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	Financing Plan ($)

	
	PPG**
	Project*

	GEF Total
	700,000
	3,300,000

	Co-financing
	(provide details in Section d): Co-financing)

	GEF IA/ExA
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	9,562,849
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1. Financing 
  a)  Project cost 


	Project Components/Outcomes
	Co-financing ($)
	GEF ($)
	Total ($)

	1. Implement Pilot activities to increase the adaptive capacity and resilience of coastline ecosystems in regions vulnerable to climate change impacts
	3,410,850
	2,091,000
	5,501,850

	2. Climate change and adaptation issues integrated into coastal area management policies and programmes
	3,211,333
	275,000
	3,486,333

	3. Enhanced monitoring of coastal erosion and capacity building in coastal management and planning.
	2,847,334
	550,500
	3,397,834

	4: Monitoring, Learning, Adaptive Feedback and Evaluation
	200,000
	235,500
	435,500

	5. Project Management budget/cost*
	60,000
	148,000
	208,000

	Total Uses of Funds/project costs
	9,729,517
	3,300,000
	13,029,517


 * This item is the aggregate cost of project management; breakdown of this aggregate amount      should be presented in the table b) below:

    b) Project management Budget/cost 

	Component
	Estimated Staff weeks
	 
	Other Sources ($)
	Project Total ($)

	
	
	GEF ($)
	
	

	Locally recruited consultants*
	
	
	
	

	Internationally recruited consultants*
	42
	120,000
	
	120,000

	Office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications
	
	
	30,000
	30,000

	Travel
	 
	28,000
	10,000
	38,000

	Miscellaneous
	 
	
	20,000
	20,000

	Total
	 
	148,000
	60,000
	208,000


* Local and international consultants in this table are those who are hired for functions related to the management of project.  For those consultants who are hired to do a special task, they would be referred to as consultants providing technical assistance.  For these consultants, please provide details of their services in c) below:

    c) Consultants working for technical assistance components:

	Component
	Estimated Staff Weeks
	 
	Other Sources ($)
	Project Total ($)

	
	
	GEF ($)
	
	

	Personnel
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Local consultants*
	860
	329,900
	100,000
	429,900

	International consultants*
	255
	510,200
	0
	510,200

	Total
	1115
	840,100
	100,000
	940,100


    d) Co-Financing      
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	At Concept ($)
	At Work program ($)
	At CEO Endorsement ($)*

	Governments
	National Gov
	In-Kind/Cash
	 
	6,184,517
	6,184,517

	UNESCO/IOC
	Multilateral Agency
	In-Kind
	 
	250,000
	250,000

	UNESCO/IOC
	Multilateral Agency
	Cash
	 
	60,000
	60,000

	UNDP
	Implementation Agency
	Cash
	 
	175,000
	100,000

	JICA
	Bilateral Agency
	Parallel
	 
	1,500,000
	1,500,000

	IUCN
	NGO
	Parallel
	 
	1,635,000
	1,635,000

	Total Co-financing
	 
	 
	 
	9,804,517
	9,729,517


* Reflect the final commitment amount of co-financiers and attach documents from co-financiers confirming co-financing commitments.  Describe any difference of final commitment compared to those expressions of interest at concept stage or at work program inclusion.
2. Response Reviews
 a) Council

	Council Comments
	UNDP Response

	French: 

- Coastal erosion and sedimentation have been a reality for centuries in those countries, and are not a consequence of climate change due to anthropic carbon emission.

- Only soft intervention (maintaining mangrove protection and dune vegetation for instance…) can be considered with that level of funding. There should not be any important public works which are beyond GEF mandate


	- Included sentence in PRODOC: “Even though coastal erosion and sedimentation have been a reality for centuries in these countries, and are not solely a consequence of climate change due to anthropic carbon emission, both processes are strongly influenced by changes in climatic conditions.”
- Included sentence in PRODOC : ‘’ Only soft interventions will be subject to GEF funding; if important public works are necessary, they will have to be financed through non-GEF funding; to this effect, an SCCF proposal is currently being elaborated.



	Swiss:

- 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.

- 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.

- 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.
- 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.
	- M&E and Reporting are standard operations within the GEF and UNDP-GEF framework. To this effect, UNDP has developed a standard M&E/Reporting text to be adapted to the project situation and included in the PRODOC. This text has been used in the PRODOC. The M&E/Reporting activities are a necessary aspect of project management and allow the IA/EA to monitor progress and step in when necessary. Standard forms have been developed for reporting, minimizing projectteams’ timeinput, while optimizing information output. Nevertheless, an effort will be made to simplify the M&E/Reporting framework, with minimization of transaction costs in view.

- See above.

- An annex has been prepared stating the main gaps and capacity building priorities resulting from the National Communications of the participating countries: the table shows national level sectoral interventions which generate GEB.

- A strong complementarity between the NAPA processes and the CBA programme will be stimulated in the ACCC project. NAPA project teams will be involved in the ACCC project as key resource persons; on a regional level, the RPC will liaise with the CBA regional coordinator to exchange lessons learned and good practices.




b) GEF Secretariat

	GEFSEC Comments
	Responses

	
	Considerable revisions have been made to the Executive Summary and Project Document following a Regional Technical Meeting for the project with the various members of the project team following the submission of the final drafts of the country reports from each of the participating countries.  As GEFSEC’s review of the draft Executive Summary and Project Document coincided with this meeting, the main revisions are highlighted below.

Overall, the goal and objective remain the same. The specific changes that were made relate to the Outcomes (which have been clarified) and Expected Outputs.

· The previously defined Output 1.2 “Coastal erosion ameliorated through measures that reduce climate change, as well as local anthropogenic drivers of shoreline change, including development of alternative livelihood options.” has been removed from the project design and incorporated into Output 1.1. 

· The previously defined Output 2.1  “Coastal management activities integrated across sectors, programmes and at various levels of society in the programme sites” has been rephrased as “Climate change issues integrated into coastal management activities and programmes across sectors “

· The previously defined Output 2.2 “National policies and programmes designed to facilitate adaptation to climate change in coastal regions, to promote replication, up-scaling and mainstreaming of appropriate adaptation practices” has been rephrased as “National policies and programmes designed to facilitate adaptation to climate change in coastal regions.”

· The previously defined Output 2.4 has been deleted as it is similar to Output 2.2

· The previously defined Output 2.5  “Enhanced cooperation at the regional level in addressing climate change impacts on coastal area management.” has  been rephrased as Output 2.4 “Enhanced cooperation at the regional level in addressing climate change impacts on coastal area management.”

· The previously defined Outcome 3 “Building to increase the ability to plan for and respond to climate and coastal change …” has been rephrased as “Enhanced use of monitoring of coastal erosion and capacity building in coastal management and planning”

· The previously defined Output 3.1 “Improved capacity of institutions and human resources to develop and implement adaptation strategies and measures in coastal environment; development of expertise in application of climate and ocean models to forecast impacts and vulnerability; improved managerial skills for decision-makers and coastal stakeholders;” has been rephrased as “Improved capacity of institutions and human resources to develop and implement adaptation strategies and measures in coastal environment”

	
	Prior to the comments in the Review Sheet by GEFSEC, the PTA (CDAC) requested clarification of the expected climate change scenarios that forms the foundation of this adaptation to climate change project. A detailed description of the anticipated climate change scenarios and time scales is included in para 2, bullets (a)-(d).



	Outcome 1: Implemented pilot activities to increase adaptive capacity of coastal communities (output 1.1: through a set of pilot and demonstration projects, climate and

anthropogenic driven shoreline erosion is reduced; output 1.2: coastal erosion ameliorated – unclear through which measures, see page 9). Outputs are unclear: anthropogenic change should be part of the baseline. Please clarify.
	The previously defined Output 1.2 has been incorporated in Output 1.1. The following measures will be implemented to reduce climate driven coastal erosion:

1.1.1
Stabilised coastal erosion through rehabilitation of vegetative cover (e.g. planting of appropriate local species such as Cocus nocifera, tamarisk (salt cedar), Phoenix dactiligraphe, Parkinsonea aculeate and other local species) (to be implemented in Ribiera da Lagoa (Cape Verde); Bald Cape to Cape Point, (The Gambia); Nouakchott (Mauritania); Mboro, Lake Ourouaye, Kayar, Cape Vert Peninsula, Delta Saloum (Senegal))

1.1.2
Soil conservation measures implemented to reduce runoff (SPA funded; to be implemented in Vile das Pombas and Ribiera da Lagoa (Cape Verde); Bald Cape to Cape Point, (The Gambia)

1.1.3
Planting of local species for the stabilization of sand dunes (to be implemented in Bald Cape to Cape Point (The Gambia); Nouakchott (Mauritania).

1.1.4
Alternative livelihoods (beekeeping, ecotourism, forest management) developed (to be implemented in Allehein to Bald Cape (The Gambia); Varela Beach and Bubaque Island (Guinea Bissau); N’Diago (Mauritania)). 

1.1.5
Mangrove reforestation (to be implemented in Porcos Island (Guinea Bissau); Djifère to Palmarin, Fimela, Niodor, Palmarin, Sokone namely (Senegal); N’Diago (Mauritania)).

1.1.6
Dissemination of new technologies (especially in energy) to release the pressure of degradation of ecologically important mangrove resources.

Anthropogenic drivers of coastal erosion will not be funded through the SPA and this is made explicit in the text.  SPA funds will only be used for the climate driven coastal erosion such as due to increased wave activity, increased precipitation variability and anticipated sea-level rise. Anthropogenic drivers of coastal erosion will be addressed through co-financing and/or is considered part of the baseline (refer para 40)

	Outcome 2: mainstreaming adaptation into policies and programs (outputs 1-5);
	The following text has been included:

Note that Outcome 2 has been rephrased as “Climate change and adaptation issues integrated into coastal area management policies and programmes”. The rationale for this outcome is included in the text (para 42-44).



	As in other projects recently submitted by UNDP, this section does not include the incremental cost reasoning, and relegates it to the incremental cost annex. As the incremental cost reasoning is the rationale for accessing GEF resources, it should be prominent in the project design section, consistent with the GEF project cycle operational guidelines. Please edit accordingly. In addition, the incremental cost annex is weak, as it does not mention any baseline activities on ICAM, to which this project must be attached as the adaptation component. Please add


	The incremental cost reasoning has been strengthened in terms of specifying the baseline activities on ICAM that will be built on through this SPA funded project. The original document did not discuss this as information was not yet available on what exactly had been and is done to promote ICAM in the region. Based on the now available country specific information (which is contained in summary form in Annex A5 of the UNDP Project Document), it appears now that the original text was not too far from the truth in that there is not much meaningful ICAM activities under way. There is ad hoc legislation which could be considered to amount to a framework but very little that is actually implemented. This is made more explicit in the text including examples of the type of legislation and frameworks in place in each country and how this project will build on the existing structures.

The full text is included in an annex as required by the Full Size template. However, the incremental reasoning has now been made explicit in the project design section, although this has also inevitably increased the length of the executive summary.

	As country drivenness is ensured, more information and clarification is needed

to avoid the risk of duplication with the implementation of NAPAs, as all

countries are LDCs. As the project addresses critical gaps identified by the

NAPAs (see page 3, project rationale), a table including the most urgent and

immediate needs and prioritized project profiles in each country must be provided to confirm that there is no duplication between the SPA (under which this project is submitted) and the LDCF (which will start supporting NAPA implementation in the next few months.


	The activities proposed under the ACCC project do not focus on NAPA priorities that have been endorsed by any of the countries concerned. The NAPA process in each of the project countries is still at a very early stage and documentation is not yet even close to being completed and priorities have not yet been finalized  nor endorsed. As such there is no data to put in a table that has been asked for. As such, we do not include a table. There have been some preliminary assessments that have been conducted through stakeholder discussions. Many of the preliminary priorities emerging from the NAPA processes, as established through discussions with the country teams include structural solutions to addressing climate change impacts on coastal erosion (groynes, sea walls etc). This project proposal does not propose nor intend to finance any such “hard” measure. Instead, it focuses on “soft” measures that are aimed at enhancing ecosystem services as per SPA guidelines..

It should also be noted that the SPA guidelines require updating in light of the above comment made by GEFSEC. Please note, according to GEF/C.27/Inf.10, October 14, 2005 (OPERATIONAL GUIDELINES FOR THE STRATEGIC PRIORITY “PILOTING AN OPERATIONAL APPROACH TO ADAPTATION” (SPA) the following is stated on page 3:

“At the 7th Conference of the Parties (COP) of the UNFCCC in 2001, the GEF was requested to provide financial resources for “establishing 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 on the basis of information provided in the national communications, or of in-depth national studies, including NAPAs and of the staged approach endorsed by the Conference of the Parties in its decision 11/CP.1”.1 3. In response to this guidance, the GEF proposed the establishment of a Strategic Priority entitled “Piloting an Operational Approach to Adaptation (SPA)”.

In light of the above guidance provided by the SPA guidelines, which was followed to the best of the project teams’ ability from the commencement of the design phase, there is inevitably some overlap in the stakeholders who have been engaged to advice on the country specific priorities for this project and those who are also involved in the ongoing NAPA process in each country. However, it is appreciated that overlap between funds should be avoided as it is neither in the interest of the GEF nor the LDC countries. Every effort has been made to ensure activities that are best suited as potential NAPA follow up activities are kept aside for that purpose and/or should be financed under the Special Climate Change Fund. It is suggested however, that the SPA guidelines are updated to reflect the distinction between SPA eligible activities and LDCF eligible activities now that the LDCF is operational.



	The GEF PM agrees with STAP reviewer on the issue that the baseline and the national circumstances for each country are very different. It is important to underline this fact as the adaptation measures will be adopted in those different contexts. The approach is therefore too general and requires considerable clarification.


	The proposal has been formulated on the basis of individual country reports that take into account country specific baselines. These reports, which outline these country specific conditions, are attached in Annex A5 of the UNDP Project Document. The approach adopted has been very much bottom up driven based on country priorities as reflected in the national reports. 

The project will be executed in each country, focusing on activities that are indeed reflective of the national circumstances. The Executive Summary provides a summary of the anticipated measures for implementation and this will be undertaken at the country level through a National Execution Modality (with a lead agency in each country). This is reflected in the section on the “Implementation Arrangements”. A regional approach will be applied in the case where such an approach is rationale such as in the sharing of information, technical guidance for implementation and dissemination. In all other cases, the project will be implemented on a national basis, reflecting very much the underlying country specific conditions. This is made clear through the implementation arrangements.

	In addition, the previous project review

asked for a table where the global

environmental benefits would be

highlighted. Please include that table.


	This table is included. See Table 1.

	Moreover, in the first section of the executive summary (page 5) it is stated that while this project provides a list of adaptation measures to be piloted, the final decision on the type of measures to be implemented will be made during the inception meeting for the full size

project (Sept/Oct 2006). Will this happen before or after CEO endorsement? Will a final list be provided to the GEF before then?


	The identification of the sites is based on a suite of criteria including vulnerability to climate change, importance in terms of global benefits in biodiversity and a variety of other factors such as scale of coastal erosion, population at risk, economic value at risk, role of coastal resources in the activities of the local community, role of coastal resources in national development, and government priorities.  In each country approximately 2-3 sites have been identified. These sites are discussed in detail in the country reports (see Annex A5 of the UNDP Project Document).

The selection of the sites where the project will be implemented will be made after CEO approval and a final list will be provided to the GEF. The reason that a particular site is not selected at this point is due to the fact that it is not known how much of the requested funding will be approved and also co-financing is still accumulating. It would amount to poor planning to make such a choice too hastily without knowing what the final budget is. As such, it is proposed that the selection of the sites will be made at the inception meeting once the implementation phase commences. The GEF will be kept informed and UNDP/GEF and UNESCO/IOC will oversee the process of the final selection.



	Please provide a detailed list of stakeholders and a public involvement plan.

This section is too vague. The list of stakeholders and a few bullet points on ‘mechanisms’ to facilitate consultations are not sufficient. Please provide information and some examples on how stakeholder participation will be ensured.


	This detail is in the country reports but nevertheless a detailed list has been inserted into the main text. It is specified in paragraph 87 how stakeholders will be engaged during the implementation phase (through the National Consultative Committee). The Implementation Arrangements also have additional information.

	Monitoring and Evaluation:

This review reflects the same observations made with respect to the CBA project. The two para in the executive summary section are too general and insufficient, while the long section on indicators in Annex 2 is too

long and quite confusing. Please rewrite and shorten the annex, making it clearer, and refer to it with a few more details in the executive summary.

GEF M&E policy on quality of M&E systems at WP entry must be followed, including budget, assignment of responsibility, arrangement for independent evaluation, development of smart indicators and estimation of baseline values. Indicators will have to follow the criteria of other GEF focal areas (BD, IW or LD), depending on the selected global benefit.


	The M&E framework has been updated to reflect the comments made.

	It is understood that the financing plan is not finalized yet, and will be solved in the next weeks. After a bilateral meeting, the recommendation for WP inclusion will depend on the finalization of the financing plan (in addition to the other issues raised by this review, which will have to be addressed).


	To date, nearly US$9.8 million dollars has been confirmed in co-financing. These includes contributions by governments, NGOs and international donor such as JICA.  Additional funds are expected through other sources such as the European Union.

The participating countries have indicated their commitment to the project by accounting for more than a 1-1 co-financing. With the additional funds that have been secured, the current co-financing ratio is nearly 1-2 (that is, for every GEF dollar, there is additional funding of 2 dollars.  A financing plan has been included in the Executive Summary reflecting what is currently known on available and confirmed co-financing. This will be updated prior to CEO approval.

	In order to highlight and clarify the complementarity among adaptation activities funded by the SPA (GEF Trust Fund) and by the new funds (LDC, SCC and adaptation Funds) please include a section that specifically demonstrates that the benefits generated by this project are primarily of global environmental nature.


	The details on the global environmental benefits has been made clear by (a) specifying the nature of benefits (in terms of biodiversity species); and (b) outlining the incremental cost analysis in the section on expected outcomes.

	A table indicating that the majority of benefits from this project are global must be provided. See also project design section.


	This table is provided—see Table 1

	Minor comment: the text has many typos (including the absence of the word ‘capacity’ in outcome 3.) Please edit.


	Typos have been corrected to the extent possible.


PELINE ETR
c)   Review by expert from STAP Roster 

	STAP Reviewer Main Concerns
	Responses

	“The five states are thus not “affected by similar climatic, hydrographical and oceanic conditions”, but rather “aligned across an important environmental transition”, which is likely to be modified by sea-level rise and climatic change.  The effects of a coastwise shift in climatic, hydrographical and oceanic conditions northward along the coast with global warming will be better identified by each of these states if they understand features and processes in neighbouring states.”


	The reviewer has made a valid point and the text in the relevant sections has been revised to reflect this suggestion.



	“The communities of marine algae and corals are important and should be conserved.  They are likely to be modified by sea-level rise and climate change, and will persist if space is made available for them.  Bearing in mind that natural colonisation of corals is impeded in the eastern parts of oceans because of westward drift of coral polyps there may be a case for increasing biodiversity by importing supplementary coral species, but this could be controversial.”


	Reference to the vulnerability of coral reefs to climate change was made in the original PDF B project document.  While acknowledging that this is a legitimate issue, during the course of the preparatory phase of this project, it was decided that focusing on coastline erosion and other ecosystem damages by climate change is a priority for the region and would be a more effective use of limited GEF funds and expected duration of the project (4 years).  Reference to coral systems is therefore made in the spirit of acknowledging accepted vulnerabilities of the marine system but this project will not directly address adaptation measures for coral reefs.  The system boundary for the project is restricted to the coastline (the seaward margins of the land) of the five participating countries.

	“Climate change may improve ecological conditions for mangroves north of Cape Verde, and possibly allow them to extend to northernmost Mauritania.  A rising sea-level is likely to cause erosion and submergence of mangrove swamps, but this could be countered here by the dumping of mud in nearshore and upper estuarine sites for delivery by waves and currents into mangrove areas so as to raise the substrate level and allow mangroves to persist.  It is also likely that the saline or herbaceous tannes (dry areas landward of the mangroves) will become mangrove swamps as sea-level rises.  The mangrove ecosystem could also be maintained by dredging and depositing mud in estuarine areas to form artificial shoals that would be colonised by mangroves.”


	The use of mud depositories to counter rising sea-level induced erosion of coastlines and submergence of mangroves swamps are considered in the context of the priority adaptation measures.  If the countries deem such action to be a priority in the pilot sites it will be considered for funding as an adaptation activity.

	“…it is not clear what is meant by “tidal waves” and “tidal surges”- presumably not tsunamis, which are generated by tectonic movements (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions) and are unlikely to increase in scale or frequency because of climatic change.   Tide ranges will probably change with sea-level rise, generally increasing (higher high tides) but these are not “tidal waves”.  “tropical cyclones leading to tidal surges” which should read “tropical cyclones leading to storm surges”.  The terms “tidal waves” and “tidal surges” should be omitted.”


	References to tidal waves and surges have been removed as recommended by the reviewer.

	“Another problem of terminology concerns shorelinecoastlines, which are generally defined as the water’s edge, moving to and fro with the tide (hence high tide coastline, mid-tide shorelinecoastline, low tide shorelinecoastline).  It appears that the main concern is with coastlines, the seaward margins of the land, and that the document should use the term coastal or coastline rather than shoreline coastline in the project title and throughout.”


	On the recommendation of the reviewer,  The Exec Summary and Project document  uses the term coastline.

	“Few scattered measurements of coastal erosion and to case studies of responses to such erosion.  An adequate data base for this project would include maps showing rates of coastline change over specific periods (e.g. over the past decade and over the past century, or since the earliest maps and charts were made), but the availability of these is not indicated.”


	Each of the countries involved in this project undertook detailed vulnerability assessments during the preparatory phase.  The results, contained in detailed country reports and inventories (annexed to the Project Document) includes the missing information highlighted by the STAP reviewer. This information was critical in the identification of hot spots and pilot sites for this project.  Maps, where available are included.

	Para: 13 and 24: The issue here is that measurement are indeed scattered and not systematic . The database that is proposed could be an activity in the FSP (to be added to Output 3.2 (para 114)


	Given the non-existence of a system of tracking coastal erosion rates, it is proposed as an activity that one will be established (Output 3.2).



	“Coastal erosion is a problem now and there is an urgent need to determine responses and make adaptations to it.  Sea-level rise and climate change are predictions – if there is evidence that sea-level is rising or the climate now changing in the five states the project proposal does not cite it.  In the absence of firm evidence of a rising sea-level or a changing climate the project approach will be different from that to demonstrated and ongoing coastal erosion.  In general it will be more theoretical, determining adaptations that will have to be made, rather than actually making them now.  However, there may be some procedures that can be implemented now, in anticipation of sea-level rise and climate change (e.g. the preparation of setback sites to be colonised by algae and corals, and by mangroves as sea-level rises).”

.


	In keeping with the principle of incremental reasoning, SPA funds will only be used for addressing climate driven coastline erosion and other ecosystem damages. Anthropogenic drivers of coastal erosion and other types of ecosystem damages will addressed through a complementary set of activities that will be funded with co-financing.

The premise for this project is to prepare communities and ecosystems to improve resiliency to climate change.  This involves taking stock of, based on scientific evidence, anticipated climate change scenarios.  In this case, we rely on the 2100 IPCC Scenario of 0.8-1m sea-level rise. The intention of the project is to undertake a suite of activities that enables the countries in the region to dynamically adapt to expected impacts.  This means implementing a set of soft and hard measures that cumulatively will increase adaptive capacity to climate change impacts on coastlines.

	“There is reference to studies of the predicted extent of coastal submergence under various scenarios but there is no mention of documented measurements of past or present sea-level changes within the five states.  It is not clear which sea-level rise scenario will be used in this project.  There is also an implication that data on recent and present climatic conditions is available, but the sources of this data are not indicated.
	The studies are referenced in the country reports.  As mentioned above, we rely on the 2100 IPCC scenario of 0.8-1m sea-level rise.

	The length of the Mauritania coastline is mentioned (754 km:) but not the others.   The coastline of Senegal is 531 km long, the Gambia 80 km, Guinea Bissau 350 km and Cape Verde Islands 965 km.  Total for the five states 2,680 km (The World Fact book CIA).


	The suggested detailed information on coastline lengths has been included.  We thank the reviewer for this information.

	STAP review comments with regards to BD, IW, CC, and LD criteria.
	The reviewer has provided comments based on all criteria that is provided as guidance by the STAP.  This is not required as the review criteria on BD, LD, IW and CC are relevant to GEF Focal Area projects, not Adaptation to Climate Change projects.  Additional criteria specific to Adaptation Projects were provided and these will be responded to (see below).  However, as the reviewer has invested time in going through the proposal carefully with these other focal area criteria in mind, we respond herewith to these additional issues but keeping in mind that this is not a Focal Area project but an Adaptation to Climate Change project.

	“The project proposal implies that there is sufficient ecological and technical information available to give the project a sound scientific base and refers to some relevant studies, but the nature and sources of such information are not indicated”
	The necessary ecological information is contained in the detailed country reports produced during the PDF B process.  The reports are available for review.  In addition, management must be appropriate to both the ecological and social systems in pilot areas. As such, management will be developed in consultation with stakeholders during the implementation phase and will not be pre-empted. This additional research is an integral part of the project and will be undertaken in support of the adaptation activities that are planned for piloting.

	“Have all the threats to the ecosystem been considered?   Threats to corals, mangroves and fisheries are considered, but there is less on threats to sandy beaches and estuaries.”
	The country reports reflect an inventory of coastline resources and a vulnerability assessment based on guidance from the Adaptation Policy Frameworks document.  Where possible, material from the preliminary assessments undertaken for the NAPAs and/or National Communications have been reflected. Stakeholder consultations have also been held in the project countries to determine priority threats on coastlines in the region with respect to climate change.  

	“The project risks are considered to be limited, but the chief risk is the large area to be covered, spanning the five states. Identifying degraded hotspots and demonstration sites is a major task that will require extensive field surveys, based on preliminary remote sensing of these coastal areas”
	As this is a SPA funded project, the intention is to demonstrate measures that improve adaptive resiliency in a limited number of pilot sites (and maintain/strengthen global environmental benefits in the biodiversity focal area).  During the preparatory phase, pilot regions in each country were identified based on an assessment of vulnerability to climate change (and also reflecting the importance of global environmental benefits in terms of biodiversity).  The selection process included drawing on available assessments based on field surveys, remote sensing where such information was available.  Existing materials from National Communications and NAPAs were also utilized. The plan is to select a particular site (from the identified set) to focus on during the implementation phase of the project (in addition to a control site).  Details of the selected pilot sites are reflected in the country reports.

	“Strategies proposed for adaptation to climate change and sea-level rise may be controversial, particularly where they require displacements or migrations of coastal populations.”
	The development of the project strategy is stakeholder driven.
In light of the limited funds of the project, there is a constraint on the type of adaptation measures that can be implemented.  The focus is on soft measures (reforestation/rehabilitation, capacity development and integration of policy to ensure coastline resiliency to climate change.  The project does not seek to displace communities but work with communities to understand the threat of climate change and take the necessary actions that will enable them to dynamically adapt to climate change impacts.  No forced migration is planned.

	“There is always a risk that predicting the reduction or loss of a specific resource will stimulate some stakeholders to over-harvest (“let’s use it while it’s still there”).  This can be overcome if the project indicates that managed use will ensure sustainability and that alternative resources or resource areas will be developed.”


	Ensuring sustainability is a fundamental objective of the project. This will be achieved through ensuring coastal resource use is sustainable and that alternatives are available and developed where necessary.  This may take the form of helping communities to develop alternative livelihood strategies that will contribute towards the sustainability of coastal resources which in turn will improve/enhance adaptive capacity to climate change as well as realize global environmental benefits.

	How will the drops in revenue as a result of conservation measures be compensated? This is not addressed in the proposal.  There is usually a prospect of alternative revenue from other kinds of resource use.


	The logframe states that support (with co-financing) for the development of alternative livelihoods will be provide and that livelihoods will not be dismantled for ecological or sustainability reasons without the development of alternatives. 



	Are there legal instruments aspects that should be dealt with?  These should include problems of changing land and water tenure as coastlines are eroded or submerged.


	The project seeks to integrate adaptation to climate change into the development planning framework of coastal management in the participating countries.  In so far as this involves addressing regulatory and policy change, the relevant legal instruments will be considered, evaluated and recommendations made for proposed changes. 

	How effective will the proposed model be in the local situation? This is still to be investigated.


	The project will pilot ICAM with an integrated adaptation to climate change component. While strategies will be developed based on their expected effectiveness, one purpose of the pilots will be to assess the efficacy of adaptation options as part of a learning process. The project will be linked to UNDP-GEF’s Adaptation Learning mechanism in order to extract relevant lessons from the project.

	Assess scientific basis of the project: is sufficient information and knowledge available on the dynamics, functioning and structure of the ecosystems covered? For example: is there sufficient information on the hydrological regime, landuse practices, drainage, groundwater and population dynamics? There appears to be sufficient background information on the Canary Current and its ecological conditions, but the sources of this information have not been fully identified 


	Detailed information of the dynamics, functioning and structure of the ecosystems covered is included in the country reports. Kindly refer to those reports for the detail required.

	Does the project fully determine which sectoral changes are needed to achieve the goals of the OPs?    No


	One of the core project outcomes is the integration of policies that facilitate adaptation to climate change in the relevant sector(s) concerned. This includes coastal planning and development, tourism and other relevant industrial sectors.

	Has the issue of inter-comparability of data been addressed?  No
	This project is not a research study so the comment is irrelevant.

	Are the tools and methodologies for TDA and SAP clearly stated in the project? TDA and SAP are not mentioned in the project proposal.
	This is not relevant for an adaptation project. However, it should be noted that the Adaptation Policy Frameworks methodology was relied on for project formulation.  The identification of priority transboundary concerns, while not based on the TDA  and SAP explicitly, nevertheless reflects what might have emerged had the TDA or SAP been relied on.  The core elements of the project includes support to physical habitat restoration in coastal and marine areas (e.g. wetlands, mangroves, estuaries); strengthening joint management of shared living aquatic resources and the basins within which they reside; reducing transfer of aquatic invasive species; reducing transboundary and land-based sources of pollution; and balancing competing water uses through support to integrated land and water management including through IWRM;8 as well as through integrated coastal zone management (ICZM) as a tool for sustainable use and/or remediation of coastal ‘hot spots’. These are by definition what are likely to have emerged through a TDA and SAP.

	Does the project determine what type of measures is needed to ensure that the ecological carrying capacity is not exceeded? Not specifically, but the stated aim is to achieve sustainable resource use, which implies that ecological carrying capacity will not be exceeded.
	The Goal of the project, dictated by the GEF Council paper GEF/C.27/Inf.10 (Operational Guidelines for the Strategic Priority “Piloting An Operational Approach To Adaptation”), is “to reduce vulnerability and to increase adaptive capacity to the adverse effects of climate change in the focal areas in which the GEF work”.  This clearly will not be done without maintaining that the ecological carrying capacity is not exceeded.

	Question related to the use of technology

Use of technology – the proposed dumping of mud to maintain mangrove swamps is an innovation.
	The project aims to pilot innovative activities to enhance resiliency to climate change.  This could include technological solutions (such as dumping of mud to maintain mangrove swamps) or soft solutions.

	Is choice of demonstration sites representative and appropriate? Demonstration sites have not yet been selected.

	Demonstration sites have been identified based on APF criteria (vulnerability to climate change). The selection of a site where activities will be implemented will be one of the first activities to be undertaken during the implementation phase.

	The baseline scenario is dealt with in outline.  

Without GEF intervention (or some other support for the project) coastal erosion will continue and changes will proceed in the coastal land and water environments, with generally negative socio-economic and global environmental consequences.  The project will prepare and develop responses and adaptations to present and continuing coastal erosion and to the effects of sea-level rise and climate change in the future.  The project proposal makes no reference to the CBA intervention.

1. 
	The thrust of this project includes a pilot/demonstration component of adaptation measures. Some of these will be undertaken at the community based level. This has been made clearer in the revised text.

	The project proposal indicates global environmental benefits in terms of designed adaptations to coastal erosion, sea-level rise and climate change.   Financing is dealt.  I do not have access to the guidelines for assessing global benefits at the community level.


	In addition to global environmental benefits in the BD focal area, the project will also realize measurable benefits in terms of adaptive capacity. A monitoring and enforcement mechanism is designed for this purpose and details are included.


GEFSEC Review Comments (July 2007) 

	GEFSEC Comments
	IA Response

	(1) The updated brief provides some

details regarding the nature and

national distribution of pilot measures

to be implemented. It is understood

that this list is indicative only, and that

a complete and detailed final list are

expected to be submitted after the

inception meeting. However, more

detail on EACH of the proposed

groups of activities (described under

each output on p.25-30) must be

provided at this stage. What are the

main practical activities to be

implemented?  What are the expected

outputs of those activities?  And what

are the expected impacts on CC

resilience of GEBs and local

development?

(2) Letters of commitment confirming all

co-finance have been satisfactorily

provided. Given that all other national

governments in the project region

provides significant co-financing why

is Guinea Bissau not providing any co-financing?

(3) Table 1a and 1c of the CEO

endorsement memo is wrong. The

totals do not add up. Please verify your

numbers and provide updated totals.

* Details regarding the project's fit

within the NAPA/LDCF process


	This project has been designed in alignment with the Results Based Management Framework, a process that both UNDP and GEF are committed to.  Following this guidance, the Project Document specifies an Objective, Outcomes, Outputs and Activities.  A log-frame, with indicators, is also included.  This has been reviewed by the STAP reviewer, GEFSEC at work programme entry, approved, and subsequently approved by GEF Council.  Moreover, the document already specifies the benefits for both GEB and sustainable development.  The text on the GEF alternative, details following each outcome, as well as the section on “expected global, national, and local benefits” provides the details requested.

With that said, an attempt has been made to further elaborate on the benefits of the proposed activities.  The revised text is highlighted in yellow.  In addition, GEFSEC will be kept informed of the benefits on a regular basis through the Project Management Unit.

The project has exceeded the SPA co-financing requirements.  In this respect, it has met the requirements as articulated in the SPA guidelines. 

However, efforts are underway to secure the necessary co-financing commitments from Guinea-Bissau for this project.  Guinea-Bissau will be expected have the co-financing in place prior to the implementation of activities in the country.  UNDP and UNESCO are currently in consultation with the Government on this issue. 

It should also be kept in mind that raising co-financing does not end at CEO endorsement.  It is an ongoing process as partnerships evolved and are developed throughout the implementation phase.  We fully expect Guinea-Bissau to provide a contribution of co-financing to this project, particular for activities that will be implemented within the country.  GEFSEC will be kept informed of changes in co-financing throughout the project’s implementation phase.

Table 1a and 1c has been corrected. 

The NAPA process is as yet incomplete in The Gambia, Guinea Bissau, and Cape Verde.  Only Senegal and Mauritania has completed the NAPA. A table summarizing information that was available at the time of project preparation, was included with the original project document that was submitted to GEFSEC, prior to CEO endorsements, with a number of annexes including the one requested.  The missing annex, along with Country Reports, and detailed report of a stakeholder consultation is attached.  The project document also makes it very clear that duplication with NAPA activities is to be avoided.  A mechanism for screening is in place (see para 121, and 124 as well as numerous other places including key terms of reference).


3. Justification for major changes in the project, if any

                  
4. Required attachments

a) Project Appraisal Document

b) Report on the Use of Project Preparation Grant

c) Confirmed letters of commitments from co-financiers (with English translations)

1. Ministry of Environment and Agriculture, Cape Verde: cash

2. Ministry of Environment and Agriculture, Cape Verde: in kind

3. Ministry of Environment and Agriculture, Cape Verde: parallel

4. UNDP Office, Cape Verde: cash

5. National Environment Agency, Gambia: in kind

6. Ministry of Environment and Rural Development, Mauritania: parallel

7. Ministry of Environment and Nature Protection, Senegal: parallel

8. IUCN: parallel

9. UNESCO/COI: cash, in kind.

[image: image2.jpg]MINISTERIO DO AMBIENTE E AGRICULTURA
ORGAMENTO E GESTAO

Praia, 07 Apdil 2006

In my capacty of General Director of Planning, Budget and Management of
Minstry of Envionment and Agiculture. | have the honour to confm the
Govermant of Cape Verde intention in providing a cash contribution of USS
66,668 25 woll as an in-kind contribution of the same amount, for a total USS
133,336, for implomentation of the full e project ACCC.

Accept our best regards
Yours sincerely.

ICarlos Alberto de Sousa Monteirol
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[image: image4.png]MINISTERIO DO AMBIENTE E AGRICULTURA
DIRECGAO GERAL DE PLANEAMENTO ORGAMENTO E GESTAO

Praia, 07 April 2006

Dear i,
‘Subject: Co-financing of the ACCC Project

considers the ACCC proect to be an important and vakuable exercse In our
ongoing efforts to responding 10 shoreline change and s human dimensions
Tvough integrate costal ares management 1o help us to achieve our nafional
‘sustanable development goals

In my capacity of General Director of Planning, Budget and Management of the
Minisiry of Environment and Agricuturo, | have the honour to inform you that
our insttution wl contribute to o finance the GEF funded ACCC project in the.
‘amount of US$ 353,000 for the 2007 ~ 2010 period.

This amount represents investments to be made in the framework of the

Managements Plans for the Coastal Areas project, whose activities are alrcady
funded with support o different infornationsl partners.

Accept our best regards.
Yours sincerely.
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Office of the United Nations Funds and Programmes in Cape Verde

Ref. Project ACCC Praia, 7" Apri 2008

Dear S,

Subject: Adaptation to Climate Change - Responding 1o Shoreline Change and
ts human dimensions in West Africa through integrated coastal area
management

We refer 1o the messages from the Project Regional Coordination Unit, requosting a
contrbusion from the Govermrment of Cape Verde and UNDP 1o complement suppart (0 the
‘sbove mentoned project funded by GEF and other Gonors and endorsement of the project
document el feprosents  consensus of Govemment, local communites and
itemational organizations.

We are pisased to inform that the Office of the United Nations Funds and Programmes in
Cape Verde wit provide an amount of US$100,000 fowards the sbove reforenced project

starting 2008. We are however confident that sigrificant additional money can be 856 in
e future.

et raparcs .
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—
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Exscuve Cosrdnsior

UNOPIGEF
Now York, NY, USA
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[image: image6.png]NATIONAL ENVIRONMENT AGENCY
S Fitzgerald Street, PBM 48, BANJUL, The Gambia
"Tel: (220) 228056 - Fax: (220) 229701
Email nea@amecl g

NEA/PR 14/130/02 PART L/(40) 05 April 2006

The Chief Executive Officer/Chairman
The Global Environment Facillty
Washington DC, USA

Adaptation to Climate and Coastal Changes Project - Co-
financing of the Project, The Gambia

1 refer to the document in relation to the above mentioned project in which
the participating countries are required to contribute each US$300,000 in
kind or in cash as co-financing for its impiementation.

In this regard, and on benalf of the Govemment of the Republic of The
Gambia and in my capactty as the GEF Operational Focal Point for The
Gambia, | wish to indicate that the Government is committed to support its
implementation with in-kind contribution of US$800, 000 over the full
. project ifespan and will seek to build partnership with ther development
partners particutarly the UNDP to get significant additional contributions for
the project's implementation

We ook forward to working with GEF for the successful implementation of
this important sub-regional project.

A~

A

Momodou B: Sarr

Director
GEF Operational Focal Point, The Gambia
Cc:  Mr. Frank Pinto The Resident Coordinator
Executive Coordinator UN Systems, UN House
UNDPIGEF, New York Cape Point, Bakau

File, Rifie
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A Monsieur le Coo;
ACCC - Composante Mauritan
Dakar Sénégal

Objet : Co- financement au projet ACCC ~ Mauritanie.

Dans le Cadre la mise en euvre de la Composante Nationale du projet
ACCC, Jai Ihonneur de vous confirmer que la Mauritanie participera au
cofinancement dudit projet & travers les activités menées dans les projets et
programmes suivants par un montant total de 1.660.000 Dollass, provenant des
projets menées présentement sur le littoral Mauritanien ct ayant des activités
communes avec le projet ACCC. Il Sagit de

Projet Renforcement des Capacités du Secteur Public : 270,000 S
Réserve Biosphére 810,000
Planification et Aménagement du Littoral Mauritanien ~580.000 3

Les activités de ces projets et programmes seront mendes en synergie avec
seules menées dans e cadre du Projet ACCC.

En vous remerciant de votre coopération e vous pris d’agréer 'expression
de mes salutations distinguées

EL HADR:

i3, OULD BAHNEINE
P

TEL (222) 5290115 S Fax (222) 525.76.90 56 B.P. 170 oo - E-mail dear @ optme





Islamic Republic of Mauritania

Honor – Brotherhood - Justice 

   —▬—

Ministry of Rural Development 

and Environment

—▬—

       Department 

of the Environment

—▬—

Nº         143      D.E.N.V.



Nouakchott, 19 April 2006
     19 April 2006 



The Director

To: Mister Regional Coordinator

ACCC – Mauritanian Component – 

Dakar, Senegal

Subject: Co-financing for the ACCC project – Mauritania

Within the framework of the implementation of the National Component of the ACCC project, I have the honor of confirming with you that Mauritania will participate in the co-financing of the aforementioned project through activities carried out in the following projects and programs for a total amount of 1,660,000 dollars, coming from projects presently carried out on the Mauritanian coastline and having common activities with the ACCC project. This concerns: 

Project for Capacity Building in the Public Sector: 

$270,000

Biosphere Reserve: 



    

$810,000

Planning and Development for the Mauritanian Coastline: 
$580,000


The activities of these projects and programs will only be carried out in synergy with those carried out within the framework of the ACCC Project. 

Sincerely yours, 

EL HADRAMI OULD BAHNEINE

GEF Focal Point

[image: image8.png]Républiaue du Senégal
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MINISTERE DE ENVIRONNEMENT
7 DE LA PROTECTION DE LANATURE
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eSS SiAsses
LE DIRECTEUR.
A

Monsieur Frank Pinto
Executive Coordinator - UNDP
Global Environment Facilty unit
(UNDP-GEF)-304 East 45° Stroat

% Floor - New York, NY 10017 -U S A

‘Objet : Co-financoment projet adaptation aux changements cimatiques
et coters en Afrique de [Ouest

Monsieur e Coordonnateur Exécutl,

Le projet adaptaion aux changements cimatiques et o3sers en Avique de Ouest consitue
un e maew dans nove poiiue de geston de [Enromement

Le itora séndgalais demeure Ia base de note dévelppement économique et socal
Ce loralsubit cependant pusiers agressions.: pouions, érosion, desiucton des habiats
s,

Avjourt i avec Féévation o niveau marin e aux changements cimaiques, I demeure
fordamental  Gasseor  wne  geston  ngrée  ou  torsl

Par conséquen. e gouvemement du Sénigal soutient forement ce projel ot sengage 3o
o financer dans le cadre des actiés en cous de réaisaton

- stablisation de 13 pore du Ménare dun codt de 400 000 00 FCFA

- stabisation de Rufisqus e de Mb2o - 1 200 000 000 FCFA

- étude de Féat e Férosion citre au Séndgal - 60 000 000 FCFA

- fxaion des dunes avec e projet reboisement du Moral(PRL)

- aménagement et gestion des mangroves dans e defa cu Saoum ave les
projts japonais et de Ui Européenne.

Je vous prie de crore, Monsieur le Coordonnatur Exécutt, 3 Tassurance de ma parfalte
consigératon

Direcion O Tvrosne eni o s Eubiasemerts Chists 106 e Camt
B 6557 Dakar Eole (Sénkgal) Tel - (221) 521 0725 -Fax - (21) 52262 12




Republic of Senegal

(One People – One Goal – One Faith)

--------




Nº 000482 /MEPN/DEEC

    Ministry of the Environment

           and Nature Protection

--------




Dakar, 23 Mar. 2006

     Department of Environment 

          and Classified Facilities

--------

The Director

To: Mister Frank PINTO

Executive Coordinator - UNDP

Global Environment Facility Unit

(UNDP-GEF) 304 East 45th Street

9th Floor - New York, NY 10017 - USA

Subject: Co-financing of the Adaptation to Climate - Responding to Coastline Change in West Africa project
Dear Mister Executive Coordinator, 

The Adaptation to Climate – Responding to Coastline Change in West Africa project constitutes a major focus in our environmental management policy. 

The Senegalese coastline is the foundation of our economic and social development. However, this coastline is subjected to several damaging processes: pollution, erosion, destruction of key habitats. 

Today with rising sea levels linked to climate change, setting up integrated coastline management is fundamental. 

Consequently, the Government of Senegal fully supports this project and has committed to co-finance it within the framework of the activities that are in progress: 

· stabilization of the “Porte du Millénaire” at a cost of 400 000 000 FCFA

· stabilization of Rufisque and Mbao: 1 200 000 000 FCFA

· study on the status of coastal erosion in Senegal: 60 000 000 FCFA

· fixing dunes with the Coastal Reforestation Project (CRP)

· development and management of mangroves in the Saloum Delta with the Japanese and European Union projects.

Sincerely yours, 

Fatimata DIA TOURE

      GEF Focal Point

[image: image9.png]Suraa i s N
Thtien o Fowst

awwn s mentalepar
Osagatosgos 01

ROPS)

TR0

SO TSEY

[ty Ousgadougon, 12 vl 2006

A Moasicur Frank Pinto
Coordomnatear Exéutif
PNUDFEM
One UN Plaza (FF-9)
New York, NY 10017
usa

NIREE: UICN-BRAO2006-068/DRioib

Obiet: Co-financement du projet ACCC en Afrique de 1 Ovest

‘Monsicu e Coordonnstear Exccutf,

Suite sux entreticns que nous #v0as eus avee le Coordonmatcur Régionsl du projet « Adaptaion sux
Changements Climatiques ot Coters en Afrigue de I'Oucst », ct poes référant 3 document dudit
projet en son chapitre relatf au co-fnancement, bous voudrioas vous confimier que PUICN va
mener des activiiés paralicls, pendant Ia période indiquée, dont les financements seront de
1'362'500 €. Ces activités pouront &re mendes en boane syncrgie ave celle du projet ACCC.

Ce montant repeésente le codt des nvestissemeots que nous surons au Sénégal ot en Maurianie, et
qui enrent en syncrgic avee celles du proje principall ACCC (conservation de I mangrove,
Planifcation Cotére, o).

AnticipantJe plaisic ¢'une collsboraton fructueuse svee e PNUD ¢t 'UNESCOICOI dans la mise:

€ auvre de ce projel, nous vous prioas de croire, Monsicur le Coordomnstcer Exceuti, en
Vassurance de nos sentimentsles meillurs.

= 4 UICN

Directeur régional f..-——._-

]




                      IUCN
                                                                     The World Conservation Union

                                                                                                Ouagadougou, 12 April 2006

To: Mister Frank PINTO

 Executive Coordinator

 UNDP/GEF

 One UN Plaza (FF-9)

 New York, NY 10017

 USA

Ref./N: IUCN-BRAO/2006-065/DR/oib

Subject: Co-financing for the ACCC Project in West Africa

Dear Mister Executive Coordinator, 

Following the meetings that we had with the Regional Coordinator for the “Adaptation to Climate – Responding to Coastline Change in West Africa” project and in reference to the document of the aforementioned project in its chapter related to co-financing, we would like to confirm that the IUCN is going to carry out parallel activities during the indicated period, for which the funding will be 1,362,500 €. These activities will be able to be carried out in good synergy with those of the ACCC project.

This amount represents the investment cost that we will have in Senegal and Mauritania, and which are in synergy with those of the main ACCC project (mangrove conservation, Coastal Planning, etc.). 

In anticipation of a fruitful collaboration with UNDP and UNESCO/IOC in the implementation of this project, we remain faithfully yours. 

Ibrahim Thiaw

Regional Director
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‘Monsicur ke Coomdinateur,

L'Agenee Japonsise de Coopération Intemationale (JICA) que j'si Ionneur de
repesacnier us Sénéyal vous présente ses compliments e vous infocme par 1a présests gu'elle
compte appocer sa comrbution % Programe UNESCOGEF-PNUD eAdsgaation au
Chargemnent Climatique ot Cotier on Afdque de I'Ouet » pour un montart de 750.000.000
FCFA, soit 1500000 USD, poar I période 2005.2008.

Ce montant repricnie lex investissemnents peévus dans Je cadre da « Projet &"Appui au
Renforcement do la Gestion durable & la Mangrove ds Delts du Saloum e République du
‘Sémégal » dont Jos octivités son Géjh identifiées  planifides pa 1a JICA en collaboration avee Ja
Dircction des Eaux ot Foeéts ot da Ministire de |'Enviroanement & Séndgal.

En outre, le Gouvernemest & Japons & préve ci réaliser Je Projet de Reboisement du
Litioral (FRL) dout e buadget it 3 péviade d"exceution serom armsts svam Ia fin o
Fannée 2006.

Jo vous pec &'sgréer, Mansicur le CoonSisuteur, I'sssurmce de ma parfite cansidération.

Mossicar Frank PINTO
Excautive Coordinstor

United Nacios Develogpenent Programime

Global Enviroeaners Facility Usit (UNDP - GEF)
304 East 45™ Street 9 Floce

New York, NY 10017

USA
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JICA   For a better world tomorrow

Japanese International Cooperation 

Agency

Nº  052     /JICA

Date: 18 April 2006

Subject: JICA contribution to the UNESCO GEF UNDP Programme

Dear Mister Coordinator, 

The Japanese International Cooperation Agency (JICA) that I have the honor of representing in Senegal extends its congratulations to you and herein informs you that it intends to provide its contribution to the UNESCO-GEF-UNDP Programme “Adaptation to Climate – Responding to Coastline Change in West Africa” for an amount of 750,000.000 FCFA (or 1,500,000 USD) for the 2005-2008 period.

This amount represents the planned investments within the framework of the Project “Capacity Building Support for Sustainable Management of Mangroves in the Saloum Delta in the Republic of Senegal” whose activities have already been identified and planned by the JICA in collaboration with the Department of Water and Forests and the Ministry of Environment of Senegal. 

Furthermore, the Government of Japan has planned to carry out the Coastal Reforestation Project (CRP) for which the final budget and the implementation period will be defined before the end of 2006.
Sincerely yours, 

Mister Frank PINTO

Executive Coordinator

United Nations Development Programme

Global Environment Facility Unit (UNDP-GEF)

304 East 45th Street, 9th Floor

New York, NY 10017

U.S.A.

JICA 

Bureau Chief 

Takemichi SHIRAI

d)  Agency Notification Template on Major Project Amendment and provide details of the amendment, if applicable.

e) Staff terms of Reference

Regional Project Manager (RPM)

IOC/UNESCO, in consultation with UNDP, will competitively recruit a Regional Project Manager (RPM) consistent with standard UNDP procedures.  The RPM will facilitate the successful execution of project activities as described in Outcomes 1-3 (see log-frame).  He will be in charge of the Regional Coordination Unit.

The RPM will effect the establishment of a Regional Project Steering Committee (RPSC).  The RPM will also work in close collaboration with the National Project Coordinators and the National Lead Agencies and will provide report on progress. The RPM will ensure appropriate linkages with other relevant regional structures.

The RPM will head the RPSC. The RPM will work in close collaboration with the National Project Bureau’s, and will provide periodical progress reports. The RPM will be responsible for supervision of the NPC’s, and will have final responsibility for achieving the outputs and, hence, objectives of the project, and ensuring the co-operation and support from the executing and implementing agent(s). 

 The RPM will be responsible for managing the implementation of the project on a regional scale, which includes personnel, subcontracts, training, equipment, administrative support and financial reporting keeping the Implementing and Executing Agency aware of all relevant factors which could impact on project implementation. The specific responsibilities of the RPM will be to:

 

1.       Set up and manage the project office, including staff facilities and services, in accordance with the project work plan;

2.       Prepare and update regional project workplans, and submit these to the UNDP-GEF and UNDP-CO for clearance and ensure their implementation consistent with the provisions of the project document. 

3.       Ensure that all agreements with designated project implementing agencies are prepared, negotiated and signed.

4.       With respect to external project implementing agencies:

a) ensure that they mobilize and deliver the inputs in accordance with their implementation agreement and contract, and

b) provide overall supervision and/or coordination of their work to ensure the production of the corresponding project outputs.

5.       Act as a principal representative of the project during review meetings, evaluations and in discussions and, hence, be responsible for preparation of review and evaluation reports such as the Project Portfolio Report for the consideration of the UNDP-GEF.

6.       Ensure the timely mobilization and utilization of project personnel, subcontracts, training and equipment inputs, whether these are procured by the Executing Agency itself or by other implementing agents:

a) identify potential candidates, national and international, for posts under the project

b) prepare the ToR, in consultation with the implementing agent and subcontractors;

c) prepare training programmes (in consultation with the implementing agents) designed for staff, with particular emphasis on developing an overall training plan.

d) draw up specifications for the equipment required under the project; procure such equipment according to hosting Government, EA and UNDP rules and procedures governing such procurement.

7.       Assume direct responsibility for managing the project budget on behalf of the IA, ensuring that:

a) project funds are made available when needed, and are disbursed properly;

b) accounting records and supporting documents are kept;

c) required financial reports are prepared;

d) financial operations are transparent and financial procedures/regulations for REX projects are applied; and

e) the project is ready to stand up to audit at any time.

8.       Exercise overall technical and administrative oversight of the project, including supervision of national and international personnel assigned to the project. 

9.       Report regularly to and keep the Executing Agency and UNDP-GEF and UNDP-CO up-to-date on project progress and problems, if any.

10.   Ensure timely preparation and submission of required reports, including technical, financial, and study tour/fellowship reports;

11.   Perform others coordinating tasks as appropriate for the successful implementation of the project in accordance with the project document.

 

Responsibilities on project completion and follow-up

In order to ensure the efficient termination of project activities, the RPM will:

1.       Prepare a draft Terminal Report for consideration at the Terminal Tripartite Review meeting (RPSC Meeting), and submits a copy of this report to the designated Executing Agency’s official for comments at least 12 weeks before the completion of the project;

2.       Make a final check of all equipment purchased under the project through a physical inventory, indicating the condition of each equipment item and its location; discusses and agrees with the UNDP and the implementing agent(s) the mode of disposition of such equipment and follow up on the exchange of letters among the UNDP, Government and implementing agent(s) on the agreed manner of disposition of project equipment; take action to implement the agreed disposition of equipment in consultation with the project parties.

3.       Ensure all terminal arrangements relating to project personnel are completed at the final closure of the project.

 
Accountability 

The RPM will work under the general guidance of and report to the Regional Technical Agency. The RPM is accountable to UNDP for the manner in which he/she discharges the assigned functions.  
 The RPM shall discharge his/her duties in line with the rules and procedures set forth in the UNDP User Guide on Programming for Results and other project management guidelines including, where applicable, the provisions of the agreements concluded with cost-sharing donors. The RPM acts as the Certifying Officer. As such, he/she is responsible for the actions taken in the course of his/her official duties. The RPM may be held personally responsible and financially liable for the consequences of actions taken in breach of the prevailing financial rules and regulations. 

· Skills and Expertise

· Knowledge and Experience with Adaptation to Climate Change Projects

· Management Experience for: Budget Management, Delivery of Field Projects, Ability to Meet Deadlines

· Regional Network and Multi-Stakeholder processes;

· Strong Communication and Interpersonal-Skills;

· Institutional Capacity to Manage the project: Time, Guidance, Budget Management System, Infrastructure, In-kind contribution

General qualifications

Education:         
Post-graduate level (preferable academic background) 

Experience:       

At least 10 years work experience in the relevant area;

Demonstrated management experience and organizational capacity;

Ample previous experience/ familiarity with UNDP/UNESCO procedures;

Skills:                
Good analytical skill

                        

Good interpersonal and communication skills

                        

Good computer skill

Language:       
Fluent in English and French; knowledge of Spanish and Portuguese will be an asset.

National Project Coordinator

At the national level, each participating country will recruit a National Coordinator for the Project in consultation with the Executing Agencies and in line with UNDP rules.  The Project National Coordinator (NPC) will effect the establishment of a National Consultative Committee (NCC).  The NPC will also work in close collaboration with the National Lead Agency and will provide report on progress. The NPC will ensure appropriate linkages with other relevant Government structures.

The NPC will sit on the NCC and will participate in the Regional Project Steering Committee.  This will firmly establish the NPC as the key focal point for interactions with the Project Coordination Unit. The NPC will work in close collaboration with the RCU, and will provide periodical progress reports.  The NPC, under supervision of the RPM, will be responsible for achieving the outputs and, hence, objectives of the project, and ensuring the co-operation and support from the executing and implementing agent(s). 

 The NPC will be responsible for managing the implementation of the project, which includes personnel, subcontracts, training, equipment, administrative support and financial reporting keeping the RPM aware of all relevant factors which could impact on project implementation. The specific responsibilities of the NPC will be to:

 

1.       Set up and manage the project office, including staff facilities and services, in accordance with the project work plan;

2.       Prepare and update project workplans, and submit these to the RPM and UNDP-GEF and UNDP-CO for clearance and ensure their implementation consistent with the provisions of the project document. 

3.       Ensure that all agreement with designated project implementing agencies are prepared, negotiated and signed.

4.       With respect to external project implementing agencies:

a) ensure that they mobilize and deliver the inputs in accordance with their implementation agreement and contract, and

b) provide overall supervision and/or coordination of their work to ensure the production of the corresponding project outputs.

5.       Act as a principal representative of the project during review meetings, evaluations and in discussions and, hence, be responsible for preparation of review and evaluation reports such as the Annual Project Report (APR) for the consideration of the RPM.

6.       Ensure the timely mobilization and utilization of project personnel, subcontracts, training and equipment inputs, whether these are procured by the Executing Agency itself or by other implementing agents:

a) identify potential candidates, national and international, for posts under the project

b) prepare the ToR, in consultation with the implementing agent and subcontractors;

c) prepare training programmes (in consultation with the implementing agents) designed for staff, with particular emphasis on developing an overall training plan.

d) draw up specifications for the equipment required under the project; procure such equipment according to Government and UNDP rules and procedures governing such procurement.

7.       Assume direct responsibility for managing the project budget on behalf of the RPM, ensuring that:

a) project funds are made available when needed, and are disbursed properly;

b) accounting records and supporting documents are kept;

c) required financial reports are prepared;

d) financial operations are transparent and financial procedures/regulations are applied; and

e) the project is ready to stand up to audit at any time.

8.       Exercise overall technical and administrative oversight of the project, including supervision of national and international personnel assigned to the project. 

9.       Report regularly to and keeps the RPM/ Executing Agency and UNDP-GEF and UNDP-CO up-to-date on project progress and problems, if any.

10.   Ensure timely preparation and submission of required reports, including technical, financial, and study tour/fellowship reports;

11.   Perform others coordinating tasks as appropriate for the successful implementation of the project in accordance with the project document.

 

Responsibilities on project completion and follow-up

In order to ensure the efficient termination of project activities, the NPC will:

1.       Prepare a draft Terminal Report for consideration at the Terminal Tripartite Review meeting (NPSC Meeting), and submits a copy of this report to the UNDP Resident Representative and designated Executing Agency’s official for comments at least 12 weeks before the completion of the project;

2.       Make a final check of all equipment purchased under the project through a physical inventory, indicating the condition of each equipment item and its location; discusses and agrees with the UNDP and the implementing agent(s) the mode of disposition of such equipment and follow up on the exchange of letters among the UNDP, Government and implementing agent(s) on the agreed manner of disposition of project equipment; take action to implement the agreed disposition of equipment in consultation with the project parties.

3.       Ensure all terminal arrangements relating to project personnel are completed at the final closure of the project.

 

Accountability 

The NPC will work under the general guidance of and report to the National Project Director. The NPC is accountable to UNDP for the manner in which he/she discharges the assigned functions.  
 The NPC shall discharge his/her duties in line with the rules and procedures set forth in the UNDP User Guide on Programming for Results and other project management guidelines including, where applicable, the provisions of the agreements concluded with cost-sharing donors. The NPC acts as the Certifying Officer. As such, he/she is responsible for the actions taken in the course of his/her official duties. The NPC may be held personally responsible and financially liable for the consequences of actions taken in breach of the prevailing financial rules and regulations. 

· Skills and Expertise

· Knowledge and Experience with Adaptation to Climate Change Projects

· Management Experience for: Budget Management, Delivery of Field Projects, Ability to Meet Deadlines

· Regional Network and Multi-Stakeholder processes;

· Strong Communication and Interpersonal-Skills;

· Institutional Capacity to Manage the project: Time, Guidance, Budget Management System, Infrastructure, In-kind contribution

General qualifications

Education:         
Post-graduate level (preferable academic background) 

Experience:       

At least 5 years work experience in the relevant area;

Demonstrated management experience and organizational capacity;

Previous experience/ familiarity with UNDP (or other donors) an asset.

Skills:                
Good analytical skill

                        

Good interpersonal and communication skills

                        

Good computer skill

Language:       
Fluent in English and the national language of the country (French, Portuguese, Spanish)

Regional/national Administrative and Finance Assistant.

Organizational setting

The Administrative and Finance Assistant will work under the direct supervision of the National Project Manager and provide assistance to project implementation in the mobilization of inputs, the organization of training activities and financial management and reporting.

 

Job content

· The Administrative and Finance Assistant will be responsible of the following duties:

· Prepare all payment requests, financial record-keeping and preparation of financial reports required in line with financial rules and procedures

· Assistance to the recruitment and procurement processes, checking the conformity with UNDP and the Government rules and procedures

· Assistance to the organization of in-country training activities, ensuring logistical arrangements

· Preparation of internal and external travel arrangements for project personnel

· Maintenance of equipment ledgers and other data base for the project

· Routine translation/interpretation during projects meetings and drafting of correspondence as required

· Act as a Petty Cash custodian 

· Maintain project filing

· Other duties which may be required

 

General Qualifications

Education:                    
University Degree, some training in business and/or administration desirable (finance or accounting)

Experience:                   

At least five years administrative experience;

Skills:                            

Good organizational skills;

Good computer skills, including spread-sheets and database

Languages:                  
Fluent in English and the national language of the country (French, Portuguese, Spanish)

Regional Office for


West Africa


01 BP 1618


Ouagadougou 01


BURKINA FASO





Tel.: ++ 226 50 32 85 00


Fax: ++ 226 50 30 75 61


Email: brao@iucn.org














�   For all consultants hired to manage project or provide technical assistance, please attach a description in terms of their staff weeks, roles and functions in the project, and their position titles in the organization, such as project officer, supervisor, assistants or secretaries.


�  Provide justifications for any major amendments in the project, including an increase of project amount exceeding 5% from the amount approved by the Council.  Justification for such amendments and the project document will be circulated to the Council for a four-week review period.   For procedures to the approval for major amendments, refer to the Council paper:  � HYPERLINK "http://gefweb.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C24/C.24.Inf.5_Project_Cycle_Update_FINAL.doc" ��Project Cycle Update:  Clarification of Policies and Procedures for Project Amendment and Drops/Cancellations, GEF/C.24/Inf.5�
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