 3 of the project document. In addition, project development guidelines will also be included.

 

	Comment from Germany

Dissemination: As Pilot Programme in community based adaptation little effort has been invested into information dissemination on the expected lessons and also in terms of reaching out to communities. Only standard dissemination methods are listed and little creativity (new media apart from websites, radio) is apparent from the document (p. 15).


	The fundamental purpose of the CBA programme is to generate lessons.  Each project will generate lessons on project design, using monitoring and evaluation and best practices on adaptation to climate change including delivery of global benefits.  Rigorous evaluations, over and above conventional PIRs, will enable the GEF and UNDP (as well as other implementing agencies) to learn how to strengthen the adaptation portfolio.  As outlined in para 49, lessons (positive and negative) on methods to increase capacity of communities to adapt to climate change, including variability, will be compiled and disseminating to key stakeholders (at the local and global level).  The target audiences will include both communities engaged in CBA projects and policy makers, and the mechanism for dissemination will differ for these two audiences.  This process will also feed into the international exchange of lessons. As outlined in the UNDP Project document (pages 35-37), linkage with existing information sharing networks, in particular, GEF- SGP mechanisms, together with UNDP-GEF’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism will drive the learning process.  The CBA will be analysed in the context of the entire GEF portfolio.

The UNDP/GEF's Adaptation Learning Mechanism (ALM) has been launched to facilitate the learning process from GEF’s adaptation portfolio. Under the direction of the Task Force on Climate Change and Adaptation (which includes GEFSEC and the other IAs),  lessons learned from projects will be classified into the following criteria, including, (a) the temporal scale of climate change that the adaptation measures address; (b) whether it address single/multiple sectoral issues and/or socio-economic issues?  (c) Whether the measures enhance development activities or ecosystems (or both)? (d) Best practices in integrating adaptation into national and local development policy? (e) Best practices in project design and implementation mechanisms? (e) how to prioritize adaptation options (strategies/policies or operations); (f) the scope of the adaptation project (local, sub-regional, national to sub-regional scales); (g)  and capacity development approaches on adaptation, including engaging key stakeholders on adaptation. While not exhaustive, these types of lessons will be invaluable for the GEF family as adaptation projects become a priority.

The method of dissemination of lessons learned is context specific and will be determined with input from the national steering committee in each country, with guidance from the global project management unit including the ALM Project Management Team at UNDP/GEF.

Action:

· A template for guiding and capturing lessons based on the finalization of a current draft version is included under Annex 3, Attachment 7 of the project document.

	Comment from Germany

Incremental Costs: Operational Guidelines for the Strategic Priority “Piloting an

Operational Approach to Adaptation” (SPA) foresee projects are eligible that “generate both local and (development-focused) and global benefits …if their benefits are considered primarily global in nature…” (Para 6, page 2). The “incremental cost analysis” (pp 32-33) in the submitted document does not contain any specific analysis due to the generic character of the document. It develops generic scenarios much like a financing mechanism. No reference is made how this mechanism ensures adhering to the “double-increment” criterion

in the SPA guidelines.


	The SPA guidelines defines the “double-increment” as (a) 

the incremental cost for improvements  in global benefit, and (b) a second incremental cost associated with reducing vulnerability to climate change of  communities and/or ecosystems,. The incremental cost matrix attached to the executive summary outlines the double-increment explicitly.

The reference to how program will adhere to the “double-increment” criterion, is outlined in para 33-34.  As outlined, a multi-step process guided by the principles of UNDP-GEF’s Adaptation Policy Frameworks (APF) will be relied on to  first identify those regions of highest vulnerability to climate change, including variability, and regions having high potential to deliver global environmental benefits.  In addition, projects will be first screened for delivering global environmental benefits based on Council accepted standards for the GEF focal areas  Projects will then be screened for the second increment of delivering  improvements in adaptive capacity.

As outlined in para. 34, the responsibility of  assessing the eligibility of CBA project proposals for funding will be assessed by the National Coordinating Committee on the basis of nationally-developed criteria relating to (a) climate change vulnerability; (b) addressing the adaptive capacity or resilience of a community to climate change including variability; (c) assessment of community vulnerabilities;  (d) cross-scale policy potential;  (e) Monitoring criteria (including description of the monitoring baseline and activities to monitor indicators of vulnerability); (f) Global environmental benefits; and (g) other priorities at the country level.

Action:

· Examples of projects that will adhere to the concept of double increment are presented in Annex 4 of the project document.  

· Project development guidelines are included in Annex 3 of the Project Document.

	Comment from Germany

Global Environmental Benefits: The generic character of the proposal also means

that the question whether the projects results in global environmental benefits is

being discussed on an abstract level. On this basis it is not possible to assess

whether in fact this proposal will result in actual global benefits


	GEF-SGP projects must deliver GEB as is standard practice. GEF Council, by allocating 10% of SPA resources for the implementation of community based adaptation projects through an IA (in this case, UNDP) and the GEF- Small Grants Programme has conveyed its confidence that SPA resources will be used for projects that will deliver both improvements in global benefits as well as adaptive capacity to climate change.

This proposal has clearly articulated (para. 34 together with para. 102), in its design that CBA project proposals are subject to approval for implementation by  the national steering committee, with oversight by the global project team including UNDP/GEF/CC-A and the SGP (at HQ), whether specific criteria are met. Regular consultations between the global team and GEFSEC will be useful in ensuring that CBA project proposals that are selected adhere to the relevant criteria of deliver global benefits as well as improvements in adaptive capacity. The mechanisms for ensuring that the selected CBA project proposals deliver global benefits as well as improvements in adaptive capacity are therefore in place and the institutional responsibilities are clearly defined.

Action:

· Examples of projects that will adhere to the concept of double increment are presented in Annex 4.  

· Project development guidelines have been included in Annex 3 of the Project Document

	Comment from Switzerland

1.  The executive summary and the project document outlining key steps and requirements are rather difficult to digest – even for specialists in the matter. The STAP reviewer points out the same problem. Many of the STAP reviewer’s comments are still valid for the final documents submitted to GEF: Excellent practical adaptation objectives of the programme could be at risk because of so far regrettably onerous, inefficient, and ineffective requirements for monitoring, evaluation, and reporting. 


	Agreed. Based on work by UNDP on developing an M&E framework for its’ adaptation portfolio, including SPA funded projects, an updated M&E framework will be circulated at the time of CEO endorsement. In addition, project development guidelines will also be included.

Action:  M&E and Project Development Guidelines included as annex 2.

	2.  The complexity also may have an impact on the transaction cost generated at country level. This in particular as the modalities of co-financing are not clear yet. Co-financing does in practice lead to an increase of complexity at the implementation stage.


	As per SGP requirements and operating procedures, 1:1 co-financing will be secured prior to the commencement of CBA projects.  Since CBA will be implemented by UNDP in collaboration with SGP, the CBA will benefit from the installed capacity of and synergies with SGP at local, national and global levels.  This will include SGP’s financial management, human resource management, knowledge management and impact assessment systems. Cost effectiveness will be achieved through the SGP disbursement mechanism.



	Comment from Switzerland

3.  This complexity is partly the consequence of guiding principles issued by the GEF on adaptation and incrementality (GEF/C.23/Inf8/rev1) with regard to global benefits. The programme should fit into the priorities laid out by the host countries in their initial national communication. The priorities of host governments and communities typically focus on enhancing coping capacity in terms of local development. This dilemma could possibly be overcome by short listing at the national level sectoral interventions which generate global environmental benefits in terms of e.g. biodiversity, land management, desertification based on the stressed resource base prevailing on eligible geographical areas. This could possibly reduce the M&E requirements to be applied to local level organizations and hence lead to a reduction of transaction cost. The global benefits are materialized in practice in a sustainable manner only if the programme is successfully implemented in development terms, and hence the local community does adapt the improvements in resource management during the operation and maintenance phase.


	Agreed.  Priority adaptation projects will be based on inputs such as the country’s National Communications to the UNFCC and potential projects that improve adaptive capacity will be filtered to identify those that deliver global benefits. 



	Comment from Switzerland

4.  The programme implemented in NAPA countries may generate lessons on the manner in which local communities can successfully be integrated in an adaptation policy framework. Lessons learned with regard to the complementarities of the NAPA process and the CBA through the small grant programme would be highly welcome.


	Agreed. Linkages to UNDP’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism have already been made.  A template for guiding and capturing lessons based on the finalisation of a current draft version will be included prior to CEO endorsement.



	Comment from Switzerland

5.  We support the project and recommend it for approval by the GEF Council taking into consideration above comments. We trust in the implementing agency to further improve the final project document in the light of the comments of the STAP review and the complementary observations submitted by us.
	We thank the Swiss Government for supporting the CBA initiative and look forward to further guidance.



	Comment from France

The project aims at exploring the issues of adaptation (i.e. impact, risk, vulnerability) to the climate change in various context of community areas (around 100 in total ) in ten different countries (Bolivia, Kazakhstan, Bangladesh, Morocco, Niger, Vietnam, Samoa, etc). The project is monitored by UNDP-GEF in conjunction with national coordinators in the countries, NGOs and communities. Beyond the support to specific projects (soils degradation, water, agriculture, etc), the expected outcomes are:

· adaptation country program strategy,

· national adaptation policies applied to community adaptation,

· international cooperation and capitalization.

The governments and NGOs are deemed to co finance the project (4, 52 M$).

Opinion: the project is an ambitious one. It is difficult (i) to make the difference between certain development issues and climate change and adaptation issues and (ii) to identify the experts in the fields of adaptation who are able to tackle the multiples issues.

The coordination of around 100 projects throughout 10 countries is a real challenge of organization, control, and consolidation. 

However we suggest to clarify how many experts should be necessary and for what purposes to get significant results

	The CBA Programme, implemented by UNDP in partnership with SGP, will benefit from the installed capacity of, and synergies with, the SGP at the local, national and global levels.  This existing capacity will be augmented by an additional expert on climate change and adaptation to assist in selecting, developing and implementing adaptation to climate change projects.  The CBA Programme will also benefit from already existing SGP financial management mechanisms, human resources, and knowledge management tools. UNDP-GEF’s Climate Change Adaptation team will provide the additional expertise, including input from other IAs and GEFSEC. As the project is linked to UNDP’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism, the CBA Programme stands to also gain from the experience and expertise of a wider community of professionals and communities working on climate change adaptation projects.

We thank the French Government for the favourable opinion on the CBA Proposal and look forward to additional guidance. 



	Comment from the United States

1.  This project proposes to create a new GEF program of funding small grants to communities and NGOs in the project countries for community-based adaptation using the model and some of the established mechanisms of the small grants program.   What criteria were used to select the countries? 


	Countries were initially selected based on geographic representation (choosing countries from as many different regions as possible: Asia, Africa, etc.) and on predominant or unique ecoregions or biomes e.g. Jamaica - small island; Bolivia - mountains; Kazakhstan - steppe, etc.  As well, we chose countries that had strong SGP Country Programmes (e.g. Niger, Bolivia) or promising new ones (Samoa, Jamaica). A "strong programme" is one that has a capable SGP National Coordinator, an engaged SGP National Steering Committee, and strong support from the UNDP Country Office.



	Comment from the United States

2.  What criteria will be used in selecting projects and who will make these decisions?  


	Technical criteria for project selection will be based: 

1. on evidence that climate change is a key driver of vulnerability

2. proposed adaptations address climatic vulnerability

3. proposed adaptation address long-term climate, and not current climate variability

4. will be adapted to the specific conditions of each country's community based adaptation focus.  

Each country (through the SGP National Steering Committee) will formulate a CBA country strategy which will have a geographic focus (watershed, ecosystem, etc.) that has been selected based on analyses of vulnerability to climate change, presence of global environmental values (BD, LD, etc.), and potential for successful planning, programming and implementation of the CBA Country Programme (existence of sufficient community capacities, potential for partnerships with other organizations and donors, etc.). Once the criteria for project selection are adapted and codified, the project selection process will be carried out by each National Steering Committee with oversight by UNDP (through CDAC, in collaboration with SGP) who will monitor technical quality, coherence with the CBA Country Programme, etc. The project selection and management process will conform to SGP’s standards and practices, including utilization of the database and monitoring, evaluation and reporting procedures.



	Comment from the United States

3.  How are these projects different from what is currently funded under the small grants program?
	These projects will differ from those currently funded under the SGP in that they will address community or ecosystem adaptation to climate change as a primary focus, with a significant emphasis on generating global environmental benefits consistent with the policies of the Strategic Priority on Adaptation (SPA). "Regular" SGP projects do not address adaptation but rather they focus solely on generating global benefits in the context of improving local environmental benefits, livelihoods and community empowerment.

It should be noted that the CBA will be implemented by UNDP as an integral or functional part of the SGP and, as such, the CBA will benefit from the installed capacity of and synergies with the SGP at local, national and global levels.  This will include SGP's financial management, human resource management, knowledge management and impact assessment systems.  Cost effectiveness will be achieved through use of the SGP disbursement mechanism. 



Annex c.5 
UNDP Response to Comments by the UNDP Project Appraisal Committee

	Comment
	Response

	Ove Bjerregaard, 1/10/2007

It is unclear how the ten countries were chosen.


	The ten CBA countries were chosen based on their ability to provide lessons on adaptation to climate change, and thus desired to create the best mix to satisfy the following criteria:

· The existence of a strong SGP country programmes in 9 of the countries involved

· A desire to pilot the programme in a country where SGP is not active (Bangladesh)

· A desire to include a diversity of different climatic regimes, ecosystem types, and sectoral risks

· A desire to include a diversity of socioeconomic settings

· A desire to include countries that are exposed to varying levels of risk from climate change including variability

	Ove Bjerregaard, 1/10/2007

What will be piloted in the ten countries, and what are some examples of old efforts and current concerns among beneficiaries and stakeholders?


	Each of the ten countries will prepare a CBA Country Programme Strategy (CCPS), which will lay the framework for the development of a portfolio of 8-20 community projects.  In addition, the CCPS will describe existing efforts (including constraints) in community-based adaptation as part of the identification of the adaptation baseline, while stakeholder consultations at the national and local level will ensure congruence with beneficiary concerns and priorities.  

See the CCPS Template and Guidelines (annex 3, section 3, attachment 1) for more details.

	Ove Bjerregaard, 1/10/2007

The document is not user-friendly.


	It is agreed that the document is quite long and dense in places.  To remedy this problem, Annex 3 “CBA Programme Country-Level Toolkit” was drafted, in order to provide a straightforward guide to the ground-level implementation of the CBA programme.

	Maxx Dilley, 1/19/2007

1) Institutionalization and sustainability -- I was particularly pleased to see substantial participation of relevant ministries on the national coordinating committee in the Bangladesh example.  It is also good to see the multi-scale approach, of linking community work with national policies and processes.


	CBA is intended to be structured in such a way as to harmonize top-down and bottom up adaptation processes.

	Maxx Dilley, 1/19/2007

2) Evidence-based assessments -- One notably omitted stakeholder, however, at least in the Bangladesh case, is the hydrological and meteorological services.  The participation of the national meteorological and hydrological services is needed because they have (or should have) data on climate variability and trends, as well as climate expertise.  The VRA methodology in annex two appears to be largely (exclusively?) perception based.  Perception, while very important, is a notoriously poor way to gauge climate conditions and their impacts.  What are the actual climate trends and variability patterns?  What can be said scientifically about probable future climates.  This data should be made available to communities as part of the discussion.  The same is true about climate impacts. It is important to establish not just what people think climate fluctuations are doing to agricultural production, health, etc. but also to review the scientific evidence as well.


	We agree that hydrological and meteorological services have an important role to play in developing national CBA programmes, and have emphasized this point with the addition of text in the programme and project development frameworks, as well as in the CCPS guidelines.  

With regard to use of perception versus objective climate data – emphasis has been added to the project development framework to ensure that all projects place their interventions into the context of scientific assessments of climate change, climate variability, and climate impacts.  However, much of this work will occur at the national programme level, during the development of the CCPS.  Given that CCPSs will focus all projects onto one sector and geographic area, and assess climate risks to these, it is not envisioned that there will be a large degree of heterogeneity in the project-level objective risk assessments.  However, the project proposal guidelines have been amended to ensure that scientific assessments of risk and vulnerability are included in project development.  

We agree that scientifically based data is important in measuring adaptation to climate change, and we believe that it compliments perceptual approaches such as that of the VRA, by grounding perceptions within an objective framework.

	Maxx Dilley, 1/19/2007

3) Gender – There is little reference to gender in the project.  Working at the community level is a chance to find out the extent to which climate affects the outcomes experienced by men and women differently.  It would be good to include gender stratification in all the community project designs and to have some gender-sensitive indicators.


	We agree that gender dynamics will affect exposure to climate risk, and have taken measures to ensure that projects identify the community sub-groups that are the focus of the projects.  These might be based on gender, ethnicity, livelihood type, or socio-economic status.  VRA measurements, as reported in the project proposals, progress reports and final reports, will explicitly address meeting composition to ensure that discussants are representative of the project’s target audience, the gender composition of which will have been explicitly spelled out in advance.  

	Maxx Dilley, 1/19/2007

4) Budget – the budget is quite vague (what, I wonder, are "contractual services?").  For the institutional capacity development and sustainability reasons mentioned above I think it is important to have as much of the work as possible done by local/national institutions.  And not on a fee-for-services basis but rather using the project funding to enable them to carry out the work consistent with their respective mandates.  Any other arrangement (reliance on consultants or buying off the local institutions from their "real work" to do projects) means that when the project is over they go onto the next one and nothing lasting is left behind.  So more detail on implementation arrangements that show which agency will be doing what parts of the project in each country would at some point be nice to have.
	The vast majority of the funding for the CBA Programme will go to the NGOs and CBOs implementing community projects under the national CBA programmes.  These budgets will be quite detailed, and provide a high degree of transparency for how community adaptation funds are to be spent.  See the project proposal template (annex 3, section 3, attachment 4) for further details.  An operational budget – based on the budget included herein – will be finalized during the inception workshop.

Non-project costs will be largely related to travel, reporting, and a small amount of administrative support to country programmes.  In total, 86% of the total funds will go to programmes (outcomes 1 and 2).

With regard to implementation arrangements: beyond some oversight of the country programmes from UNDP, all of the work in CBA will be carried out by local institutions.  The CBA NCC will be composed of national stakeholders, the national coordinator is in all cases a local professional, and those actually implementing the projects are local NGOs.  UNDP’s role is simply that of facilitator.

	Lenni Montiel, 1/22/07

It is important to highlight the fact that substantively the project seems to be complex. That complexity is reflected as well in the management arrangements. Therefore coordination and communication within the different components and countries participating in the project will be crucial. The project document seems to address these issues.


	While the framework developed in the project document is quite extensive, the concept for the CBA programme is actually rather simple, consisting of the three layers of the global programme, national programmes, and local projects.  Communication between the global level and the local projects is facilitated by the National Coordinators, while cross-country lesson sharing is facilitated by UNDP under outcome 3. 

Also, note that as part of outcome 3, the CBA programme will document at least one example of cross-country lesson sharing.  

	Lenni Montiel, 1/22/07

Contributions to environmental governance. The project is very good at highlighting the role that sound organization and preparedness of small communities have in facing natural disasters and the impact of climate change at local levels. This is particularly relevant for the case of small communities that tend to be located in rural or remote areas. In this sense, the outputs and results of the project could definitely make very good contributions to the area of “environmental governance” in small communities. This angle of the project could be exploited further as part of its expected impact. 


	The CBA is committed to promoting environmental governance through its transmission of policy lessons to stakeholders government as part of outcome 2.  By the completion of the CBA, the programme is expected to have documented 8 examples of policy change based on lessons generated from community projects across the countries in which it is present.  This will be done through engagement of policymakers in the NCC, and their inclusion in topical seminars, to be driven by the NCs.

	Lenni Montiel, 1/22/07

Involvement of local authorities or local governments in the project. During implementation, the project could explore, analyze and systematize the important role that local government, and in many cases also traditional local authorities, play in the mobilization and adaptation of responses of local communities to the preparedness to and the management of natural disasters. Wide dissemination of lessons learnt in this area could also be very useful and relevant for the overall work of UNDP in the ground. This is particularly relevant for cases where historically the management of natural disasters have involved local government efforts. The involvement of local government and their interaction may also be very relevant from the perspective of sustainability of financial and technical efforts. As we discussed over the telephone a great opportunity to do this would be during the preparation of the national project strategies by country.


	Given the geographical focus of each CCPS, a plan for local stakeholder identification and involvement makes sense at the country programme level.  A requirement that CCPS’s do so has been included in the CCPS template and guidelines.


Annex D: 
Examples of CBA Projects
CBA projects will address local stakeholder driven priority adaptation to climate change needs. Priorities will be based on findings in National Communications to the UNFCCC, as well as in National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs).  Broadly, proposals may fall into two categories:

· Projects that increase the adaptive capacity of communities, by engaging in and building capacity for ecosystem and natural resource management, or

· Projects that increase the resilience of ecosystems and natural resources directly, thus reducing the climatic vulnerability of communities that are dependent on those resources or on ecosystem goods and services.

All projects will simultaneously generate global environmental benefits – in the contexts both of improved national resource management, as well as in the context of increasing the resilience of globally important ecosystems to climate change.  Strategic partnerships with stakeholders in governments, bilateral organizations or others will provide co-financing to meet baseline development needs – doing tasks that should be done regardless of climate change – creating the conditions necessary for GEF funding to be effective.  In the process of increasing adaptive capacity of communities and/or ecosystems to climate change, SPA resources should also be used to ensure that global environmental benefits are secured in the context of anticipated climate change impacts.

Projects will be community driven and community designed, and will be selected based upon the degree to which global environmental benefits intersect with community adaptation priorities.  Project design and monitoring and evaluation systems will emphasize this, and procedures will be instituted to capture and diffuse lessons learned to stakeholders at regional, national and global levels.

While projects will be community driven and designed, exercises carried out during PDF-B have identified the following potential projects the PDF-B countries:
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Examples of Projects based on preparatory work in Samoa, Niger, Bolivia and Bangladesh that are likely to qualify for SPA funding for CBA programmes.
	Typology of CBA projects 
	Baseline
	Criteria underlying selection (double increment)
	
	

	
	
	Improve adaptive capacity to climate change
	Global Benefits (LD, IW or BD)
	Implement through CBA (Yes/No)
	Implement with co-financing only

	Samoa
	
	
	
	
	

	Mangrove reforestation to reduce coastal erosion due to more frequent storms and higher wave intensity
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Stabilised coastal erosion (due to more variable coastal climates) through rehabilitation of vegetative cover by promoting indigenous species.
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Soil conservation measures implemented to reduce runoff caused by increased precipitation over the long term
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Coastal infrastructure projects
	√
	√
	
	NO
	YES

	Niger
	
	
	
	
	

	Diffusion of drought tolerant seeds
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Rehabilitate agricultural land
	√
	√
	√
	NO
	YES

	Promotion of diversified livestock  types appropriate for climate change future
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Monitoring system of agro-silvo pastoral lands
	√
	√
	√
	NO
	YES

	Rehabilitate the pastoral water resource network that is currently under disrepair
	√
	√
	√
	NO
	YES

	Redesign water network to accommodate higher needs in the future through improved water management technologies
	
	√
	√
	NO
	YES

	Bolivia
	
	
	
	
	

	Diffusion of crops more conducive to changing long term climate in Andean regions
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Measures to reduce soil erosion caused by sand mining
	√
	√
	√
	NO
	YES

	Reducing overstocking of grasslands as a result of baseline/mal-adaptive agricultural policies
	√
	√
	√
	NO
	YES

	Agricultural policy reform to take into account climate change concerns
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Bangladesh
	
	
	
	
	

	Uninterrupted power supply for irrigation
	√
	√
	
	NO
	YES

	Coastal afforestation, bamboo & cane cultivation for protection against increased storms, coastal sea-level rise
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Diffusion of saline tolerant crop varieties,
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Reforestation of mangrove varieties to reduce coastal flooding
	
	√
	√
	YES
	

	Dredging of canals and rivers

	√
	
	
	NO
	YES


Draft Template for Lessons Learned (to be finalized prior to CEO endorsement)

Annex C-4: Adaptation Lessons Learned Template

Under each of the following sections provide a short description of the approaches and methodologies that the project applied and the key lessons learned. 

Please focus on main challenges, issues and good practices that other projects should be aware of
:

Lessons on Methodologies:

Climate change impact and vulnerability assessment
Provide a concise description of the impact and vulnerability assessment process:  How effective was the VRA process in establishing community perceptions of risk?  Was the process clear, simple, and conducive to participatory assessment?  Were community perceptions of risk congruent with those described in the National Communication to the UNFCCC and the National Communications, and/or the CBA country programme strategy?

Assessment of adaptation measures

Provide a concise description of the approach of the NGO/CBO to the co-design of adaptation measures with the target community:  How did people’s adaptive capacity change?  How was this evinced?  How have their coping mechanisms and/or livelihoods changed?    Were community practices that worsen vulnerability identified for action?  Have project activities been tested by extreme events, and if so, how did they fare?
Partnerships

Describe the roles of any significant project partners:  how was co-financing used?  In cash?  In kind?  How did partnership bring new resources, experience, or connections to the project?

Lessons on Process:

Stakeholder Involvement

Provide a concise description of the project’s stakeholder engagement strategy:  What stakeholders were involved in the project besides local people?  How does the project identify stakeholders?  What roles did different groups of stakeholders play, and how did they interact?  At the local level, how was equity between different groups (i.e. gender, age, livelihood type) ensured?  

Policy dialogue

Describe the policy components of this project:  How were local communities and CBA projects involved in influencing government policy?  Was policy change targeted at local, regional, or national government? Were there any notable outcomes or ongoing processes?
Institutional and community capacity building

Describe main approaches to capacity building for adaptation: Did local communities understand future climate threats from the outset or require training?  Did the project partners in government or other sectors require training to effectively understand community adaptation?  How have community attitudes changed through the course of the process? Have attitudes of project partners changed through the course of the process?

Tools and approaches for mainstreaming

Describe main entry points and methods for mainstreaming climate change and adaptation needs: Have lessons from this project been integrated into local, regional or national decision-making structures?  Have laws, regulations, or other policies changed to take adaptation into account?  Has this project identified priority sectors and/or specific legislative changes that it can recommend implementing in the face of climate change including variability?
Lessons on Outcomes:

Impacts – Adaptation

Describe progress on adaptation-related targets and indicators: what are the main results of the project?  Short-term impacts?  Long-term impacts? 

Impacts – Global Environmental Benefits

Describe progress on targets and indicators relating to global environmental benefits:  what are the main results of the project?  Short-term impacts?  Long-term impacts?
Impacts – Local Benefits

Describe local benefits not covered above:  what are the livelihood, health, educational, awareness, or empowerment impacts of the project?  Short-term impacts?  Long-term impacts?
Sustainability

Provide a short description of sustainability of project outcomes: how will the project impacts maintain themselves after the project period?
Innovation 

Describe how the project introduces innovation in achieving adaptation needs: what about this project is new?  Have new practices been introduced at the community level?  Do people have new skills, or have new government policies been created in the context of adaptation?
Replication 

Describe main elements of the project’s replication plan:  Have other local communities spontaneously taken on elements of this project?  How will successful elements of this project be spread elsewhere?
Lessons on Operations:

Execution modality

Provide a short description of the project execution modality: Has the project implementation plan been successful? Why or why not?

Project implementation infrastructure

Provide a short description of the project implementation structure: how has the community been organized to implement the project?  What is the relationship like between the community and the NGO/CBO?  How has the project been led?  

Main recommendations to contribute to other community-based adaptation projects:

1.

2.

3.
Please complete the contact information for your NGO/CBO)
	Name of NGO/CBO 
	

	Name of contact person 
	

	Address 
	

	City, Country
	

	Phone
	

	Fax 
	

	E-mail
	

	Website 
	


Please, enclose PICTURES of "before" and "after", if available; or pictures that show success indicators or positive impact of the project. 

Please provide a list of other sources of information about the project, such as publications, websites, or other media:

�





Figure 1: The hierarchical structure of the CBA programme





�





Niger


Adapting land-management practices to defend against climate change-induced water stress


Global environmental benefits under the land degradation focal area


Climate change in the central Sahel is expected to enhance inter-annual precipitation variability, increased temperatures, and consequentially increased vulnerability to water stress.  Land degradation is also a major issue in the region, stemming both from climatic as well as non-climatic factors.  In Niger, drought risk and land degradation intersect to impact the lives of many.  An example of a CBA project in a region of Niger vulnerable to climate change could focus on (a) building capacity of communities to understand the likely long term risks of climate change on their livelihood options; and (b) implementing specific measures such as the diffusion of improved seeds, agroforestry, or improved water management in regions that are identified as particularly vulnerable to climate hazards.  


Partnerships could be forged to help communities to reverse presently existing land degradation, while SPA funds will support measures to the build resilience of those measures to climate change – maintaining global environmental benefits while also supporting increases in community adaptive capacity.  


It is important to recognize however that not all solutions to community-level climate challenges will be found at the local level.  Often times the causes of vulnerability or barriers to coping are found at societal levels and may depend on social and economic realities or government policies. As such, that the project will also address systemic issues through policy dialogue with relevant stakeholders, helping to avoid policy maladaptations such as disincentives for soil conservation or land stewardship





Samoa


Improved defense against climate change-induced storm surges and coastal erosion


Global environmental benefits under the biodiversity focal area


Scientific assessments suggest that Samoan coastlines will be increasingly vulnerable to both sea level rise and increased intensity of storm surges.  These dual hazards threaten enhanced coastal erosion and consequent reductions in biodiversity – chiefly from mangrove ecosystems.  This degradation will exacerbate the vulnerability of local communities to already increasing climate hazards, as the mangroves had previously protected the coast as well as absorbed much of the force of storm surges.


An example of a CBA project in this context would involve engaging a community in a vulnerable region of Samoa to strengthen coastal defenses through mangrove reforestation.  Beyond the design and implementation of mangrove replanting schemes, communities will be involved in capacity development – not only to understand future climate risks, but to develop improved natural resource management procedures, specifically designed to sustain the ecosystem and the livelihoods that depend upon it.


Project partnerships will address baseline development needs such as improvement in market conditions for the sale of products from mangroves, infrastructure requirements that are necessary to strengthen coastal defenses and so on. SPA funding will concentrate on the elements of the NRM aspects of the project that increase community and ecosystem adaptive capacity and resilience to climate change.





Bolivia


Helping farmers to adapt their agro-ecosystems to climate change


Global environmental benefits under the biodiversity focal area


Increasingly strong scientific evidence shows that along with polar regions, mountainous areas will experience larger degrees of temperature rise than elsewhere on the planet.  This is particularly evident in the Andes Mountains, which have experienced alarming rates of glacial retreat and treeline advance, affecting water availability and livelihood possibilities.  While cultivable zones may expand, water availability may change and the risk of floods may increase.  A potential CBA project in Bolivia might work with communities to understand the changes that have already taken place and build capacity to adapt to coming changes including variability through improved management practices.  These measures would strengthen management of globally important agro-biodiversity, such as indigenous potato and quinoa varieties.


SPA funding could be used to build capacity and implement measures to adapt traditional agro-ecosystems to changing climate including different patterns of variability, while partnerships could support the linkage of these communities into selective markets (green, organic, fair trade, etc).  Lessons generated from this programme will have a particular significance to other centers of agricultural biodiversity around the world, in terms of adaptation to climate change futures, as well as in terms of profiting from agricultural biodiversity through the tapping of alternative markets.  








Bangladesh 


Prevention of climate change-induced saltwater intrusion to coastal freshwater resources


Global environmental benefits under the land degradation focal area


In low-lying coastal environments, climate change is likely to pose serious risks to freshwater supplies through sea-level rise.  Much of Bangladesh is vulnerable to these effects, and a CBA project funded by the GEF could support community activities to protect freshwater supplies from salinisation due to seawater intrusion. GEF funds will empower communities to assess the threat of climate change on freshwater resources – building on pre-existing work at the national level – and implement activities to protect freshwater supplies. 


These measures could attempt to manage groundwater levels and improve drainage, providing global benefits in terms of land degradation (through salinization) avoided.  SPA funding would support elements of the project that increase adaptive capacity to climate change and provide global environmental benefits, while partnerships could cover systems to bring this water to homes and to agriculture for improved agricultural production and for sanitation and domestic uses.


Beyond monitoring and evaluation at the project level, lessons learned at the programme level will ensure that lessons generated from this project will be united with potential users in governments, NGO’s, communities or other stakeholders within Bangladesh and around the world, guiding policy project design far beyond the reach of the community involved.











� As the human sub-systems are embedded within ecosystems, and therefore intrinsically interlinked, improvement in the adaptive capacity of human systems to climate change contributes to global environmental benefits.


� Where possible, ongoing work on the National Communications, NAPAs etc will be drawn on to identify priority vulnerable regions.  UNDP-GEF’s Adaptation Policy Frameworks guidelines on assessing vulnerability to climate change will also be relied on, where necessary.


� The database, although still in its infancy, can be accessed at http://maindb.unfccc.int/public/adaptation


� All countries with SGP national Programmes have ratified the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and/or the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and have met the relevant eligibility criteria for technical assistance from UNDP.


� Richard Margolis and Nick Salafsky. Is Our Project Succeeding: A Guide to Threat Reduction Assessment for Conservation. Biodiversity Support Programme, Washington DC (� HYPERLINK "http://www.BSPonline.org" ��www.BSPonline.org�). 


� Please follow instructions under each section and note that the italicized questions that follow are not exhaustive and only provide some initial guidance. It is also not obligatory to respond to all questions – please respond only to those that are relevant. Descriptions under each section should not exceed two paragraphs or 150 words.  
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