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AGENDA and MEETING MINUTES

17 October 2007:  

9:00-9.10	Welcome/Introductions – Lead: Pradeep Kurukulasuriya (UNDP)
		Objectives of Inception Meeting 

9:10-10.00	Overview of the CBA Project (Stephen Gitonga, SGP)

10.00-10.10	Coffee Break

10:10-11:00	Discussion on CBA Scope (Rapporteur – Andrew Crane-Droesch)

Notes on Discussion
· Stanislav Kim:  Countries were selected to achieve a diverse subset of ecosystems.  Since some countries are large and have many ecosystems, how does one go about choosing one?
Response:  Countries were selected to reflect different ecosystems (primarily at the portfolio level) but it is understood that many reflect multiple ecosystems.  The selection of a specific ecosystem should be based on (a) vulnerability to climate change; (b) significance of global environmental benefit; opportunities for maximizing lessons on integrating climate risks into the process of securing global environmental benefits and increasing adaptive capacities; and other relevant context specific priorities. NCs, in the formulation of the Country Programme Strategies, which is the point at which specific ecosystems are prioritized, should consult with the National Steering Committee and agree on a set of selection criteria which includes the above as well as other considerations. The selection criteria should be recorded for future reference and use.

· [bookmark: OLE_LINK15][bookmark: OLE_LINK16]Leilani Duffy (Samoa):  Seeks clarification on relationship of GEB and adaptation.
Response:  The Strategic Priority on Adaptation (which is one of the GEF Trust Fund windows) has a specific requirement that projects make a contribution towards securing global environmental benefits and also that global environmental benefits are resilient in the face of climate change.  SPA projects will place special emphasis on the opportunities for structured learning and capacity building through implementing measures that respond to climate change risks. The success of each project must therefore be evaluated based on (a) contribution to securing global environmental benefits and (b) improving resilience of global environmental benefits as well as other adaptation benefits.

· Leilani Duffy (Samoa):  How is this to be measured?
Response: Each CBA project will contain two sets of indicators. The first is the Impact Assessment System, which is the same as that should be used in regular SGP projects, and which tracks contributions towards global environmental benefits. The adaptation layer is to be measured through an additional set of indicators (referred to as Vulnerability Reduction Assessment indicators—the details of which are included in the Project Document).  In the context of deriving adaptation related indicators countries are open to integrate the suggested framework into existing mechanisms which are designed to track adaptation benefits (for example, the Climate Risk Assessment approach which has been piloted in Bangladesh).  Key categories as reflected in the VRA approach, which follows UNDP’s Adaptation Policy Frameworks recommended approach, must be covered in the adopted approach.  Indicators for both tracking global environmental benefits and adaptation benefits must be defined and recorded in the CBA database.  NCs should clear the approach used for measuring adaptation benefits, if they are to adopt an approach other than the VRA.

· Katiella Mai Moussa (Niger):  What is the relationship between the CBA and the NAPA?
Response: The CBA is a bottom-up initiative, and ideas for projects must be community-driven.  The NAPA findings can be used as one of the sources of information that identifies vulnerable regions/communities to anticipated climate change impacts.  
Response: On a practical not, the NAPA is funded by the Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF) whereas the CBA is a GEF Trust Fund (SPA) project.  In this sense, the types of interventions which are eligible for funding through the SPA are different than those funded through the LDCF.  SPA projects must contribute towards global environmental benefits and adaptation benefits. LDCF projects do not have the requirement of contributing towards securing global environmental benefits.

· Alejandro Santos (Guatemala):  Can CBA be added onto existing SGP projects?
Response: While it is possible to have CBA activities in a community that has or plans to have a SGP project and where the two projects are linked substantively, the two would in effect be different types of projects. CBA projects, unlike regular SGP projects, must meet the SPA requirements (see above).  In addition, CBA and SGP projects cannot co-fund each other, as they both come form the GEF trust fund.

· Lisa Shipper:  Suggests that, for donors in particular, a conceptual framework, describing why adaptation is important at the local level, be described in simple, non-technical terms, and how this is related to GEB.
Response: Each of the country programme strategies needs to clearly articulate why adaptation is important, where it is important, why types of interventions are critical etc and the linkage to global environmental benefits.  It is also recognized that while no project can practically “secure” GEBs, each can make a contribution towards ensuring that climate change risks are integrated in the process of securing GEBs.  Moreover, projects selected for funding must also reduce vulnerability of communities to climate change, as per SPA requirements.  

· Katiella Mai Moussa:  Drawing on adaptation examples from semi-arid countries, suggests that many adaptation strategies don’t have GEB.  What can be done in those cases?
Response:  it is clear that adaptation is a continuum and there are numerous possibilities.  In the context of this project, given the SPA criteria, not all adaptation options are eligible for funding through the CBA. The global environmental benefits criteria must be satisfied.  However, CBA can be linked to and with other initiatives, to deliver an additional set of adaptation benefits.  The issue(s) addressed by CBA projects must be climate change driven. 

· Nguyen Kim Anh:  Question about the definition of climate proofing and adaptation.
Responses: In the context of CBA projects, “climate proofing” could be treated as the explicit recognition of climate change risks on a particular system(s), and their redress through specific interventions and measures.  CBA must address long-term climate change issues, not weather, or current climate variability related issues.  Projects must be motivated by long-term climate change issues including changing climate variability.  The time-scale of expected change is also critical to consider as some of the more serious impacts of climate change are not expected until well into the future.  

· Katiella Mai Moussa:  Weather forecasting at community level could be a tool for adaptation.  If farmers know onset of rainy season – when they are aware of onset of rains, they can avoid the risk of losing seeds when they are forced to replant.  

Response: Projects which are funded by the CBA must show their contribution to securing global benefits and value added in the context of climate change risks.  The link must be made, and appropriate indicators are used to show the gains in terms of environmental global benefits and adaptation benefits.  If this cannot be done, such a project should be funded through another window.

· Leilani Duffy:  Will co-financing be attained globally or at the country level?
Response: Both.  Some countries will be more able to secure co-financing locally, while others may find this difficult. In such a case, partnerships with bilateral donors will be developed by the HQ CBA team.  It is important therefore that Country Programme Strategies are developed as best as possible so that they can serve as a fundraising tool.

· Leilani Duffy:  What is the role of the national steering committee vis-à-vis HQ approval?
Response: The national steering committee will screen and recommend for technical and financial clearance projects that meet the selection criteria.  HQ technical and financial clearance is necessary, upon request by the GEF, to ensure that funds are used for purpose intended.  It is encouraged that NCs share concepts/proposals before they are sent to the NC for review so that the global team can provide comments which could then be considered by the NC.  HQ will also provide advice on how concepts could be structured.  This requirement for HQ sign off may be relaxed once there is sufficient experience on the part of the NC with regards to the identification and selection of SPA eligible projects.  

· Tarik Islam:  Ideally, within community-programmes, things should be finalized at one time.  During the process of finalizing, flexible arrangement for communications are needed.
Response: Support will differ on a country-by country basis.  NCs will be trained to work on most CBA-related things.  It is also possible that UNDP-GEF regional technical advisors could also provide support in some of the participating countries.  

· Katiella Mai Moussa:  Seeks to clarify role of UNV in project implementation design.
Response: UNDP is currently in the process of negotiating with partners on potential mechanism for assistance in countries on M&E, capacity building and programme development support.  A partnership with UNV is under discussion but no decisions have been made on.  UNDP will seek opportunities to partner with other appropriate agencies but this will be discussed and agreed with NCs. 

· Stanislav Kim:  Is it possible to have very short project proposals?  They will come from the community, and there is high transaction cost, especially with translation into Russian and Kazakh.  
Response:   We’ll come up with a sensible solution for the translation issue.  Suggests that concepts need to describe how the projects adhere to the SPA criteria.  

· Leilani Duffy:  Expresses concern that community people can’t operate at the level needed.  Concepts direct from the community will not likely be sufficient to meet international needs.  Local experts will need to provide technical support.  
Response:   Some funds have been allocated, similar to planning grants, to support proposal development.  In most cases, this grant will be used to make proposals SPA-able including ensuring that projects incorporate the requisite M&E frameworks.  In others, the planning grant will support proposal development. There are also funds available for capacity building and training.  NCs are requested to submit a budget for the non-grant component of the CBA at their earliest convenience.

· Lamiss Naciri + Stanislav Kim:  Can the planning grant be used for capacity building?  
Response:   Planning grants will be mandatory, and support M&E and ensure project quality (through capacity building etc). The only way to access the planning grant is by having a HQ technically cleared concept.  Please share concepts with HQ before the NCC reviews them.

· Leilani Duffy + Dale Rankine:  All projects must have cash and kind co-financing?
Response:   As per the agreement with the GEF, 1:1 co-financing is required at the programmatic level.  

· Dale Rankine:  Attaining co-financing at the 1:1 level may limit the number of NGOs that can be engaged.
Response:   This is likely. However, once the portfolio starts to develop, and co-financing has been secured through various projects, a stock-take will be undertaken on whether or not to relax the requirement of cash co-financing at the country level.

· Marco Van Der Ree:  How is “cash” defined? 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Response:   Cash is defined as parallel finance or cash managed by UNDP on behalf of a donor.  

· Stanislav Kim:  What types of supporting docs are needed for co-financing?  
Response:   If integrated into another project, proponents should show evidence of integration of activities, and a letter to that effect.  This can also be indicated in the MOA.

· Leilani Duffy:  What are the database requirements for CBA projects?
Response: They are the same as with the SGP projects, plus an additional layer on the adaptation benefits.

· Stanislav Kim:  What are the selection criteria for NGOs?
Response:  The criteria are the same as for SGP.  Flexibility is important in selecting who CBA works with and how. 

11:00-12:30	Country Presentations – CBA Context, Risks, Opportunities 
· NC’s will report on key climate change threats, key Global Environmental Benefits, CBA opportunities, co-financing opportunities, constraints and challenges (in context of identifying eligible proposals) 
· Presentations from Guatemala, Jamaica, Kazakhstan, Morocco, Namibia, Viet Nam.
(Rapporteur – Andrew Crane-Droesch)

Discussion – key issues (Pradeep Kurukulasuriya & Stephen Gitonga)

12.30-1.30 Lunch Break 

1:30-2.50	Country Presentations – CBA Context, Risks, Opportunities 
· National Coordinators will report on key climate change threats, key Global Environmental Benefits, CBA opportunities, co-financing opportunities, constraints and challenges (in context of identifying eligible proposals) & experiences and lessons learned during the preparatory phase.  
· Presentations from Samoa, Bangladesh, Bolivia and Niger

2.50-3:45	Discussion – key issues (Pradeep Kurukulasuriya & Stephen Gitonga)

- When screening proposals, key question to be asked is what is the climate change threat to the community/ecosystem?  We need to ensure that projects are CC adaptation projects, not regular Trust Fund projects.  Each project needs to ask what the climate change threat to the specific community/ecosystem is and implement a set of responses to that threat.
- NCs should ensure that there is sufficient technical, rather than political, presence in the NCC which screens proposals
- Need to distinguish if funding is for CBA or for SGP.  Double-count co-financing is not permitted.  In-kind finance is still an integral part of co-financing for projects, but this will be add-on to the 1:1 cash co-financing criteria. 
- Research assessments, awareness, advocacy—CBA projects that only focus on these types of activities should be avoided.  These activities can be components of a project, but should not be the main focus.  GEFSEC wants to see practical examples of coping with risks associated with climate change – practical, tangible activities to fund adaptation at community level.

· Tarik Islam:  Climate risk assessment at the community level, through local DRR plan, followed by activities.  Will this be a viable project?
Response:  CRA should be used as a tool to scope and define a project, not be the end in itself.  Projects need to go beyond risk assessments and implement responses to identified risks.

· Leilani Duffy:  Soft solutions versus hard solutions?
Response: Depends on definition of hard versus soft solution – it is a matter of relative scale in determining the definition.  Small-scale activities are generally not considered “hard” activities.

Other comments: 
- Each country programme does not need to prepare its own project document.  Countries can use the global project document and attach the country programme strategy for fundraising purposes.
- Part co-financing has been secured for Bolivia from various sources.  The projects will cover three different districts, over each year.
- Bolivia has already commenced an adaptation project a couple of months ago, with support of NCAP
· Dale Rankine:  Incremental cost.  In development of concepts and proposals, will grantees need to go through this?
Response:  For all projects, tracking both contributions to securing global benefits and adaptation benefits will be required.  SGP IAS and VRA (or other alternative that reflects the principles of the VRA) will measure the baseline. 

· Leilani Duffy:  Concerned about amount of time spent on M&E activities.
Response: Time spent depends on how many project are taken on.  Project monitoring should be done by communities themselves and is part of the grant. Additional support services can be made available to support communities with M&E.

· Leilani Duffy:  Interested in mainstreaming CBA into own program (SGP).  Interested in maximizing projects and reducing number of projects.  Want to have fewer meetings per year, and consultants and technical people to support.
Response:  This is expected.  Country programmes should be flexible.  There will inevitably be an additional amount of work.  NCs will have to be part of annual assessments.  In order to cushion additional costs, there will be some limited budgetary provisions for support services.  Each country should develop budgets covering additional costs.

· Leilani Duffy:  What about sourcing funds from existing programmes for use with CBA?
Responses:  Apart to the NCs to decide on what funds to use to complete CBA. It should be kept in mind that GEF Trust Fund resources cannot be counted as co-financing.

· Stanislav Kim:  Will there be resources mobilized at the global level for administrative costs?
Responses:  There will be an attempt made at the global level to mobilize additional resources, though few donors are eager to support admin.

· Leilani Duffy:  What about knowledge management?
Responses:   Projects should have a knowledge management component and funds will be made available for this through top-up funds.

· Leilani Duffy:  Communities will not want to share money for knowledge management, and would prefer to manage project resources themselves.  Can perhaps use NZAid or others for Knowledge Management
Response:  This is fine.

· Leilani Duffy:  Knowledge management can mobilize resources at regional events.
Response:  There are essentially three-levels of M&E: at the project, national, international levels. Each project needs to budget for M&E.  The data collected can be used to extract lessons.  There are also resources for countries to review the country portfolio to extract lessons.  There are also M&E funds for the global programme.  Donors can also fund learning components, similar to the DFID-CIDA initiative in Africa, and other opportunities. In addition, there is also the Adaptation Learning Mechanism, which could play a role in raising funds for knowledge management for CBA. The Global Team will follow up. 

· Katiella Mai Moussa:  Numbers of projects will be 8 – 20.  Mentions budget being $75,000 per year for grants.  
Response:  CBA is global programme, and a balanced portfolio is the priority.  No country gets a specific amount per year.  It may be the case that not all countries get the same amount of money.  Unlike national projects, CBA is about sum of the parts.  Country differences will come into play, maximizing impacts from portfolio.
  
· Lamiss Naciri:  We must have some level of commitment.
Response:   The first task will be to come up with budgets, for CPS and other preparatory activities and expected number of CBA projects in each country and size.

3:45-4:00	Coffee Break

4.00-5:45	Country Programme Strategy Development (Stephen Gitonga) 
Discussion
(Rapporteur – Andrew Crane-Droesch)

5:45-6.00	Day 2 plan– (Andrew Crane-Droesch)
			- Handout of questionnaire



18 October 2007

9.00-9:30	Summary of Key issues – emerging from discussions (Andrew Crane-Droesch)

9.30-10.30	Project and Country Programme Development (Pradeep Kurukulasuriya & Andrew 
Crane-Droesch)
Discussion

· Dale Rankine:  Is co-financing progressive?  Does it need to be achieved all up-front or can it come project by project?
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Response:  It can be progressive.  

· Katiella Mai Moussa:  How should the NCC screening be construed?  NSC are high-level volunteers, and there is a risk of aggravating them if they come to see their approval as a rubber stamp.
Response:  The role of the NCC is critical.  One solution could be to send concepts/proposals to HQ at the same time as circulating for the NCC for review.  That way, comments from HQ will be on-hand by the time that the NCC meets. HQ will be a “virtual” NCC participant.

10.30-10.40	Coffee Break

10:45-12:30	Project and Country Programme Development, Continued – Reporting requirements, templates, and procedures (Andrew Crane-Droesch)
Discussion

12:30-1:30	Lunch Break

1:35-3:00	Work Session:  Sketching Country Programme Strategies and Tentative Workplans 
	Lead:  Pradeep Kurukulasuriya
Discussion

3:00-3:15 	Coffee Break

3:15-4:30	M&E Framework (Andrew Crane-Droesch)
· Monitoring  Framework – UNDP indicators
· Qualitative and Quantitative indicators
· Reporting tools (website) 
· Learning Template
Discussion

· Lisa Shipper:  Will need to collaborate with a research organization to fully operationalize the VRA.  It will be very important to get the questions right.  Once they are gotten right, people with field survey experience will be needed.
· Don Macintosh:  Temporal concerns will also need to inform the VRA, remembering that climate change is a time-bound issue.

Presentation by Lamiss Naciri:  Proposal development strategy
· Problems:  High illiteracy rate, difficulty in understanding SGP focus, to say nothing of adaptation.
· SGP Morocco has tried to address these problems using community maps, movies, and other visual tools.  These facilitate discussion and decision-making.
· Two formats:  document with pictures, and a movie format.
· Films:  Gives a lot of detailed information – not many words in proposal.  Everybody can understand the film.  Can be used in multiple areas.  People in remote areas all have VCDs.  Films are produced in Berber language and diffused in countryside.
· Film structure and project document follow the same structure.  Problem, solution impacts, etc
· Production of the movie is simple and cheap, using local expertise (wedding movie makers, etc).
· Community mapping:  Helps community to understand the problem, and helps SGP understand community problems.  Can be used for development, implementation & M&E.
· Community draws map of territory
· Community explains map.  
· Community fills the map, describing landscape/resource change before and after.  Community also makes resource management maps, using symbols.  
· Community maps project intervention.  
· Map of impacts projected into the future.
· Maps local benefits, such as maps for ecotourism.
· Facilitation of community consensus through the maps
· Using lots of photos
· Using symbols for gender focus as well.  Ensuring that gender issues are not negatively impacted by the project.

· Link w/ VRA – pictures can be drawn to illustrate risks, etc.

Presentation by Alejandro Santos:  Project development using the landscape box
· In Guatemala, can’t use movies or media for one reason – most communities have no electricity.  
· But the other criteria is that the beneficiaries have to put their time to come see SGP – needs to be efficient.
· The box is made of wood, like a suitcase.  When opened, inside is landscape with mountains, rivers, etc.  Uses stickers and magnets that can be moved around.  First to explain how the community was, then move the magnets to make their own landscape, with rubbish, crops, etc.  
· This helps a lot – very realistic.  In the school, we walk around to observe the things, to see that they are true.  At the place, it helps to explain why they are so vulnerable.  After that, back at the school, we putt the solutions on as stickers.  Things are moved on the box as parts of the solutions.  
· Need half a day to do this, finishing for lunch.  Done for 18 projects.  The idea is to define a concept of vulnerability.  Defines vulnerability from point of view of community
· For example -- landslides, deforestation, -- explaining relation between soil and trees.  It is important that they understand the point.  Help the community to understand problems with natural resources.  
· For us, it is important that the community understand what vulnerabilities there are 
· It calls attention because the thing we did is similar to the VRA.  
· The other point that the communities are in remote areas – few roads, etc
· For coastal people, the problem is with water.  They suffer in that area, so they need to find out how they can solve their problems in order to survive.  
· We use a similar chart, showing the mountains and the coast, and draw solutions similar to the technique with the box.

More discussion on M&E:
· Lamiss Naciri:  The problem with indicators is a problem of time to monitor them.  Even when hiring a consultant, they need a lot of time to be trained.
· Dale Rankine:  It will be difficult to as an NGO to track indicator data.  Better to find a way to use interpretive methods
· GEB indicators are mandatory. The baseline will need to be measured for both IAS and adaptation indicators. The use of proxies may be necessary.
· For CBA, all projects will need to have baseline measurements.  This will be supported by the planning grant.  GEF is getting quite tight on M&E.

4:30-6:00	Execution Arrangements (Pradeep Kurukulasuriya)
· Disbursement of Funds
· Reporting channels
· Global Support Services

- COs (with tools such as Atlas and MOAs) will disburse funds on behalf of HQ.  .
· Marco Van Der Ree:  DRR approves payment in Atlas
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  HQ will manage relations with CO for release of funds.
· Leilani Duffy:  May need to be mindful of confusions with COs.  
· Leilani Duffy:  How do we know that there is a budget line for M&E support?
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  Will provide annual budgets, within limits.
· Stephen Gitonga:  Equivalent to country operational budget under SGP.

· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  DEX arrangements to be finalized by the end of next week.  Linda Cauvin working on this.
· Dale Rankine:  New ways of tracking NC performance vis-à-vis country programmes.  CBA will involve additional workload and strain.  
Response: This is an internal matter for SGP.  Will discuss with Delfin.
(Stephen Gitonga) – CBA is an investment in the capacity of SGP to do adaptation.  

· Lamiss Naciri:  Work for CBA may conflict with work for SGP.  Not so much time to do work for both.
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  SGP keeps piling work on staff, without admin support.  
· Stephen Gitonga:  SGP is no longer accepting partnerships that don’t include admin support.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  There are funds available for support with CBA.
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  Who is the reporting channel?
Response:  On CBA related activities, Pradeep Kurukulasuriya will be the TM.  He will work with Stephen Gitonga from the SGP side.  NCs will report to Stephen as per regular SGP procedures.  

19 October 2007

9:00-9:30	Summary of Key issues – emerging from discussions (Andrew Crane-Droesch)
· In order to ensure approval of concepts and proposals is as smooth a process as possible, NCs should:
· Send the concepts/proposals to HQ at the same time as they are sent to the NSC.  
· HQ clearance is on technical grounds – SPA eligibility at the concept stage and co-financing at the proposal phase

· Issue of time investment from national coordinators with extra workload.
· Solution proposed:
· Leverage potential partnerships with UNV or others. Some NCs mentioned partnerships with local universities for interns, or other ways of mobilizing human resources
· Limited non-grant funds could be used to manage extra workload

· Issue of newness of IAS indicators.  
· It was emphasized that these will be absolutely mandatory for CBA projects.  
· Creative ways of ensuring that these are measured will need to be chosen.
· Baseline measurements, perhaps through proxies where applicable, will be supported by planning grants

· Issue of MoU’s and other mechanics for DEX modality have not yet been sorted out.  
· Will be dealt with in coming days.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya will manage the relationships with COs who will need disburse payments.
· Issues of how this can be managed for NHI coordinators will also be ironed out.

· VRA methodologies
· It was emphasized that the VRA is new, and many lessons on it will be gained through implementation.
VRA methodologies will need to be locally tailored to specific contexts, perhaps through partnerships with experts in field surveying.

· Stephen Gitonga:  Not all countries will be able to mobilize funds at the same level.  Co-financing commitments will be met at the country and programme level.



9:30-9:45	Don Macintosh, IUCN MFF

	Summary of discussion following Don Macintosh’s presentation
· Dale Rankine:  Is there any possibility for the extension of MFF beyond the present focal countries?
· Don Macintosh:  Cautious yes
· Workshops and information exchange, certainly.
· Co-financing perhaps, into the future, after the focal countries have gotten started.
· Don Macintosh:  The partnership model is already developed
· Nguyen Kim Anh:  Is there any civil society coordination with MFF?
· Don Macintosh:  Yes, for example, Red Cross is involved.
· What is the legal status of the MFF?
· Don Macintosh:  Open initiative.  Individual projects will need to be approved separately.

9:45-12:00 	CBA Planning Session: Formulating a Work Plan (Stephen Gitonga & Pradeep Kurukulasuriya)
 		Planning the Way Forward- Work Plans for the implementation phase 

· Role of CO’s
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  CBA is a global project – coordinated from HQ.  COs will be involved on operational matters. COs will be able to give substantive impact, depending on CO capacity but NCs should always seek support from CBA HQ first.

· Knowledge Management
o- The $50K is for communities for projects, but that includes M&E for the projects.  It is to pay for community to do the project and monitor outcomes.  Cost that NCs have to incur should not come out of the $50K.  Country-level M&E line should cover such KM components.
· Stephen Gitonga:  There are project-level VRA activities, but there is also the initial VRA training that the country programme will do.  This will come out of the 8% (global M&E).
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  86% of global funds will go to country projects.  The other components will come from other sources.  NCs are encouraged to share monitoring missions with other SGP or CBA projects to save costs.  .
· Resource mobilization
· UNDP has made a commitment to Council that 1:1 cash co-financing will be raised.  This will be difficult for some countries.  At the beginning, all projects will need 1:1 co-financing.  As project rolls out, this will be relaxed if some countries raise more than their “fair share” of co-financing.  We’ll also mobilize resources at the global level, for example with Niger.  It is important for all countries to get a couple of projects into the pipeline.  
· Co-financing is not necessarily money that passes through UNDP.  Funding could be parallel, but links should be substantive.  It is not desirable to have two parallel initiatives that are unlinked. Evidence of integration is needed.
· Fit at national level
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  We are at the beginning of OP4.  As the CBA will be at the country level, we need to see how CBA will fit into the whole SGP portfolio at the national level.  The CBA has a very high link, or will it be flexible for us on the SGP geographic and thematic focus.
· Stephen Gitonga:  In global document, we have two main outcomes.  One is climate change adaptation. The other is the requirement of global environmental benefits.

· Partnerships, UNV
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  Partnerships will come in two areas – through co-financing of project components which don’t fit within CBA criteria – and on M&E.  M&E on project level and on portfolio level, and on global level, for knowledge management & such.  
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  Communities will need support for M&E.  Cost effective options for supporting M&E can be had from UNV, using national UNVs.  Partnership hasn’t been formalized as yet.  We’ve now outlined potential options.  Based on discussions at the workshops, we will explore a modality for a partnership, and speak to senior management.  
· Marco Van Der Ree:  Has mandate to come to meeting and see what is possible.  Will return and make proposal to use Special Volunteer Fund for CBA initiative.  Need to make a case that Volunteers for Development (V4D) will be incorporated.  Need to show value of community contributions, need to show how volunteerism makes impact on indicators of CCA.
· Marco Van Der Ree:  Can mobilize national and international UNV volunteers.  Likely to start with national UNV volunteers.  Perhaps starting with 5 countries, then build it out.  Volunteers could work on full time issues on capacity building, Knowledge Management, and Volunteerism.  We’ll make a first draft of a ToR for a prospective volunteer.  
· Marco Van Der Ree:  Can bring in one or two international volunteers, supporting one country, plus others, working under global task manager as well as NC.  
· Marco Van Der Ree:  Corporate volunteers, for specific issues.  Online volunteers and the national volunteer service with UNV-Niger can play a role in some cases.  
· Mahamane Baby:  One of the things UNV is responsible for is to produce a note for Bonn and for field to let them know about the initiative going on.  The note will explain where they are trying to go and give contact info for NCs.  We’ve proposed draft ToRs.  Will help with countries where there is no national program.  For Niger, we have national volunteers.  This will be considered cash co-financing
· Mahamane Baby:  It is good to know who is interested so that we can be more specific at the country level.  For volunteers, the cost on tables includes allowance, insurance, security, travel.  Not included are office space, computer, and telephone.  	
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  Remaining uncertainty remains around add on project expenses such as phone lines and how they are paid for.  Constraint in project budget in that all of the costs need to come out of global M&E or local M&E.  This is a resource constraint to sort out.  Additional support can potentially be mobilized from bilateral donors.  Recommended that we formalize this incrementally.  Build on existing SGP-UNV relationships.   
· Nguyen Kim Anh:  Has experience working with UNV.  Key lesson learned is to work with UNV team at country level.  In general very useful.  Young people – great technical knowledge in specific areas.  Had one fully funded UNV.  Intern for one year, not useful – too short.  
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  Adaptation is going to be a core business area for UNDP.  This project is quite small compared to what we anticipate.  We are lacking specialists who understand substance on CCA.  Lack specialists on understanding community, UNDP – and yet adaptation is a core pillar.  Need to invest in developing HR.  Have CO capacity constraints.  Potential argument to ask for TRAC resources.  
· Dale Rankine:  Responsible to reduce rent budget by 75%.  Need to negotiate for rent-free space.  We need roof before we ask for a chair! 
· Marco Van Der Ree:  Let’s move to countries where it will work.  Management is on board.
· Lisa Shipper:  START.  Are there existing people out there, or will more training be needed for UNVs?
· Marco Van Der Ree:  We’ll see.  
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  Regardless of whether the UNV is national or international, the UNV must train with the NC.  
· Stephen Gitonga:  For national UNVs, if they are not in a package like in Niger or SRL, how does it work?  How does the cost get paid?
· Mahamane Baby:  Separate budget.  Need account on which to charge costs.  Usually make sure that minimum conditions are present.  Usually in-kind for things like chairs etc.
· Stephen Gitonga:  Who pays for the pro-forma costs?  
· Marco Van Der Ree:  If we find that the project is valid for the SVF, we can fund a number of NVs from SVF.  Split costs.  
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  This could help to minimize strain on CBA budget.    Funds for community activities can not go for UNVs.  
· Mahamane Baby:  Recruitment for international volunteers comes from UNV roster.  Can also use POs.  Can also use recommendations.  
· Marco Van Der Ree:  Key is to find people who are really motivated.  65,000 people apply per year.  Special recruitment drives are also possible.  
· Tarik Islam:  UNVs are motivated.  What I hear about national UNVs is that the cost of the local salary is lower than the UNV.  Bangladesh has 33,000 volunteers for DRM.  For GEF M&E, this is very specialized.  Maybe we can find ways to support communities to help them to adapt.  Establish a network of communities.  
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  Some of the M&E work is full-time.  
· Mahamane Baby:  There is the issue of exclusive volunteers versus part time volunteers.  In CBA, we need professionals who are skilled.  Have two schemes – specialists and field workers.  
· Tarik Islam:  Salaries are low in Bangladesh.  
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  What is the guarantee of the volunteer?  What if these people get other jobs?
· Mahamane Baby:  Anyone will leave if there is a better situation.  Very few leave.  
· Stanislav Kim:  Could national UNV be paid from CBA budget?  
· Marco Van Der Ree:  Recruitment is done through UNV programme offer.  With input from receiving end.
· *Most NCs indicated that they were interested in UNVs if the skill matches the requirement*
· Stanislav Kim:  How much money per country for administrative costs.  
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  No entitlement for x amount per country.  Need NCs to tell what is needed.  
· Stanislav Kim:  Technical support and day to day activities?	
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  Have to report what is done at field level.  Need someone who can draft and polish grantee report.  Ex-ante report must be done by NC.  Two or three times on VRA.  Reports won’t have quality, must be polished.  Database data entry.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  This person would be giving some technical input as well.
· Mahamane Baby:  Different countries with different needs.  Leave to the coordinators to say what they want to do.  
· Nickey Gaseb:  I am myself a specialist in facilitation.  Need office support.  
· Marco Van Der Ree:  Need to include volunteerism in TOR.  Measuring in-kind contribution.  Important of UNV mandate.  
· Tarik Islam:  Need expressed to reduce confusion between global climate change dialogues and local ones.  Need upscaling of activities immediately.  
· Tarik Islam:  Community-based early warning.  Bangladesh has a good system, but not community driven.  Serious need for same.
· Ainun Nishat:  IPCC says impacts are being seen by community.  Community priorities for adaptation are different than global priorities.  GEB makes the window very small.  Some opportunities with agrobiodiversity.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  We’re creating a network – in order to share knowledge on what works and what doesn’t.


12.00-1.00	Lunch

1:00-1:15	Mitsuhiro Kagami, IDE JETRO

1:15 – 6:15	Individual country meetings – two countries at a time
· 1:15:  Guatemala and Bolivia (Lunch)
· Proposal by Alejandro Santos to structure projects with a $20K-$20K-$10K approach.  The initial increment was for capacity building.
· This was agreed in principle, though individual projects would all need to fit the SPA criteria.
· Ruben Salas:  Need a person to coordinate the programme.  Help with VRA, knowledge, measurements.  Pro forma cost of $25,000 per year.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  Not enough work in CBA for a full-time person.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  M&E Costs are high.  Best way to do what needs to be done is to attach M&E costs to project.  Send a budget and workplan.

· 2:30:  Namibia and Niger
· Nickey Gaseb:  There is a potential link with the SPA MSP.
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  There is a need for a workshop a year from now, to capture lessons learned.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  Money will be raised at the global level for things like that.
· Stephen Gitonga:  A potential entry point is the CBA workshop in Bangladesh.
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  Reporting Channel: Would like to avoid UNDP CO.  
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  DEX is the only channel at the UNDP CO.  Substantive work will all be at HQ.  
· Nickey Gaseb:  March April May: projects to start.  Targeting 10 projects.
· Katiella Mai Moussa:  March April May projects to start.  
· Translation:  Can be done as part of M&E.  Can do 2-page summary in English for project documents, with full doc in French.  
· Nickey Gaseb:  DEX will provide ways for getting money from an account?  
· KN:  Someone will manage the fund
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  On behalf of Pradeep.
· Everyone is in ATLAS.  Must be there be a contract between NHI and CBA?

· 3:30:  Bangladesh and Viet Nam
· Nguyen Kim Anh:  Expressed need for in-country training, to ensure technical confidence in CC issues.
· Nguyen Kim Anh:  Potential links to policy through UNFCCC focal point.
· Tarik Islam:  Bangladesh approval process
· There is a technical committee and an approval committee.  This adds an extra layer between projects and HQ.  
· Once HQ evaluates proposals, the funds are channeled directly to the communities as per other country programmes.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  No DOAs.  Money will all be managed from NYC.
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Tarik Islam:  Better to use the word “direct country office support” rather than DEX.
· Tarik Islam:  Expressed need for technical support in GEB justifications
· Tarik Islam:  Expressed need for a person who will remain focused on CBA
· Tarik Islam:  Pre-qualified NGO partners exist for CBA projects
· Tarik Islam:  May be able to bring an additional $.8 M to the table for co-financing.
· Pradeep Kurukulasuriya:  This will not be able to be used to leverage additional CBA funds, though it may help as global co-financing.
· 4:30:  Jamaica
· Dale Rankine:  There are two major CC consultations coming up.  
· One by a major NGO
· The other to present the UNFCCC SNC adaptation findings.
· These can be used to fill in the blanks for the CPS.
· Dale Rankine:  The CPS should be done by mid-December.
· Dale Rankine:  Community consultations by Dec-January, with concepts following shortly after.
· 5:30:  Kazakhstan, Samoa and Morocco
· Stanislav Kim:  Activities constrained by weather
· Stanislav Kim:  CPS ready by February
· Stanislav Kim:  NGO outreach to begin by March
· Stanislav Kim:  Concepts by June/July
· Stanislav Kim:  Projects by September
· Leilani Duffy:  Has consultant in mind to support CBA.  Funded by other sources.
· Leilani Duffy:  Plans to roll out CBA projects quickly.
· Lamiss Naciri:  There will be some delays in rolling out CBA projects.
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