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Project Summary

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

Project rationale and policy conformity. 

1. The coastal and marine environment of Mauritania, Senegal, Gambia, Guinea Bissau, and Cape Verde is a highly productive ecosystem of significant biological diversity
 that is under threat from climate change. All five countries, whose coastal systems exhibit considerable connectivity are within the Canary Current Large Marine Ecosystem and thereby affected by similar climatic, hydrographical and oceanic conditions. Several assessments, including the second assessment of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change as well as GEF-funded projects such as the African Process
, have concluded that widespread coastal erosion due to climate change is one of the most devastating environmental problems faced by African countries. Climate change scenarios for the West African region anticipate an increase in the frequency and intensity of tidal waves and storm surges, which will exacerbate existing anthropogenic driven erosion and sedimentation problems in the region by moving greater amounts of coastal material
. The five countries have through their respective National Communications process, and in the formulation of their respective National Adaptation Programs of Action (NAPAs), highlighted not only that the impact of climate change on their coastal regions is a priority, but also limits to their capacity (in terms of knowledge and resources) to adapt to adverse consequences.  This project will address these critical gaps and enable the participating countries to develop and implement effective adaptation strategies to address the impacts of climate change in vulnerable coastal regions
.  
2. The proposed project, “Adaptation to climate change- responding to shoreline change and its human dimensions in West Africa through integrated coastal area management” (herein referred to as the “ACCC Project”), seeks to develop and pilot a range of coping mechanisms for reducing the vulnerability of coastal regions in the five West African countries-- Mauritania, Senegal, The Gambia, Guinea Bissau, and Cape Verde. Financing for the ACCC project is under the new GEF Strategic Priority “Piloting an Operational Approach to Adaptation” (GEF Council document GEF/C.23/ Inf.8).  The project will help communities to increase their adaptive capacity to deal with adaptation to climate change, including variability. This is consistent with the overall goal of the SPA which is mainly concerned with adaptation to long-term climate change impacts.  The project lies within GEF Operation Programs 1 and 2 (Biodiversity), 8 and 9 (International Waters), 12 (Integrated Ecosystem Management) and 15 (Land Degradation). The time frame for implementation of the project is four years. 

3. In response to the need for strategies to climate change impacts on coastal regions, most countries in the region are developing, or have developed, framework strategies for integrated coastal area management (ICAM), but few have managed to implement effective adaptation strategies especially in response to climate change. This project, which has been developed as a follow-up to the GEF-funded Africa Process, and in particular the outputs of the Working Group on Coastal Erosion, meets GEF elibility criteria under the SPA by:

(a)
implementing sustainable measures aimed at restoring degraded coastal hotspots and sensitive areas to climate change impacts through the design and testing of appropriate measures; 

(b)
supporting and facilitating improved adaptive capacity through the development and/or implementation of Integrated Coastal Area Management that incorporates climate change concerns in the participating countries; and 

(c)
promoting regional cooperation in the monitoring and management of coastal areas through the exchange of lessons and experiences on implementing adaptation measures.

4. The project is designed to develop and implement priority strategies for adaptation to climate change impacts on coastal regions, into wider integrated coastal area management planning. This is achieved through a combination of demonstration projects, capacity building initiatives including training, the sharing of regional experience, stakeholder consultations,  climate and shoreline erosion monitoring mechanisms, as well as  the promotion of regional cooperation. The project will reflect on the issue of coastal zone management capacities in the participating countries, particularly with respect to dealing effectively with climate driven shoreline change, including an assessment of whether coastal area management can deal with such causes or whether the changes are inevitable and can thus only be addressed by measures such as set-back, relocation, etc. In addition, the project will test the prioritized strategies and plans in demonstration sites. The purpose of this is to show how adaptation can be practically translated into actions that will provide real benefits and that can be integrated into national policy and coastal management planning. The implementation of these pilot/demonstration projects will be carefully monitored, and lessons learned will be disseminated to the wider scientific and management community within the region
. The project will also be integrated into a learning process in the context of the UNDP/GEF’s project on the Adaptation Learning Mechanism
. 
5. Lead by UNDP-GEF, in close collaboration with UNESCO/IOC and under the direction of the GEF operational guidelines for the SPA, the project activities will be implemented according to each country’s specific conditions and priorities to address anticipated climate change impacts on coastal regions as identified during the recently concluded PDF B phase. The inclusion of a diversity of socio-economic settings, through this regional project will also provide a meaningful basis for lesson learning, replication and up-scaling. The project will focus on relatively discrete geographic regions – e.g., coastal ecosystems– to ensure synergies among projects leading to greater and more measurable impacts, but also to identify policy lessons more confidently.
6. The criteria used to select projects are guided by GEF operational guidelines for the SPA and the GEF Instrument, which establishes the principle of incremental reasoning. This means two things – firstly, that GEF funding will be used to fund a subset of all possible adaptation interventions, namely those which satisfy the criterion of GEF funding through the provision of global environmental benefits; and secondly, that GEF funding will be only for that component which is deemed incremental in facilitating “adaptation” to climate change including variability. Consistent with the concept of incremental costs, adaptation interventions, which do not generate global environmental benefits, are expected to be funded through sources of co-financing.  While this project provides a list of potential adaptation measures to be piloted, a final decision on the type of measures to be implemented will be made during the inception meeting for the full size project (approximately in Sept/Oct 2006). The principle of incremental reasoning will be strictly adhered to in the selection of projects to be financed through SPA. Other activities that also contribute to improving adaptive capacity but does not lead to global environmental benefits will be financed through co-financing. UNDP/GEF (HQ), through its Capacity Development and Adaptation Cluster will provide the necessary guidance.

Risk and vulnerability: adaptation as risk reduction

7. Adverse outcomes associated with climate change phenomena - for example, climate-related “disasters” - result from the interaction of climate hazards (e.g. heavy rainfall, droughts, storm surges, temperature extremes) with the underlying vulnerability of the systems and populations that are exposed to them. The risk of an adverse outcome such as a disaster is therefore a function of the frequency and severity of the type of hazard with which it is associated, and the vulnerability of the exposed system. Adaptation activities are concerned with reducing the likelihood and magnitude of adverse impacts triggered by existing or anticipated climate hazards, and may therefore be viewed in terms of risk reduction.  

8. As there is little that can be done (outside the scope of international climate change mitigation agreements) to prevent the occurrence of hazards, risk reduction at the community level will focus on reduction of vulnerability to climate change including variability. This will include activities to enhance the resilience of communities and the systems on which they depend, and to reduce the physical exposure of settlements and the ecosystems on which they depend to the impacts of climate change, including issues of climate variability (e.g. floods, landslides, etc). 

9. Adaptation activities may therefore draw on the experience of risk reduction projects and programmes. However, whereas risk reduction trends to focus on sudden-onset disasters, adaptation-related activities will also need to consider the impacts of more gradual change. Adaptation-related activities may also involve planning for anticipated hazards that do not currently pose a major threat to communities, but are likely to do so in a climate change future.

10. Adaptation to climate change including variability through vulnerability reduction may involve one or both of two types of intervention.  These are: 

(i) Reducing the adverse impacts of recurrent, historically familiar climate-related hazards, or

(ii) Anticipating and planning for future changes in climate

11. Specific activities to be undertaken under the ACCC project will pursue a combination of the above: For example, climate change including variability may be associated with changes in the frequency and severity of historically familiar climate-related hazards, requiring the modification or strengthening of existing coping strategies. Reducing vulnerability to existing hazards is likely to be a good basis for future adaptation in many instances.

12. Projects will be highly targeted at specific adaptation activities, for example reducing coastal erosion to climate induced driver through strengthening of natural barriers (e.g. mangrove reforestation), or they may seek to increase the capacity of a community to design and implement adaptation strategies and measures in a more general sense (for example, through awareness raising, sharing of lessons learned). In practice, the overall project will contain elements of both approaches (i.e. actual adaptation and the enhancement of adaptive capacity). This will be clearly specified at the inception meeting for the implementation phase and reflected in the M&E framework for the project. 

Policy and Institutional Context

12. In addition to the GEF-funded Africa Process project, the UNEP/GEF MSP on the Environment Component of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) was initiated in 2002 with a view to facilitate the development of the NEPAD Environment Action Plan. In order to define priority areas for the NEPAD Action Plan, eight thematic working groups were established in the course of the MSP, including one on Marine, Coastal and Freshwater Resources.  Following the recommendations of the Coastal/Marine working group,  the NEPAD GEF MSP identified the three projects
 of the African Process as core activities of the Environmental Action Plan (under Programme Area 4: Conservation and sustainable use of marine, coastal and freshwater resources.) The African Union adopted the NEPAD Environment Action Plan at its Maputo Summit in July 2003.

13. Following informal regional consultations amongst the five countries, IOC of UNESCO was requested by the Government of Senegal, acting as Coordinator for the NEPAD Environment Initiative, to adapt the three NEPAD projects into a single regional project drawing on the complementarity, commonality and inter-linkages of  the issues being addressed, i.e. coastal erosion, climate change vulnerability, and Integrated Coastal Area Management. As a result a draft of this regional Project was developed. The participation of the five countries in this project is particularly relevant as they all belong to the Canary Current Large Marine Ecosystem. Consequently the issues of shoreline change and climate change vulnerability are common and of high priority to all five countries. An initial draft project document was subsequently prepared by the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (IOC/UNESCO) and then forwarded by the Interim Secretariat for the NEPAD Environment Initiative (SINEPAD)
 (Interim Secretariat for the NEPAD Environment Initiative, hosted by Senegal) to the five participating countries (Ministries of Environment) for their review and endorsement. Each Ministry was invited to appoint a national focal point to play an active part in the development and finalisation of the regional project. The Project document was forwarded to the African Ministerial Conference on the Environment (AMCEN) and presented at the Partnership Conference for the NEPAD Environment Action Plan, held in Algiers, December 2003. As a result, the Project concept was identified as a one of the priority projects of NEPAD Action Plan to be implemented
.  This project is among the priorities listed under the MSP entitled GEF-funded medium-sized project, “Capacity-Building Programme for the Development of Sub-Regional Environment Action Plans for the New Partnership for Africa’s Development”. 

14. A First Regional Planning Meeting
 on the then NEPAD Project was held in Dakar, Senegal, on 3-5th March 2004, attended by the Focal Points designated by the five participating countries. The main objective of the meeting were to present and review the project proposal, including the scope of the proposed project components, and to confirm the interest and commitment of the participating countries. In reviewing the project proposal, participating countries provided additional inputs on the extent of coastal erosion and climate change impacts and existing programmes/strategies to mitigate such processes in their respective countries, including qualitative and quantitative descriptions of coastal erosion processes, identification of hotspots requiring urgent interventions, existing national programmes/project on integrated coastal area management, national institutional arrangements and policy/legislation in support of coastal area management and existing sources of data and information on coastal erosion and climate change. The participating countries were also invited to define national activities under each of the proposed project components, as well as implementation and coordination mechanisms.

15. The participants of the five participating countries reviewed the draft project proposal and expressed broad support for the activities and general structure proposed under the three project components, as well as recommending other issues that could be incorporated in the final document. Following submission of the reformulated project proposal the GEF Secretariat (GEFSEC), a PDF-B proposal was approved and recently concluded (the result of which is this current full project document, together with a detailed implementation plan). It was further agreed that in view of its experience in developing Adaptation Policy Framework (APF) methodologies, UNDP would be the most appropriate implementing agency for the project. The APF guidelines formed the foundation of all activities undertaken during the PDF process.

Goal, objectives, outputs/outcomes, and activities

16. The project aims to implement a set of activities that help facilitate adaptation to climate change impacts in coastal regions. The project reflects on the issue of coastal zone management capacities in the participating countries, particularly with respect to dealing effectively with the identified climate driven shoreline change, including building on assessments of whether coastal area management can deal with such causes or whether the changes are inevitable and can thus only be addressed by measures such as set-back, relocation, etc. Moreover, the project will test the priortized strategies by key stakeholders (coastal communities in priority pilot sites, local government and non-governmental organizations as well as private business enterprises
) in identified demonstration sites. The purpose of this is to show how adaptation can be practically translated into actions that will provide real benefits and that can be integrated into national policy and coastal management planning. The implementation of these pilot/demonstration projects will be carefully monitored, and lessons learned will be disseminated to the wider scientific and management community within the region
. The project will also be integrated into a learning process in the context of the GEF’s project on the Adaptation Learning Mechanism 
 
17. 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”.  As the contribution to the goal, the Objective of the project is: to develop and pilot a range of effective coping mechanisms for reducing the impact of climate change on coastal regions in the five participating countries in West Africa.  

18. To achieve the Objective of the project, three Outcomes must be secured. These are:

Outcome 1: Implemented pilot activities to increase the adaptive capacity of coastal communities in the participating countries 

19. The ACCC project will support the implementation of activities that constitute specific measures in each pilot site, designed to enhance the adaptive capacity of participating countries in each of the five countries
. In order to ensure cost effectiveness, projects will be implemented in areas that are particularly vulnerable to climate change including variability, and where there is high potential to general global environmental benefits (in the International Waters Focal Area).

20. During the PDF B process, a geographic region within each country was selected where adaptation pilot projects will be implemented. The process of identification followed a multi-step process guided by the principles of the Adaptation Policy Framework (APF):

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

ii) Regions having high potential to deliver global environmental benefits, based on considerations of the GEF focal areas and assessments such as the potential rates of coastal erosion and information such as levels of globally significant biodiversity was identified.  

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

iv) The criteria described in step (iii) was used to select within the ecosystems and landscapes identified by steps (i) and (ii) one or more locations that will serve as the focus of pilot demonstration projects.  The pilot activities will be implemented in the identified locations by UNDP CO, together with support from the Regional Project Steering Committee (supported by UNDP/GEF and UNESCO/IOC). The aggregate impact of the projects in the locations will be to improve the adaptive capacity of individual community members to climate risks.
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Output 1.1: Through a set of pilot demonstration projects, climate and anthropogenic driven shoreline erosion is reduced. 

21. In addition to reducing current erosion rates, the pilot demonstration projects will offset shoreline erosion due to anticipated sea-level rise and associated changes in the ocean and atmosphere (e.g. storm intensity, changes in currents). In particular, erosion of shoreline due to intense wave activity from climate related pressures and/or the sediment budget in the identified pilot coastal regions will be realized either by using ‘soft engineering’ techniques such as beach vegetation as a natural stabilizer or by beach re-nourishment.
22. The proposed activities to reduce climate driven impacts on coastal erosion under this output include:

1.1.1
Construction of anti-salt barrages. 

1.1.2
Implementation of beach nourishment and protection with hard solutions (groynes) or soft solutions (reforestation of pilot coastal region including supporting ongoing and/or natural regeneration activities)

1.1.3
Promotion of voluntary set-back of shoreline construction

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.

23. Proposed activities for this output are:

1.2.1
Construction of lined channels to contain runoff and prevent erosion. (SPA funded)

1.2.2
Stabilisation of coastal dunes through rehabilitation of vegetative cover (SPA funded)

1.2.3
Community forestry initiatives encouraged for afforestation and sustainable forest use (SPA funded)

1.2.4
Reduce sand mining through regulatory measures, policing/enforcement, awareness raising (SPA funded/Co-financed)

1.2.5
Rehabilitate sand mining sites (Co-financed)

1.2.6
Develop alternative building materials and methods to reduce sand inputs (Co-financed)

1.2.7
Implement fire belts and controlled early burning to reduce forest loss (Co-financed)

1.2.8
Develop community projects for income generation (Co-financed)

1.2.9
Develop ecotourism to promote valuing of coastal ecosystems. (SPA funded/Co-financed)

1.2.10
Promote alternative and improved energy sources to reduce forest/mangrove clearance. (SPA funded)

1.2.11
Reduce rates of sand and suspended sediment discharge from rivers through a regional and integrated basin management approach (Co-financed)

Outcome 2: Mainstreaming of adaptation into policies and programmes.

24. The mainstreaming of adaptation into policies and programmes (at different administrative levels) will contribute to the enhancement of capacity in integrated coastal area management. This will be achieved by a suite of actions. In particular, based on capacity needs identified during the PDF B phase, this outcome will depend on such factors as the design and cross-sectoral integration of national policies to facilitate adaptation, the introduction of coastal regulations (that take climate change into account), improved technical and policy knowledge and understanding of the causes and effects of shoreline change in the participating countries, and in particular the predicted impacts of climate change, regional cooperation (to share knowledge and experiences in addressing climate change impacts) and the establishment of early warning and monitoring systems. Consequently, the proposed activities to achieve this outcome include:

Output 2.1
Coastal management activities integrated across sectors, programmes and at various levels of society in the programme sites.

25. The proposed activities include:

2.1.1
Promotion of climate change/SLR sensitive planning of settlements (SPA funded)

2.1.2
Development of integrated watershed management systems (SPA funded/Co-financed)

2.1.3
Integration of ecosystem and wildlife conservation with sustainable livelihood development. (SPA funded)

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. Proposed activities include:

26. This output will focus on the development and strengthening of regulatory frameworks and enforcement capabilities to reduce anthropogenic drivers of coastal erosion and maladaptive practices. Co-financing will be utilized for the achievement of this particular output. The proposed activities include:

2.2.1
Conducting a national workshop to discuss delineation of conservation, tourism development zones etc. The workshop will produce a draft action plan for review and implementation by policy makers.  (SPA funded/Co-financed)

2.2.2
Creation of a community task force to enforce and monitor relevant laws. (SPA funded/Co-financed)

2.2.3
Empowering community law enforcers with incentives. (Co-financed)

Output 2.3
Communities outside the project sites replicate successful approaches to mitigate and adapt to shoreline change (SPA & co-financing, district to national/regional level) 

27. The above output will be achieved by the following activities:

2.3.1 Organization of exchanges and dialogues between communities (SPA funded/Co-financed)

2.3.2 Awareness raising of pilot projects through local media (SPA funded/Co-financed)

2.3.3
Creation of focal points for communities seeking guidance on adaptation (SPA funded/Co-financed)

Output 2.4
National policies and programmes designed that include adaptation priorities, to promote replication, up-scaling and mainstreaming of best practices derived from ACCC projects/activities (national level)

28. This will be achieved by the following activity:

2.4.1
Convening of workshops for policy community to discuss results of Output 2.2

Output 2.5
Enhanced cooperation at the regional level in addressing climate change impacts on coastal area management. 

29. Cooperation among member countries promoted to deliver increased regional ecosystem and community resilience to climate change and sea level rise. The Task Force will be entrusted to facilitate cooperation between the participating countries in addressing climate change driven impacts on coastal regions. This will include exchanging and sharing lessons on impacts and adaptation measures and raising financing to support collaborative activities in the region that reduce impacts. The proposed activities to achieve this output include:

2.5.1
Convening of regional workshops between relevant coastal and urban planning policy makers in the participating countries. 

This includes the establishment of an inter-regional Task Force on climate change impacts on coastal regions 

2.5.2
Initiation of cross-border adaptation initiatives 

This will be achieved through a quarterly virtual conference by the Task Force to share experiences and identify collaborative action program and review progress made.

OUTCOME 3. Building to increase the ability to plan for and respond to climate and coastal change.
30. This outcome seeks to achieve effective project coordination at the regional level; improved adaptation capacity at technical and management level; major regional stakeholders participating in Project activities and consultative mechanisms at regional levels; information on the Project; regional adaptation strategy developed and endorsed by the participating countries, project evaluations reflecting successful and sustainable project objectives. In short, Outcome 3 addresses the overall project coordination, the provision of information about the Project, the development and delivery of capacity building and technical advise to the countries, the capture and transfer of lessons and best practices and participation by stakeholders.

31. The outputs and activities of this outcome will be delivered at the regional level through the establishment of a Regional Project Steering Committee, hosted by IOC/UNESCO. This component will be implemented, in close coordination with each project national components and will ensure effective coordination between the participating countries in implementing the project, and in particular in maximizing benefits from the exchange of information, experience and expertise, and in building regional capacity for adaptation. 

32. Project decision-making at the regional policy level will be the responsibility of the Regional Steering Committee, which will function as the primary policy body for the participating countries in cooperation with UNDP and organizations involved in project execution.  Day-to-day project management and requirements will be decentralized at the national level through UNDP Country Offices Direct Execution (DEX) mechanism.

33. National Consultative Committees will coordinate activities and issues related to the Project at the national level, operating through a National Focal Point (NFP).  The process is designed to be inclusive, with stakeholder participation promoted nationally and regionally.

34. This Component will also support the formulation of a Regional Strategy on Adaptation.

Individual national communication will be integrated into a regional agenda for adaptation, complementary to the national communication efforts and this component will ensure that the results of the project are clearly integrated into the second national communications, and national adaptation programmes of action (NAPAs). 

35. The following component will promote the development of co-financing activities emphasizing information exchange, climate change impact research and scenario building for coastal zones.

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.

36. Output 3.1 will be the main project mechanism for the delivery of capacity building activities to the participating countries in support of the development of adaptation strategy and measures on specific pilot sites, on the application of existing methodologies and techniques for environmental assessment and  integrated coastal area management, on the application of climate data and models for decision-making  and on the use of participatory techniques and tools. It will lead to trained scientists and coastal managers in techniques relevant to adaptation to climate change in coastal and marine environments. 

37. The proposed activities include:

3.1.1
Develop and implement regional training course and other capacity building activities in ICAM and Climate Change impacts, and relevant Adaptation Techniques as well as on mainstreaming adaptation in key national sectors (SPA funded/Co-financed)

3.1.2
Training Module on application of climate/ocean data and models for decision making (Co-financed)

3.1.3
Support intra-and inter- regional exchange of scientists, technicians and experts on adaptation to climate change impacts on coastal regions (SPA funded/Co-financed)

3.1.4
Establish Technical Support Group (TSG) to advise on adaptation measures in coastal regions and early warning and monitoring mechanisms

Output 3.2
Establishment of a Clearing House to capture, store, disseminate lessons and best practices  and information products to support improved adaptive capacity within the  region. 

38. This output promotes the exchange and dissemination of information, data and experiences amongst the participating countries with a view to build a regional vision on adaptation. It focuses on information Delivery for Regional Adaptation Strategy and Stakeholder Participation. It will contribute to the formulation of a regional adaptation strategy based on regional climate change models; enhancement of awareness about the project, and understanding of its objectives and progress; capture of up-to-date information and advice on related ecosystem management and innovative coastal management approaches. Transfer of lessons and replication of best practices.

39. The intended outputs and indicative activities of this component are:

3.2.1
Web based Clearing house mechanism established and operated

3.2.1
Project information materials including CDs, database, maps, papers, brochures, newsletters

3.2.3
Development of regional climate change impacts scenario for West Africa (in coastal areas).

3.2.4
Dissemination of impacts scenarios and integration of individual communications into a regional agenda for adaptation complementary to countries’ national communications though coordination/formulation workshops
(b) Key indicators, assumptions, and risks (from Logframe) 

Indicators

40. The project indicators are discussed in detail in the Logical Framework. The main indicators are:

· Number of newly constructed, rehabilitated coastal protective (soft and hard) systems. This includes for example, new number of developments with new materials/methods, set-back of new developments

· Length of coast protected, reduction in erosion rates, sediment loads, number of channels constructed, plant coverage in pilot sites (in HA), reduction in forest clearance in pilot sites, number and extent of fire belts, increase in forest cover

· Perceptions of efficacy and relevance of project outcomes, increases in household income, number and area extent of community conservation projects, number of households using new sources, wood consumption, number of stakeholder exchanges on climate change and coastal management.

· At least 25 information nodes (climate change and coastal management task force members, project staff, community members) 

· Area coverage of coastal management systems, river and basin management schemes, number of plans addressing sea level rise (and climate change), number of policies & programmes amended to address adaptation, and number of bilateral and multilateral adaptation relevant agreements

· Number of new sand mining sites per year (before and after project)

· GIS products that have been stored in country-selected repositories for general use by stakeholders

· Participation of governmental and private sector participants in workshops, number trained community members in management of coastal resources in the context of climate change and anthropogenic impacts

· Awareness of results of monitoring (number of media announcements on climate change and impacts on coastal regions and sea level rise)

Risks

41. The main assumptions for the implementation of the project are: (a) Conflict between coastal states with different political agendas results in an inability of countries participating in regional activities to cooperate at the level needed to achieve results.; (b) Pressing domestic economic and social issues such as poverty and human health issues imply that regional climate change and sea level rise impacts on coastal communities receive sub-optimal attention and investment; (c) There is sufficient numbers of regionally based experts to fulfil implementation needs of the project including building individual capacities in the region; (d) Participating countries will not be able to agree on the mechanisms necessary to achieve sustainability; and (e) Important local level stakeholders (communities, coastal managers, urban planners, tourism industry stakeholders) will see ecosystem based management efforts as being detrimental or unaffordable given their interests.

	Risk
	
	Risk Mitigation Measure

	42. Conflict between coastal states with different political agendas results in an inability of countries participating in regional activities to cooperate at the level needed to achieve results. That is, there is a need to ensure long term commitment by the participating countries to enhancing integrated coastal area management and in particular addressing the issue of shoreline change and the impacts of climate change
	L
	All participating countries are taking steps to strengthen collaboration in managing shared marine resources. UNESCO/IOC and the project include activities that allow close liaison with regional programs.  The project has strong government support from the participating countries, as well as from the Secretariat for the NEPAD Environment Initiative (SINEPAD) based in Dakar, and the NEPAD Secretariat based in Johannesburg. All of the participating countries have participated in a regional planning meeting to review the proposed project and have subsequently submitted inputs towards the further development of the project proposal. 



	43. Pressing domestic economic and social issues such as poverty and human health issues imply that regional climate change and sea level rise impacts on coastal communities receive sub-optimal attention and investment.  That is, there is a need to ensure that consensus between local users and government agencies is attainable and that there is a commitment to stakeholder consultation and empowerment at the national and local levels.
	S
	Establishment of applied information management systems, to inform decision makers of the relationships between climate change, including variability, coastal management and economic welfare in the participating countries. The project management unit will chart the causes and effects of threats to the participating countries, enabling decision makers to gain a better understanding of the links between climate change (including SLR), socio-economic and ecological systems.  The implementation of the project will require external funding mainly with respect to the provision of short-term technical assistance, and training/capacity development Government counterpart funding will be mostly ‘in-kind’ and will comprise mainly the allocation of personnel and institutional capacity, including support to the Regional Project Steering Committee. The setting up of information management process and the implementation of pilot/demonstration projects will be partially funded by external sources, under the condition that participating countries make ICAM a priority through policy and implementation efforts and commit an adequate budget to ICAM at the national level. When the external support has ceased, recurrent funding will be complemented by contributions from private sector stakeholders, who will derive direct benefits from improved integrated coastal area management. Contributions may also be made in the form of expertise, work, and time for some of the enforcement activities, for example from local non-governmental and community based organisations. 

	44. There is sufficient numbers of regionally based experts to fulfil implementation needs of the project including building individual capacities in the region.
	S
	Capacity-building requirements will be assessed by UNESCO/IOC (as one element of the set of activities of the regional component of this project). The assessment, building on the result of the PDF process as well as other initiatives (National Communications, NAPAs etc)  will take into consideration existing expertise and capacity needs within national and regional centres of excellence. Institutions that can address regional training needs will be identified and their capacity to undertake training strengthened. Links will be established with international centres of excellence to support this effort. 

	45. Participating countries will not be able to agree on the mechanisms necessary to achieve sustainability.
	M
	A number of regional organizations currently exist and already perform some of the functions necessary to ensure sustainability. Mechanisms to guarantee the financial and institutional sustainability of adaptive management interventions will be incorporated into the strategic priority adaptation programs at the country level. Project risks are limited due to the fact that the project has strong government (and regional) commitment. The main risks are that government commitment is not carried because of the different perception of the changing administrations, or that the project does not result in a long-term commitment and strategy to addressing coastal erosion in an integrated and effective manner at both the national and regional levels. However, this risk will be minimized by the focus that the project will place on generating stakeholder involvement at all levels, including the establishment of Regional Project Steering Committee and national stakeholder committees that will facilitate participation. To ensure that ICAM implementation is sustained, the RCU will provide a yearly appraisal on progress of ICAM implementation/enforcement at the national levels and give feedback to member countries, providing recommendations on how to improve the process. 

	46. Important local level stakeholders (artisanal fishers, others) will see ecosystem based management efforts as being detrimental or unaffordable given their interests.
	M
	Public participation initiatives led by the Projects within the Program will serve to build community support. The program will provide a mechanism for community outreach, allowing a two-way flow of information from communities to resource managers using locally appropriate tools. Together with outreach on awareness of the benefits of viable alternative livelihood opportunities, zoning, and supported by enforcement mechanisms (policing), it is anticipated that community concerns will be reduced and buy-in obtained.

	Overall Rating
	M
	


Risk Rating: L - Low; M – Medium; S – Substantial

1.
Country Ownership

a) Country Eligibility

47. All the proposed participating countries are eligible under paragraph 9(b) of the GEF Instrument. All the participating countries have ratified UNFCCC
 and are eligible for financial support under Annex 1 of the UNFCCC, and technical assistance from UNDP.

b) Country Drivenness

48. In 2002, the UNEP/GEF MSP on the Environment Component of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) was initiated with a view to facilitate the development of the NEPAD Environment Action Plan. In order to define priority areas for the NEPAD Action Plan, eight thematic working groups were established in the course of the MSP, including one on Marine, Coastal and Freshwater Resources. Following the recommendations of the Coastal/Marine working group, which met in Abuja, Nigeria, 24-25 February 2003, the NEPAD GEF MSP identified the three projects
 (mentioned above) of the African Process as core activities of the Environmental Action Plan, The African Union adopted the NEPAD Environment Action Plan at its Summit in July 2003, Maputo.

Following informal regional consultations amongst the five countries, IOC of UNESCO was requested by the Government of Senegal, acting as Coordinator for the NEPAD Environment Initiative, to adapt the three NEPAD projects3 into a single regional project drawing on the complementarity, commonality and inter-linkages of  the issues being addressed, i.e. coastal erosion, climate change vulnerability, and Integrated Coastal Area Management. The result was a draft of this Regional Project. The initial draft project document was subsequently prepared by the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (IOC/UNESCO) and then forwarded by the Interim Secretariat for the NEPAD Environment Initiative (SINEPAD)
 to the Ministries of Environment in the five participating countries for their review and endorsement. Each Ministry was invited to appoint a national focal point to play an active part in the development and finalisation of the regional project. The Project document was then forwarded to the African Ministerial Conference on the Environment (AMCEN) and presented at the Partnership Conference for the NEPAD Environment Action Plan, held in Algiers, December 2003. As a result, the Project concept was identified as a one of the priority projects of NEPAD Action Plan to be implemented 
.  This project is among the priorities listed under the MSP entitledGEF-funded medium-sized project, “Capacity-Building Programme for the Development of Sub-Regional Environment Action Plans for the New Partnership for Africa’s Development”. 
49.
A First Regional Planning Meeting
 of the NEPAD Project was held in Dakar, Senegal, on 3-5th March 2004, attended by the Focal Points designated by the five participating countries. The main objective of the meeting were to present and review the project proposal, including the scope of the proposed project components, and to confirm the interest and commitment of the participating countries. In reviewing the project proposal, participating countries provided additional inputs on the extent of coastal erosion and climate change impacts and existing programmes/strategies to mitigate such processes in their respective countries, including qualitative and quantitative descriptions of coastal erosion processes, identification of hotspots requiring urgent interventions, existing national programmes/project on integrated coastal area management, national institutional arrangements and policy/legislation in support of coastal area management and existing sources of data and information on coastal erosion and climate change. 

50. In addition to endorsing the proposal, the participating countries recommended that the project proposal should be further defined and developed, and that to this end the outline concept was submitted to GEF for PDF-B funding. The PDF B activities have now been completed and this proposal reflects the key outcomes of this preparatory phase including:

· Inventory of coastal resources and use vulnerable to climate and shoreline change

· Assessment of the environmental and socio-economic impacts, causes and projected future trends of shoreline change
· Prioritisation of hotspots and/or sensitive areas, and the (preliminary) identification of pilot/demonstration sites

· Assessment of existing constraints to ICAM implementation, and review of lessons learned

· Resource mobilisation
51. The project is consistent with the aims and objectives of the Abidjan Convention, and has been endorsed by AMCEN and the Environment Coordinating Unit  (SINEPAD) of NEPAD.  

2.
Program and Policy Conformity

c) Fit  To  GEF Operational Programme  and strategic priority

52. The project is consistent with the GEF strategic priority “Piloting an Operational Approach to Adaptation (SPA), as the overall objective of the Full Project is the implementation of pilot/demonstration projects that address the impacts of climate change, including the ‘implementation of restoration, protection and adaptation measures in identified hotspots and sensitive areas’ that are consistent with and integrated into national and regional policy and sustainable development planning.  The project will generate global environmental benefits by increasing the capacity of the participating countries to design and implement sustainable strategies in the international waters focal area in the face of changing climatic conditions.  This will complement existing and planned GEF interventions in the International Waters focal area.

53. The project is also consistent with Strategic Priority IW-2 of the GEF Operational Programs for International Waters. This focuses on the expansion of GEF foundational capacity building work in priority African water-bodies. Moreover, the project stresses south-south learning opportunities, and technology transfer, particularly within the West African region, where great asymmetries in institutional capacities are evident. The project will use institutions with high capacity to build capacity where it is weak
. In addition to the provision of GEF finance, the Program will catalyze investments from other financing bodies. Finally, the program further satisfies the IW Strategic Priorities by enabling countries to achieve targets agreed at the World Summit on Sustainable Development (Johannesburg WSSD, 2002). These include strengthened regional cooperation frameworks, adoption of an ecosystem approach to LME management, and the maintenance or restoration of biodiversity (mangroves, fish stock, etc).
d) Sustainability (including financial sustainability)

54. Sustainability is an integrated part of the project design, although it is not intended that the project, in and by itself will establish a sustainable ecosystem management framework. Provisions to facilitate the sustainability of such a framework will be engendered during the implementation phase, The sustainability of the project’s results will mainly depend on the effectiveness of stakeholder involvement, the appropriateness of the implementation of ICAM guidelines to the national and local contexts, adequate technical, legal and institutional capacity and expertise at the national level, and on the long-term political and financial commitment of decision makers.

55. The long-term viability and sustainability of the project will also depend greatly on the extent to which national institutional capacities can be built through the implementation of the pilot activities. A number of measures are planned, to set the grounds for ensuring long-term institutional, political and financial sustainability. A phased approach will enable interventions to be scheduled within the absorptive capacities of the participating countries. A key strategy of the project in engendering institutional sustainability is to create partnerships at regional levels between institutions.  National institutions responsible for continuing the activities that will be started under the project will be identified, as will regional and international centres of expertise, which will provide the locus for capacity building services. The strategy is expected to greatly enhance prospects for assuring institutional sustainability, building on existing regional competencies. 


56. The scoping exercise conducted during the PDF B process will be expanded to identify the necessary capacity needs for national institutions, which will provide the basis for the development and implementation of core activities under this project. This will be updated periodically, based on the outcomes of questionnaire surveys of key stakeholders and independent evaluations. Training of capacity at the community level will be supplemented through participation in workshops, information exchange between communities and institutions, to be facilitated by the project management unit.

e) Replicability

57. Replicability will be one of the criteria used in the selection of pilot project sites, and it is intended that the selected projects will demonstrate that adaptation planning and assessment can have practical outcomes that provide tangible benefits, that can be fully integrated into wider national and regional policy and sustainable development planning. The outputs and outcomes of all project components will have important demonstrative value with significant potential for replication at national, sub-regional and regional levels, and in particular in those countries where the improvement of coastal area management is recognised as an urgent need but which face similar constraints. 

f) Stakeholder Involvement

58. The project has been designed to ensure broad stakeholder participation in all components. The PDF B process included a series of stakeholder consultations in each country (at the community as well as policy level) to validate and obtain information identified through initial desk reviews
. Moreover, prior to the implementation of pilot/demonstration projects, targeted activities will be undertaken to raise stakeholder awareness of shoreline change and climate change issues and the benefits that coastal communities can derive from strategies to address these issues within the wider context of integrated coastal area management. Subsequently, the successful implementation of the proposed pilot/demonstration projects depend on the active involvement of all stakeholders (community, governmental, non-governmental as well as private sector), and the effective supervision of implementation and subsequent monitoring. Stakeholder participation will be assured by the consultative arrangements established under the project, whereby each party stands to benefit from the implementation of agreed strategies. 

59. The major stakeholders in this project are:

· Communities in coastal regions vulnerable to climate change

· National government departments responsible for fisheries, marine and coastal affairs, infrastructure, environment and tourism

· National and Regional marine research institutions, universities

· Regional organizations, projects or conventions: e.g. Abidjan Convention & RCU, Canary Current LME, Programme Regional de Conservation de la Zone Côtière et Marine en Afrique de l’Ouest, UNEP/UNIDO GEF Project on Tourism in East and West Africa (including Senegal, Gambia); African Development Bank Projects, etc.

· Donor agencies that are active in the region

· Non-Governmental Organization involved in regional marine and coastal issues

· Private sector organizations involved in regional coastal issues

· Communities involved in harvesting and marketing coastal and marine resources

60. In order to ensure effective stakeholder involvement the project will: 

· Establish mechanisms to empower and facilitate consultation with and between all national and local stakeholders

· Undertake activities to raise stakeholders awareness of shoreline change issues and the importance of implementing measures to address such issues within the wider context of integrated coastal area management

· Ensure that designed measures, strategies and guidelines are consistent with national needs, and that there is constant interaction between the regional, national and local levels to ensure that Regional Project Steering Committee work in partnership with national focal points and local stakeholders

· Place a priority on the delivery of effective capacity development activities at the regional, national and local levels, and facilitate the exchange of experiences and lessons learned at all levels.

g) Monitoring and Evaluation

61. Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures and will be provided by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP/GEF.  Monitoring and Evaluation Plan provides for a series of linked activities, including annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIR), Tripartite Reviews, Quarterly Project Reports, Work Plans, and independent mid-term and final project Evaluations. A novel feature of the monitoring strategy is that it provides for Program level monitoring, to ensure that project synergies are being realized, and activities dovetailed as planned. Such monitoring will be orchestrated with funds earmarked in the budget. Results will be evaluated by the Regional Project Steering Committee, which will recommend response measures. The mid-term independent evaluations will provide an important milestone for correcting project strategies. The Logical Framework Matrix provides performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. These will form the basis on which the project's Monitoring and Evaluation system will be built. 

62. In addition to the standard UNDP/GEF requirements on M&E, the monitoring programme will be based on the Adaptation Policy Framework (APF).  To monitor progress in building capacity for adaptation, the monitoring programme will adopt the “Vulnerability Reduction Assessment” (VRA), a modification of the Threat Reduction Assessment (TRA) approach, first developed for the USAID-funded “Biodiversity Support Programme”
. Like the TRA, the VRA (described in Annex 2 of the UNDP project document) emphasizes monitoring based on qualitative assessment using simple techniques that are easily interpreted. The M&E framework is strongly related to project interventions and specific objectives, using such combinations of qualitative information and quantitative indicators as are appropriate. Generic indicators to assess project impacts in terms of global environmental benefits and improvements in adaptive capacity are presented in the logical framework analysis. These will be finalized and agreed to at the inception meeting of the implementation phase (prior to the commencement of any activity). 

Learning and Knowledge Sharing

63. Learning is an important goal of this GEF SPA pilot project on adaptation to climate change. Rigorous evaluation will enable the GEF and other agencies to measure progress and the GEF to learn how to strengthen and widen its portfolio. The UNDP/GEF's Adaptation Learning Mechanism (ALM) has been launched to facilitate this learning process.

64. Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the project intervention zone through a number of existing information sharing networks and fora.  In particular, the project will be linked to UNDP/GEF’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism (ALM)
 by providing the following inputs:

65.
(1) Lessons learned from the project should be classified into the following criteria. 
Does the adaptation deal with: 

· climate change (inter-annual and/or multi-decadal) risks? 

· single sectoral and/or socio-economic issues?

· ecosystems?


66.
(2) What are the best practices in: 

· integrating adaptation of coastal resources into national and local development policy?

· project design and implementation mechanisms?

67. The above should include lessons on how to prioritise adaptation options (strategies/policies or operations), the scope of the adaptation project (local, sub-regional, national to sub-regional scales), and capacity development approaches on adaptation, including engaging key stakeholders on adaptation. Also consider:

· project- and programme-level impact indicators.

68.
(3) Share knowledge and experiences on adaptation, especially lessons learned on the following:

· which are the most common barriers to adaptation, at the information supply or uptake end? (What lessons emerge that have relevance to the role of UNDP, GEF and/or local partners with respect to designing and implementing adaptation project)?

· what are the conditions for success (or failure), including replication and scaling up?

· when do current coping strategies become ‘off-limit’, and over what time scales?

69. In addition:

· The project will participate, as relevant and appropriate, in UNDP/GEF sponsored networks, organized for Senior Personnel working on projects that share common characteristics. UNDP/GEF shall establish a number of networks that will largely function on the basis of an electronic platform.

· The project will identify and participate, as relevant and appropriate, in scientific, policy-based and/or any other networks, which may be of benefit to project implementation though lessons learned.

70. The project will identify, analyze, and share lessons learned that might be beneficial in the design and implementation of similar future projects. Identify and analyzing lessons learned is an on- going process, and the need to communicate such lessons as one of the project's central contributions is a requirement to be delivered not less frequently than once every 12 months. UNDP/GEF shall provide a format and assist the project team in categorizing, documenting and reporting on lessons learned. To this end a percentage of project resources will need to be allocated for these activities.

Indicative Monitoring and Evaluation Work plan and corresponding Budget

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$

Excluding project team Staff time 
	Time frame

	Inception Workshop 
	· Project Coordinator

· UNDP CO

· UNDP GEF 

· UNESCO/IOC
	$8,000
	Within first two months of project start up 

	Inception Report
	· Project Team

· UNDP CO & UNESCO/IOC
	None 
	Immediately following Inception Workshop

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Purpose Indicators 
	· Project Coordinator will oversee the hiring of specific studies and institutions, and delegate responsibilities to relevant team members
	To be finalized in Inception Phase and Workshop. Indicative cost  $30,000
	Start, mid and end of project

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Progress and Performance (measured on an annual basis) 
	· Oversight by Project GEF Technical Advisor and Project Coordinator  

· Measurements by regional field officers and local IAs 
	To be determined as part of the Annual Work Plan's preparation. Indicative cost $15,000
	Annually prior to APR/PIR and to the definition of annual work plans 

	APR and PIR
	· Project Team

· UNDP-CO

· UNDP-GEF & UNESCO/IOC
	None
	Annually 

	TPR and TPR report
	· Government Counterparts

· UNDP CO

· UNESCO/IOC

· Project team

· UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit
	None
	Every year, upon receipt of APR

	Steering Committee Meetings
	· Project Coordinator

· UNESCO/IOC 

· UNDP CO
	None
	Following Project Inception Workshop and subsequently at least once a year 

	Periodic status reports
	· Project team 
	 5,000
	To be determined by Project team and UNDP CO

	Technical reports
	· Project team

· Hired consultants as needed
	8,000
	To be determined by Project Team and UNDP-CO

	Mid-term External Evaluation
	· Project team

· UNDP- CO

· UNESCO/IOC & UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit

· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	15,000
	At the mid-point of project implementation. 

	Final External Evaluation
	· Project team, 

· UNDP-CO

· UNESCO/IOC & UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit

· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	25,000
	At the end of project implementation

	Terminal Report
	· Project team 

· UNDP-CO

· External Consultant
	None
	At least one month before the end of the project

	Lessons learned
	· Project team 

· UNESCO/IOC & UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit (suggested formats for documenting best practices, etc)
	8,000 
	Yearly

	Audit 
	· UNDP-CO

· Project team 
	4,000 (average $1000 per year) 
	Yearly

	Visits to field sites (UNDP staff travel costs to be charged to IA fees)
	· UNDP Country Office 

· UNESCO/IOC & UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit (as appropriate)

· Government representatives
	15,000 (average one visit per year) 
	Yearly

	TOTAL indicative COST 

Excluding project team staff time and UNDP staff and travel expenses 


	 US$ 110,000
	


3.
Financial Modality and cost effectiveness

71. The Requested GEF funding for the full project is US$ 3.3 million with a further US$700, 000 having already been granted for the PDF phase. Co-funding from various sources is expected to amount to a total of US$4 million. This places the ratio of co-funding to GEF contribution at 1:1.

72. The participating Governments are contributing a substantial amount of the co-funding (nearly US$3 million) both in-kind within their national boundaries. The incremental cost to states of meeting the requirements of the Convention is estimated at US$ 4 million. Further detail is available within the Incremental Cost Analysis Annex.

	Co-financing Sources

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

	Governments
	National
	In-Kind/Cash
	$2,850,00
	Estimated

	UNESCO/IOC
	IGO
	In-Kind
	$250,000
	Estimated

	UNESCO/IOC
	IGO
	Cash
	$60,000
	Estimated 

	UNDP
	IA
	Cash
	150,000
	Estimated

	JICA
	IGO
	Cash
	$100,000
	Estimated

	BID - Banque Islamique de développement
	Private/Public Sector
	Cash
	$100,000



	Estimated

	Coopération Espagnole (AECI)
	Bilateral Donor
	Cash
	$100,000
	Estimated

	CRDI - Centre de Recherches pour le Développement International, Canada
	Bilateral Donor
	Cash
	$100,000
	Estimated

	CSRP - Commission Sous-Régionale des Pêches
	 Bilateral Donor
	Cash
	$100,000
	Estimated

	FAO
	IGO 
	Cash/In-Kind 
	$100,000
	Estimated

	Others
	
	
	$90,000
	Estimated

	Sub-Total Co-financing
	     $4,000,000      
	


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

4.
Institutional Coordination and Support

h) Core Commitments and Linkages

73. The project is consistent with recent decisions and guidelines under the UNFCCC. For example, in 2002 the UNFCCC Consultative Groups of Experts (CGE) carried out a review of Initial National Communications and concluded that vulnerability and adaptation assessments varied widely in scope and often contain lists of un-prioritized adaptation measures.  To address these weaknesses the CGE highlighted the need to incorporate adaptation into the national and sectoral planning processes through increased participation by policy makers.

74. At the 7th Conference of the Parties (COP7) in 2002, the Parties agreed new guidelines for National Communications, which included an expanded scope for vulnerability and adaptation assessments. The Parties also agreed on another set of guidelines for the National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) for Least Developed Countries (LDCs), which should specifically address the urgent and immediate needs of LDCs, and are aimed at prioritizing adaptation measures. Guidance was also extended to a range of options including demonstration projects. The activities envisaged under the proposed project components are consistent with these guidelines, and also correspond with the GEF strategic priority on adaptation to support activities which cover a range of incremental adaptation measures and have the potential to generate global environmental benefits.

75. The project recognizes that the need to adapt to the negative impacts of global climate change is an incremental burden to the participating countries, which will incur additional costs to adapt to climate change. The proposed activities will generate global environmental benefits primarily in the Biodiversity Conservation focal area.  These include increased effectiveness, but most significantly, dramatically increased sustainability of global benefits derived through conservation of critical coastal and marine ecosystems.  There will also be some global benefits in the International Waters focal area.  These will include the avoidance of conflict over water resources and the reduction in land-based sources of pollution.  Such adaptation measures and activities will also generate national and local benefits, through improved development planning, and through protection of fisheries and other key resources. The project will distinguish between these incremental costs and additionality of adaptation measures.

76. The project’s main objectives and project outcomes are fully consistent with the Abidjan Convention, which has identified the institution and coordination of ICAM at the sub-regional levels, and the management and monitoring of shoreline change as priority. At the regional level the knowledge generated and lessons learned by the project will complement the GOG-LME programme (which does not include the participating countries).

77. The project is also closely linked to another component of the NEPAD Environmental Action Plan. Indeed, “Programme area 5: Combating climate change in Africa” identifies African coastal zone vulnerability to climate change as a priority area for the African Strategy on Climate Change. It calls for the identification of ecosystems, regions and people most vulnerable to climate change; the development of adaptation strategies for the identified regions and sectors; and the implementation of demonstration and pilot projects to show the way forward
. In the implementation of the project, close attention will be given to ensuring coordination with other relevant GEF projects and programmes in the region, including (inter alia) the Canary Current LME, Programme Regional de Conservation de la Zone Cotiere et Marine de l’Afrique de l’Ouest (IUCN), UNDP GEF projects (Senegal River Basin Water and Environmental Management Program), the UNEP/UNIDO/WTO Tourism Project, and the Regional Ocean Observing and Forecasting System for Africa (ROOFS-Africa) and the Ocean Data and Information Network in Africa (ODINAFRICA) Project implemented by IOC.

78. The UNDP-GEF unit on Capacity Development and Adaptation, which is responsible for the Second National Communications and NAPA for Climate Change, will oversee the implementation of the full project. The unit will ensure that there is no duplication between this project and the enabling activities of the participating countries.

79. The project builds on the experiences and lessons learned from relevant climate change adaptation projects and programmes implemented elsewhere in the world, and particularly the GEF Project on Caribbean Planning for Adaptation to Climate Change Project (CCPAC) implemented between 1997 and 2002. CCPAC is first GEF adaptation project to be completed in any regions and therefore constitutes by itself a valuable resource for future activities elsewhere.

80. The lessons learned from CCPAC are incorporated in the design of this project.  These include the following :

· 81. Political commitment is a major implementation and sustainability issue in adaptation to climate change and can be enhanced through a highly visible regional coordination institution, multi-stakeholder committee, public awareness campaigns and involvement of a variety of relevant national ministries. Whilst the CCPAC project only addressed Phase 1 adaptation, this Project addresses the 3 stages defined by UNFCCC for adaptation: Planning, Formulation and Implementation. Political commitment has been obtained during the planning phase and will be maintained during the implementation stages. It is expected that a project that addresses the 3 adaptation stages in a continuous and phased manner has more chances to maintain political momentum. The fact that this project is deeply embedded into the NEPAD Environmental process means that it will benefit from high political visibility at the regional level, being one of the first project of the NEPAD Action Plan to be potentially financed, as well as a strong ownership, since it was originally designed by African experts based on a thorough assessment of environmental issues affecting coastal zones of Africa.

· 82. Institutionalizing climate change issues into national planning process is crucial: using specific mechanisms and methodologies for identifying vulnerable areas and analyzing climate change options that is functional in the context of limited data, will have to be rooted within the national government process.  In particular, a measure of success for the Project will have to look at the development of integrated coastal planning policies and/or regulations at the national level as well as the level of participation of various government and private sector. 

· 83. Long term sustainability is a major requirement for climate change adaptation which can be enhanced through building regional and national commitment as well as institutional and technical capacity. The Project will promote a regional approach, in particular for the development of regional core capacity that would bring together the limited national institutional assets for work on climate change issues.

· 84. The limited existing capacity (both  institutional and technical) has to be realised from the start of the project, in particular when using methodologies or tools applied and/or developed  in other regions. Hence, the Project will assess the existing capacity in order to provide regional support that is appropriate to the national context. Existing data and information as well as technical expertise will be sought from other projects and organisations sharing similar goals

· 85. The establishment of regional coordination unit as a part of a project (such as the planned Regional Coordination Unit to be established during the Full Project), will necessitate a careful assessment of its structure, functions and administrative processes and a schedule that realistically accounts for potential delays in its establishment.

· 86. The need to develop effective data & information collection networks is crucial whilst those have to be strongly supported and maintained though time at the national level. The experience of IOC/UNESCO in data collection, management and exchange in Africa through the ODINAFRICA Project will provide support in assisting the countries to establish their data handling mechanisms.

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

87.
In terms of collaboration with existing or planned GEF projects, the Project is in the processes of establishing linkages with the two regional GEF projects being implemented by UNEP and IRDB/UNDP. These include:

(i)
88. PDF-B Project on the Protection of the Canary Current Large Marine Ecosystem (LME), implemented by UNEP. The Canary Current LME Project, which covers the 5 participating countries, was initiated in 2004 and is expected to commence in 2006/2007. The issues of climate change impacts on fisheries and nursery and reproductive habitats of the Canary Current Large Marine Ecosystem are expected to be jointly addressed in order to avoid duplication of efforts. 

(ii) 
89. The Full Project on the Senegal River Basin Water and Environmental Management Program implemented by UNDP/IBRD in Senegal and Mauritania. The project objective is to ensure the sustainable management of the basin's water resources, biodiversity and environment. The four main components are: (i) The Environmental Management Structure Component, aiming at establishing effective institutional structures and mechanisms for the appropriate management of the Senegal Basin, both at regional and national level; (ii) The Knowledge Base Component: inventory of the socio-economic and bio-physical conditions, easily accessible data bases established in each country and at OVMS (Basin Authority); (iii) Priorities and Opportunities Analysis Component which includes an identification of priority transboundary issues, mitigation measures, the identification of priorities and opportunities perceived by the public in the Basin; and (iv) an Action Program for the Global Environment.

(iii)
90. Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands Required by Migratory Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian Flyways. This UNEP driven project , which covers thirteen countries including Mauritania, Senegal and Gambia, aims to improve, on a sustainable basis, the conservation status of African/Eurasian migratory waterbirds, by enhancing and coordinating the measures taken by GEF-eligible countries to conserve key critical wetland areas that these birds require to complete their annual migratory cycle. The project will thus be a catalyst for integrating best practices into conservation efforts throughout the migratory corridors, using existing coordinating mechanisms and commitments, particularly those of the Ramsar Convention and the Agreement on the Conservation of the African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbird. Accord of the Convention on Migratory Species (AEWA/CMS), and a number of international and local NGOs. It will combine a high proportion of catalytic regional activities, aimed at all the GEF-eligible countries on the flyway (particularly training, exchange of know-how/best practices, and communications activities), with a number of national and site-based demonstration actions.

(iv)
91. Another UNEP project of relevance, in the case of Senegal, is the Desert Margins Programme (DMP) Phase 1&2. The overall objective of the DMP is to arrest land degradation in Africa’s desert margins through demonstration and capacity building activities developed through unravelling the complex causative factors of desertification, both climatic (internal) and human-induced (external), and the formulation and piloting of appropriate holistic solutions. Its specific objective (Purpose) is to develop and implement strategies for conservation, restoration and sustainable use of dryland biodiversity (to enhance ecosystem function and resilience).

(v)
92. UNDP’s project on Biological diversity conservation through participatory rehabilitation of degraded lands of the arid and semi-arid transboundary areas of Mauritania and Senegal. The project seeks to address the root causes of biodiversity loss from land degradation in the five critical, upland and floodplain ecosystems of the trans-border Senegal River Valley in Senegal and Mauritania. The project will improve on techniques for rehabilitating the natural ecosystems of these degraded lands. Ecosystem restoration and improved fire control will have the double benefit of enhancing carbon sinks. Institutional capacity will be strengthened at all levels from the village to the cross-national.

(vi)
93. WWF/Western Africa Regional Programme Office (WARPO)’s Marine Turtles Conservation in West Africa. The overall objective is to improve the conservation rates, maintaining hotspots, improving knowledge and strengthening sub-regional collaboration for marine turtle conservation in West Africa.

94. Links are in the process of being established with on-going GEF national Initiatives. These include:

· 95. National Adaptation Plan of Action of Mauritania (implemented by UNEP)—to the extent possible, given the progress made in Mauritania, the country level activities conducted during the preparatory phase has drawn on the ongoing results of the NAPA process.

· 96. Integrated Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Management Project (Gambia, implemented by IBRD) 

· 97. Coastal and Biodiversity Management Project (Guinea Bissau, implemented by IBRD). The objective of this project, which overlaps with the ACCC project is to  build the capacities of government agencies as well as natural resources users in Guinea Bissau for effective and cooperative integrated management of coastal ecosystems. The project consist of 4 elements,  namely: 1) Protected Areas and threatened species management; 2) natural resources management; 3) environmental and social protection framework; 4) project management, monitoring, and assessment. The clear complementarities between the projects will be taken into account when implementing the activities outlined in this proposal.

· 98. Conservation of biodiversity through integrated participatory community management in Cape Verde (implemented by UNDP)

· 99. National Capacity Self Assessment  activities in Cape Verde, Gambia, Guinea Bissau, Mauritania

· 100. UNEP sponsored Desert Margin Programme, Phase 1 and 2 in Senegal which includes (a) review and analysis of the extent and nature of land degradation and its socio-economic and biophysical causes; (b) identification and testing of available solutions (indigenous, new technologies, and policy and institutional changes) together with farmers, NGOs, and NARS; (c) development of improved solutions (technologies, policies, institutions) through participatory research; (d) assessment of the likely impact of solutions in solving degradation problems and designing monitoring systems for measuring impact; and (e) collaboration with researchers, farmers, communities, NGOs, policymakers, and donors in implementing and monitoring the findings and recommendations of the DMP.
· 101. The project has the overall objective of ensuring the sustainable management of the basin's water resources, biodiversity and environment. The four main components are: (i) The Environmental Management Structure Component, aiming at establishing effective institutional structures and mechanisms for the correct management of the Senegal Basin, both at regional and national level; (ii) The Knowledge Base Component: inventory of the socio-economic and bio-physical conditions, easily accessible data bases established in each country and at OVMS (Basin Authority); (iii) The Priority and Opportunities Analysis Component: identification of priority transboundary issues, the definition of mitigation measures, the identification of priorities and opportunities perceived by the public in the Basin; (iv) The Action Program for the Global Environment.

101. As mentioned earlier, this project will be co-ordinated among UN agencies, which are implementing the GEF-funded enabling activities, especially the Second National Communication (SNC), and the National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA).
102. In addition, several ongoing initiatives in each of the countries will be built on. This includes:

Guinea Bissau

· 103. A deep water harbour project on the Grand de Buba river, a facility being developed to support a development project on phosphate and bauxite extraction on the Farim region. 

· 104. The Gêba channel dragging project, and in particular the Wharf zone and Pinjiguiti harbour in Bissau main port facilities of the country.

· 105. The hydroelectric dam project to be built in the Corubal river in Saltinho, 300 km away from Bissau. This 18 MW power facility is envisaged within the framework of the Gambia River Basin Development Organisation (GRBDO). It includes a 225 KW electrical inter connexion line between Senegal, the Gambia, Guinea Bissau and the Republic of Guinea.

· 106. An ecotourism development project in the Bolama – Bijagos Archipelago Biosphere and the tutorship of IBAP. The project is promoting the conservation of sea resources, among other sustainable development goals. 

· 107. The West Africa Regional Program for the Coastal Zone Conservation underway, financed by UICN, WWF, FIBA, WI.

· 108. GEF/UNEP/FAO Canary current large marine ecosystem project (CCLME)

Cape Verde

· 109. Enabling Cape Verde to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC-- Cape Verde had prepared the “National Environmental Action Plan 1994-2005 (NEAP)” for sustainable development. The main goals are: poverty alleviation; food security; soil conservation; the fight against deforestation and desertification; water management and conservation; energy conservation and the introduction of renewable energies; biodiversity and fishery protection; comfort, hygiene and sanitation of the population; population growth; pollution control; and information and education in the areas of the environment. This is an Enabling Activity led by UNDP.

· 110. UNDP is also guiding Cape Verde in the Preparation of a National Adaptation Programme of Action. The proposed NAPA for Cape Verde project is aimed at addressing the need to develop a realistically achievable country-driven program of action for adaptation to climate change in key sectors such as agriculture, forestry, water resources, coastal zone and human health. In addition to the NAPA, Cape Verde also has the National Capacity Self-Assessment for Global Environment Management (NCSA). Some of the objectives of the project include: (a) identification, review and validation of capacity development priority actions in the biodiversity, climate change and land degradation/desertification thematic areas; (b) preparation of a capacity development strategy for global environmental management in Cape Verde in accordance with the NAPA follow up objectives and methodologies, covering the individual, institutional and systemic dimensions, and considering the impetus towards of national decentralization.

Gambia

· 111. In addition to the Integrated Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Management (outlined above), UNDP is currently assisting Gambia in its First National Communication to the UNFCCC and National Adaptation Programme of Action in The Gambia. 

Guinea-Bissau

· 112. In addition to the Integrated Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Management (outlined above), UNDP is assisting Guinea-Bissau in the preparation of its National Adaptation Programme of Action;

· 113. With financial support from the Government of Switzerland and the IUCN, a Coastal Planning Programme in Guinea-Bissau. The project focuses on strengthening institutional capacity,  education, formulation of a regulatory framework and identification of protected areas, and the promotion of a regional approach to coastal management.

· 114. IUCN has another project which involves mapping and spatial analysis of coastal regions in Guinea-Bissau as well as the promotion of technical and scientific knowledge on the biological and human subsystems in the coastal regions.

Mauritania

· 115. UNEP is guiding Mauritania’s Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communications Related to the UNFCCC as well as the National Adaptation Plan of Action.

· 116. IBRD has a Community Based Watershed Management Project

· 117. UNDP is leading the National Capacity Needs Self-Assessment (NCSA) for Global Environmental Management

118. The collaboration between IOC/UNESCO and UNDP/GEF was first established during the planning meeting of the project, held in Dakar in March 2004. From April to October 2004, extensive discussions on the project design and drafting process have taken place between the 2 agencies. The two agencies have been collaborating closely during the implementation of the PDF B activities and this partnership will be extended during the implementation phase (see below).

c)   Project Implementation Arrangement

119. Implementation, execution and coordination of the Project will be carried out as described below. In brief however, several activities are envisaged including the establishment of a Regional Project Steering Committee (which includes appointment of a Regional Project Coordinator, procurement of equipment and other requirements to establish RPSC), the establishment of a Regional Steering Committee and regular reports, convening Regional Steering Committee meetings (including reports on Project Implementation and Progress), the preparation of annual reports), organizing coordination between Implementing and Executing Agencies including consultation and signature of agreements, participation of the Project in relevant International Conference, fora, conclude co-financing/collaboration  arrangement with potential regional and international partners

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY

120. The Project will be implemented by UNDP/GEF (CDAC), which will provide staff for monitoring and supervision of the Project.  UNDP will also provide implementation support services from its Dakar Regional Coordination Unit and from the relevant UNDP country offices.

EXECUTING ARRANGEMENTS
121. In view of the specific scale of the project, which requires interventions at both the national and regional level, the Project will be executed at two distinct levels.
At national level:  

122. In each participating countries, a direct execution (DEX) mechanism will be put in place, hence delegating the national executing role to UNDP country office. The UNDP country office will therefore be responsible for effective project delivery and for the management of the national component. It will establish administrative procedures and operations systems, perform annual audit, and establish project financial management system. The UNDP Country Office will work in close consultation with the National Focal Point designated by the Country and will facilitate the work of the National Consultative Committee (see below).

123. The UNDP Country office, working in coordination with the Implementing Agency, will plan a project Inception Workshop within 3 months of signature of the Project Document.  The purpose of this workshop would be to fine-tune the Project’s first year activities and expenditures . During this workshop, the schedule of subsequent financial disbursements would be finalised.  Key project staff and counterpart officials would be introduced to each other and familiarized with UNDP rules and procedures.  All project staff would be made aware of their responsibilities and of the Project’s monitoring and evaluation requirements. A meeting of the National Consultative Committee (NCC) should be organised right after the inception meeting in order to endorse the Annual Work Plan and execution modalities in accordance with UNDP requirements.  
At the regional level: 
124. UNOPS will act as the regional executing agency and provide support in financial disbursement and oversight services to the Regional Project Steering Committee (RPSC) as described in Outcome 3 (Regional Capacity Development, Information and Coordination- see log-frame). UNESCO/IOC, will take a lead in setting up the RPSC and ensure that the five Project countries work in a coordinated manner and not as individual projects, and also act as a regional platform for exchange of information, capacity building delivery and the syntheses of experiences and lessons, as well as providing the overall coordination at the regional level. In order to fulfill these responsibilities, the Regional Executing Agency will establish a light structure within its headquarters or at the UNESCO Regional Office for Africa (Senegal).

125. UNDP/GEF, IOC/UNESCO and UNOPS will agree on an MOU governing regional execution of relevant activities in the Project.  

126. IOC/UNESCO, in consultation with UNDP and UNOPS, will competitively recruit a part -time Regional Project Manager consistent with standard UNDP procedures.  The Project Coordinator will facilitate the successful execution of project activities as described in Outcomes 1-3 (see log-frame). 

National Level Project Management and Coordination

127. At the national level, each participating country will designate a National Focal Point (NFP) for the Project.  The Project National Focal Point will effect the establishment of a National Consultative Committee (NCC).  Where there is already an appropriate national body that functions at the inter-sectoral level, this could be mandated to take on the role of the NCC (in order to avoid creating unnecessary bureaucracy).  The function of this Committee will be to capture the Project concepts and objectives at the national level, to expedite national activities related to the Project components and outputs and to ensure complementary activities between national strategies and policies and regional project objectives.  

128. The National Focal Point will sit on this NCC and, where appropriate (at the discretion of each country), should act as the country’s representative to the overall regional Project Steering Committee.  This will firmly establish the National Focal Point as the key focal point for interactions with the Project Support Service.  

NATIONAL CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE (NCC)

129. Attendance: The NCC should consist of senior (policy level) representatives from relevant government agencies/sectors (e.g. Fisheries, Environment, Industry, Finance, Tourism, etc.), NGO representatives as appropriate (environmental and industry), relevant funding agencies and community representation.

130. Frequency: The NCC should meet at least once annually and prior to the Regional Steering Committee (so national concerns can be carried forward to regional level in a timely manner).

131. Function: To endorse requests for in-country Project activities, monitor the effectiveness of in-country activities; prepare work plans for in-country Project activities; discuss project progress and implications at a national level.  To identify national concerns regarding project activities and delivery; ensure integrated coordination of actions and Project concepts within those Government Departments concerned with adaptation issues; provide government representatives with an opportunity to update and inform each other and non-government participants; ensure transparency of process and multi-sectoral participation.
132. Reporting:  The National Focal Point should provide to respective UNDP Country Office and Regional Project Support Service with a summary report of its discussions as they relate to project issues and should highlight specific issues that need to be brought to the attention of the Regional Steering Committee.

Regional Level Project Management and Coordination

133. Regional coordination and collaboration will be facilitated through a Regional Project Steering Committee.  The RPSU will be established and operated out of the IOC/UNESCO Headquarters or UNESCO BREDA Office.  The Regional Project Steering Committee will act as the Regional Secretariat to the Project and will provide technical advice to all project participants, as well as organizing activities and administrative requirements for regional workshops and meetings related to the Project.  Financial disbursement will be supported by UNOPS.
134. As part of its commitment to the Project and in support of the RPSC, the Regional Executing Agency will provide appropriate office space to house the RPSU staff and equipment. The RPSC will be directly accountable to the Implementing Agency and to the Regional Steering Committee of the Project.

Regional Steering Committee

135. A Regional Steering Committee will be established and should consist of the National Focal Points from each country, Implementing Agency (UNDP), Executing Agency (UNESCO/IOC and UNDP Country Offices), any co-funding partners contributing actual cash assistance to the Project aims and SINEPAD, as the key partner organization for GEF in the region.

136. Observers, who may be invited to attend by the Steering Committee, may include regional stakeholder representation, environmental NGOs (regional and international), other donor agencies, etc.  Observer attendance will be agreed by consensus within the Committee membership.  The Committee will be jointly chaired by a national representative (on a rotational basis) and by the Implementing Agency representative (UNDP).

137. The Regional Steering Committee should meet annually, and in order to reduce bureaucracy and limit the added burden to country representatives, the Steering Committee will be held as a contiguous meeting to other regional meetings. 

138. The main functions of the Regional Steering Committee will be to:

· monitor progress in project execution; 

· to coordinate between, and discuss implications of, respective project objectives and activities and the functions and progress of the Commission; 

· to provide strategic and policy guidance and to review and approve annual work plans and budgets for the regional component ;

· identify specific capacity building needs;

· to review and endorse all formal monitoring and evaluation reports and findings;

· to provide a regional forum for reviewing and resolving national concerns; 

· to provide a regional forum for stakeholder participation; 

· to provide a platform from which to launch new initiatives related to the Project but requiring separate donor support; 

· to ensure all interested parties are kept informed and have an opportunity to make comment.  

139. A schematic interpretation of the Project Management and Coordination Arrangements is included below.


















Annex A: Incremental Cost Analysis

140. The coastal zone of West Africa includes many low-lying areas that are physically vulnerable to climate induced and anthropogenic erosion and inundation due to sea-level rise (SLR). High levels of poverty and poorly developed institutions and infrastructure exacerbate the social and economic vulnerability of coastal communities to climate change (CC) and SLR. A number of initiatives exist that can be characterized as beneficial in terms of their contribution towards erosion reduction, vulnerability reduction, and the development of integrated coastal area management (ICAM) systems, but insufficient to realize the kind of adaptation necessary to offset the anticipated impacts of climate change and associated SLR. These activities form a set of baseline activities upon which the ACCC programme will build. The incremental cost analysis below provides greater details on the few baseline activities currently underway and sets out the incremental costs attached to planned project interventions. 

Baseline

141. A number of initiatives sponsored by bodies such as UNDP, UNEP, UICN and IBRD focus on conservation, biodiversity, rehabilitation of degraded lands, and watershed management in the five countries participating in the ACCC programme, complementing the activities of national governments. UNDP has also provided assistance in preparing National Adaptation Plans of Action and other climate change related communications. However, there has been little focus on implementing adaptation projects at the local level, or addressing the impacts of CC and SLR on shoreline change. Coastal issues have been addressed through activities such as the UNDP sponsored programme Combating Living Resource Depletion and Coastal Area Degradation in the Guinea Current LME through Ecosystem-based Regional Actions and the UNEP sponsored programme Reduction of Environmental Impact from Coastal Tourism through Introduction of Policy Changes and Strengthening Public-Private Partnerships. However, projects and programmes implemented to date have focused on addressing problems within a framework that essentially assumes “stationary” climatic conditions and generally do not factor in higher sea levels or changes in climatic parameters. Activities under the current baseline therefore may serve to ameliorate land degradation, enhance biodiversity, reduce sedimentation or coastal erosion and improve livelihoods in the short term, but are likely to be undermined by climate change and its impacts in the medium to long term. 

142. OUTCOME 1. Piloting of adaptation projects, particularly at the community level. Existing or planned coastal defences are likely to prove inadequate in the face of projected SLR of up to 1 m (based on potential global mean values) by the end of the 21st century, with impacts in the early 21st century. A beach nourishment programme in Gambia has been of limited success at best; beaches extended by 140 m in 2003 have already lost up to 70 m to wave erosion, with 7 m of beach lost over two days in one area in early March 2006.  Existing coastal protection measures are evidently inadequate as they stand, and will suffer more extensive and frequent failure as sea levels rise. The loss of economically valuable shorelines housing tourist beaches, hotels, fish landing sites and other key sites will undermine livelihoods and national economies, compromising development programmes. Relocation of settlements and the loss of livelihood options are very real prospects in the foreseeable future, and would cause severe social and economic disruption. Adaptation strategies and options are needed to help communities cope with shoreline change. The impacts of CC and SLR will also be exacerbated by anthropogenic drivers which reduce the resilience of coastal ecological and geomorphological systems. While some such drivers are already being addressed, greater efforts are required to increase resilience in the face of CC and SLR. Without further intervention adaptation to CC and SLR will be almost exclusively reactive and ad hoc in nature, and many communities will not be able to adapt in the timescales available to them. 

143. OUTCOME 2. Mainstreaming of adaptation into policies and programmes at a different levels. National Adaptation Plans of Action (NAPAs) provide a basis for the mainstreaming of adaptation into policies and programmes. However, there is considerable fragmentation between different government agencies and departments, and little policy integration across sectors, with departments operating independently and often in conflict with one another, resulting in maladaptive practices. Moves towards integrated watershed management and programmes such as the ICAM initiative in The Gambia do represent increasing integration in environmental management, but these tend not to include considerations of future climate change. There is awareness of climate change in government departments and agencies with mandates of environmental management, but detailed knowledge of the science of climate change is often lacking, partly due to the lack of availability of information from international scientific research programmes. As a result, awareness of CC and SLR and their potential impacts may not be matched with the capacity to design policies that can address these impacts in a meaningful fashion. 

144. OUTCOME 3. Capacity Building to increase the ability to plan for and respond to climate and coastal change. Current expenditure on monitoring of environmental change and data collection and analysis is extremely low, and further spending is often prevented by caps on government expenditure under the terms of structural adjustment programmes. Nonetheless, limited national capacities do exist for environmental monitoring and data analysis, for example using GIS technology. Some climatic records are held government departments, focusing on a few parameters such as rainfall and temperature, but detailed records of more complex variables such as streamflow and sediment transport are few in number. A number of hazardous waste sites have not been subject to monitoring and their impact on groundwater quality has not been assessed. Early warning systems for coastal hazards such as floods and storm surges are basic to non-existent, although these hazards are not as costly in terms of human lives and damage to infrastructure as in some regions. While awareness of coastal hazards is high due to the proximity of settlements and livelihoods to such hazards and their impacts, appreciation of the potential impacts of CC and of projected SLR is low. Communities are therefore poorly prepared for coping with changed climatic and environmental conditions, which might increase risk from extreme events and lead to increased mortality and economic losses. 
The GEF Alternative

145. OUTCOME 1. Piloting of adaptation projects, particularly at the community level. ACCC activities will increase the resilience of coupled social and ecological systems in the face of climatic variability and change. The amelioration of anthropogenic drivers of shoreline change will be accelerated, and additional measures will be taken to reduce vulnerability to future CC and SLR. As a result of ACCC activities, it is anticipated that coastal erosion will be reduced and that communities will be better able to plan for and adapt to shoreline change, which will be reduced relative to the baseline. Sustainable livelihoods will be promoted, and these will be much less likely to be undermined by CC and SLR, securing longer term sustainable economic development. As a result of changes to planning and construction practices and styles, coastal squeeze will be reduced. Combined with other measures to reduce stresses on ecological and geomorphological systems, ecosystems and biodiversity will be conserved, with global environmental benefits and benefits to local livelihoods. 

146. OUTCOME 2. Mainstreaming of adaptation into policies and programmes at a different levels. Mainstreaming of adaptation concerns into policies and programmes will aim to “climate proof” policy, reducing the likelihood of maladaptive practices that exacerbate vulnerability of social, ecological and geomorphological systems to CC, coastal erosion and SLR in the name of short-term economic development. Communication between departments and agencies and between policy makers and coastal communities will be improved, with greater stakeholder involvement in policy development and implementation. Tourism, development and conservation zones will be more clearly delineated, facilitating more effective coastal zone management. Regulatory frameworks will be strengthened and enforcement mechanisms developed, resulting in reduced pressure on coastal systems by inappropriate development. There will be a greater awareness of CC and SLR in the policy community, which will encourage the inclusion of CC and SLR considerations into new initiatives. 

147. OUTCOME 3. Capacity Building to increase the ability to plan for and respond to climate and coastal change. Through improved monitoring of shoreline change, climatic trends and environmental conditions, deliberative, anticipatory adaptation initiatives will be facilitated, leading to adaptation measures that will be more acceptable to communities with a greater awareness of the risks associated with CC and SLR. Regional integration of monitoring systems will provide opportunities for bilateral and multilateral cooperation in the area of adaptation and coastal zone management. The development of early warning systems will reduce mortality and other losses from coastal hazards relative to the baseline. 

ACCC Incremental Costs 

148. OUTCOME 1. Piloting of adaptation projects, particularly at the community level. Half of the ACCC programme budget is earmarked for piloting projects that reduce people’s vulnerability and/or exposure to the impacts of climate change and SLR. These projects will build on existing livelihood development and coastal management activities. Links will be developed with existing projects and programmes, for example the Integrated Coastal Area Management Project in The Gambia. There are few or no existing activities specifically designed to address adaptation to future climate change and SLR at the local level. The $ 4 million for this outcome will therefore represent an incremental cost on a near-zero baseline. 

149. OUTCOME 2. Mainstreaming of adaptation into policies and programmes at a different levels. $ 1 million of GEF funding will be matched by $ 1 million from co-financing to build on NAPA frameworks for integrating and mainstreaming adaptation into policy. It is anticipated that some co-financing will be provided by UNDP given its involvement in the NAPA processes and its work developing the Adaptation Policy Frameworks publication. 

150. OUTCOME 3. Capacity Building to increase the ability to plan for and respond to climate and coastal change. Co-financing for Outcome 3 will build on existing monitoring capabilities, and the $ 2 million earmarked for this outcome will make a significant difference to the extent of monitoring networks, the capacity to for data analysis and the development of early warning systems. GEF funding will focus on awareness raising and training of community members. 

Co- Financing

151. Co-financing for the GEF alternative will be provided by the following organizations and others whose involvement is to be confirmed: UNESCO/IOC, UNDP, JICA, Banque Islamique de développement, Coopération Espagnole (AECI), Centre de Recherches pour le Développement International, Canada (CRDI), Commission Sous-Régionale des Pêche (CSRP), FAO.


Table 2. ACCC Project Incremental Cost Matrix

	ACCC Project Component
	Cost Category
	US$ Million
	Domestic Benefit


	Global Benefit

	OUTCOME 1. Piloting of adaptation projects, particularly at the community level.
	Baseline
	20.00
	Communities engage in autonomous adaptation with some government and donor intervention to reduce ecosystem loss and exposure to impacts of CC and SLR through improvements to coastal defences and reduction of maladaptive practices (e.g. sand mining), with limited enforcement. Limited consideration of future SLR scenarios.
	Coastal erosion slowed and some preservation of existing ecosystems. Some adaptation lessons which may have illustrative benefits for other geographical regions. 

	
	GEF Alternative
	24.00
	Autonomous adaptation complemented by anticipatory adaptation based on SLR projections. Active intervention to reduce maladaptive practices. “Hard” coastal defences complemented by adaptive management of shorelines. 
	Increased resilience of coupled ecological and social systems leads to preservation of key ecosystems which serve regional and global function as migration routes and biodiversity reservoirs. Sustainable livelihoods reduce poverty, lessen aid dependence and provide valuable adaptation and development lessons.

	
	Incremental Cost
	4.0
	GEF: US$ 2 million; co-financing from donors: $ 2 million 

	OUTCOME 2. Mainstreaming of adaptation into policies and programmes at a different levels.
	Baseline
	10.0
	Some consideration of adaptation at the policy level by certain bodies, but limited integration between government departments and agencies and policy responses to CC and SLR as problems become apparent.
	Little global benefit as responses are reactive and fragmentary, with contradictory policies and actions arising with different departments and agencies.

	
	GEF Alternative
	12.0
	Adaptation considered in policies relating to environment and development as a matter of course, increase in integration results in harmonizing of policies to promote adaptation and prevent policy-driven maladaptation. Policies are “adaptation friendly”
	Policies less likely to result in maladaptive consequences which increase anthropogenic stresses on coastal systems, resulting in general reduction of physical vulnerability of shorelines and ecosystems in region as a whole as well as in pilot sites forming focus of Outcome 1.  

	
	Incremental Cost
	2.0
	GEF: US$ 1 million; co-financing from donors: $ 1 million

	OUTCOME 3. Capacity Building to increase the ability to plan for and respond to climate and coastal change.
	Baseline
	1.0
	Awareness of coastal risks and erosion informs policies and practices to a limited extent, but little awareness of potential nature or impacts of future climate change. Some monitoring identifies climatic and environmental trends, but little or nothing in way of early warning systems. 
	Small contribution to global and regional datasets used in environmental and climate monitoring, forecasting and prediction programmes. 

	
	GEF Alternative
	3.0
	Increased awareness of climate change and potential impacts, feeding into adaptation activities. Better monitoring of climate variations and environmental change. Early warning systems
	Better monitoring of climatic and environmental trends contributes to regional and 

	
	Incremental Cost
	2.0
	GEF: US$ 1 million; co-financing from donors: $ 1 million
	


Table 3. Baseline Activities by Country (activities active in more than one but fewer than all five countries are listed under individual countries)

	Country
	Source of funds
	Project/Agency
	 Baseline Total (US$ ' 000s) 
	Year

	Cape Verde
	UNDP
	Climate Change Enabling Activity (Additional Financing for Capacity Building in Priority Areas)
	416
	Start date: 

Sept., 2000 (est.)

Duration: 1 an 

	
	UNDP
	Preparation of a National Adaptation Programme of Action
	220
	Start date: 

Jan., 2004 (est.)

Duration: 18 months



	
	UNDP
	National Capacity Self-Assessment for Global Environment Management (NCSA)
	235
	Start date: 

Aug., 2005 (est.)

Duration: 

15 months



	Gambia
	IBRD
	Integrated Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Management Project
	1774
	Approval date:

November 09, 2001

Duration: 3 years



	
	UNEP
	Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands Required by Migratory Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian Flyways.
	12195
	Start date: 

Nov., 2005 (est.)

Duration: 5 years

End Date: 

Oct. 2010

	
	UNEP
	National Adaptation Programme of Action
	198
	Approval date:

July 25, 2003

	Guinea Bissau 
	IBRD 
	Coastal and Biodiversity Management Project
	9550
	Start date: 

Apr., 2004 (est.)

Duration: 

5 years 

	
	UNDP
	Enabling Guinea-Bissau to Formulate its initial national communication to the UNFCCC
	346
	Approval date:

June 05, 1997

	
	UNDP
	Formulation of the National Adaptation Action Plan
	210
	Approval date:

May 14, 2004

	
	UICN
	Sustainable Developments in the Coastal Area of Guinea Bissau and the Coastal Planning Programme 
	
	Start date:1988

Finished but UICN continues actions

	Mauritania
	UNEP  - GEF
	National Adaptation Plan of Action
	198
	Approval date:

January 23, 2003

	
	UNEP
	Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands Required by Migratory Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian Flyways.
	12195
	Start date: 

Nov., 2005 (est.)

Duration: 5 years

End Date : 

Oct. 2010 

	
	IBRD
	Senegal River Basin Water and Environmental Management Program
	40070
	Start Date: January 5, 2004
Duration: 4 years

End Date: December 31, 2007

	
	UNDP
	Biological Diversity Conservation through Participatory Rehabilitation of the Degraded Lands of the Arid and Semi-Arid Transboundary Areas of Mauritania and Senegal
	12366
	Start Date: 

June 1, 1999
End Date: 

May, 2004


	
	IBRD
	Community Based Watershed Management Project
	64950
	Start Date: 2005
Duration: 6 years



	
	UNDP
	National Capacity Needs Self-Assessment (NCSA) for Global Environmental Management
	250
	Start Date: Jul, 2005 (est.)

Duration: 18 months

End Date: Jan, 2007


	
	UICN
	Transboundary Biosphere reserve of the Senegal river delta


	N/A
	July 7, 2005

	
	UICN
	Capacity building project in the collaborative management of sub-regional protected marine areas– RAMAO


	N/A
	Up to 2008

	
	UICN
	Informal network of experts in wetlands management
	N/A
	Feb, 2002

	
	UICN
	Project Planning and Installation on the Mauritanian Littoral (PALM)
	
	In course

	Senegal
	GEF - IBRD
	Integrated Marine and Coastal Resource Management Project


	16 490
	Start Date: Jan, 2004 (est.)

Duration: 5 years

End Date: Jan, 2009



	
	UNEP
	Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands Required by Migratory Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian Flyways.
	12195
	Start date: 

Nov. 2005 (est.)

Duration: 5 years

End Date : 

Oct. 2010

	
	UNEP
	Desert Margins Programme
	Phase 1: 

15584 

Phase 2:

17867 

Phase 3

20515    


	Phase 1: 

Start date: 

Jul. 2002 

Duration: 2 years

End Date : 

Jun. 2004

Phase 2: 

Start date: 

Jul. 2005 

Duration: 2 years

End Date : 

Jun. 2007

Phase 3:

Not yet approved 

	
	UNDP
	Senegal River Basin Water and Environmental Management Program
	40070
	Start Date: January 5, 2004
Duration: 4 years

End Date: December 31, 2007

	
	UNDP
	Biological Diversity Conservation through Participatory Rehabilitation of the Degraded Lands of the Arid and Semi-Arid Transboundary Areas of Mauritania and Senegal
	12366
	Start Date: June 1, 1999
End Date: May, 2004


	
	UNDP
	Small Grants Programme for Global Environment (PPS/GEF)


	
	

	
	UNDP
	Biodiversity Conservation by Land Rehabilitation Senegal / Mauritania  

	
	

	
	UNDP
	Community Conservation of Biodiversity  

	
	August, 2002

	Regional
	 UNEP 
	PDF-B Project: Protection of the Canary Current Large Marine Ecosystem (LME)
	15600
	Not Yet approved

	
	 UNDP/IBRD
	Senegal River Basin Water and Environmental Management Program
	40070
	Start Date: January 5, 2004
Duration: 4 years

End Date: December 31, 2007 

	
	IBRD
	Supporting Capacity Building for the Elaboration of National Reports and Country Profiles by African Parties to the UNCCD
	1800
	Approval date:

June 08, 2004

	
	UNDP - GEF
	Combating Living Resource Depletion and Coastal Area Degradation in the Guinea Current LME through Ecosystem-based Regional Actions
	55320
	Start Date: Jun, 2004
Duration: 5 years

End Date: May, 2009 

	
	UNDP
	Biological Diversity Conservation through Participatory Rehabilitation of the Degraded Lands of the Arid and Semi-Arid Transboundary Areas of Mauritania and Senegal
	12 366
	Start Date: June 1, 1999
End Date: May, 2004


	
	UNEP
	Reduction of Environmental Impact from Coastal Tourism through Introduction of Policy Changes and Strengthening Public-Private Partnerships
	13500
	Duration: 5 years

Project submission: 2005

Not Yet approved


Annex B: Project Logical Framework

	Outputs
	Activities
	Indicators


	Baseline values
	Target and benchmarks
	Means of verification and frequency
	Assumptions

	OUTCOME 1. Implemented pilot activities to increase the adaptive capacity of coastal communities in the participating countries


	1.1. Livelihood and  resilience enhancement to reduce community and ecosystem exposure and vulnerability to SLR and associated impacts (SPA, local level).

Outcome indicator: VRA

1.2. Coastal erosion ameliorated through measures that reduce local anthropogenic drivers of shoreline change, including development of alternative livelihood options (co-financing, local level).

Outcome indicator: rate of erosion, shoreline retreat (through field survey and stakeholder interviews). 
	1.1.1. Construction of anti-salt barrages. 

1.1.2. Beach nourishment and protection with groynes.

1.1.3. Promote voluntary set-back of shoreline construction.

1.1.4. Develop alternative building designs e.g. for hotels, to accommodate dynamic shorelines. 

1.2.1. Construction of lined channels to contain runoff and prevent erosion.

1.2.2. Promote preservation of plants to stabilise dunes.

1.2.3. Encourage community forestry initiatives for afforestation and sustainable forest use.

1.2.4. reduce sand mining through policing, awareness raising

1.2.5. Rehabilitate sand mining sites

1.2.6. Develop alternative building materials and methods to reduce sand inputs.

1.2.7. Implement fire belts and controlled early burning to reduce forest loss.

1.2.8. Develop community projects for income generation.

1.2.9. Develop ecotourism to promote valuing of coastal ecosystems. 

1.2.10. Promote alternative and improved energy sources to reduce forest/mangrove clearance.


1.2.11. Reduce rates of sand and suspended sediment discharge from rivers through a regional and integrated basin management approach.
	1.1.1. number constructed, decrease in number/extent of intrusion events.

1.1.2. length of coast protected, reduction in erosion rates

1.1.3. set-back of new developments


1.1.4. novel new “adaptive” developments

1.2.1. number of channels constructed, erosion reduction in vicinity

1.2.2. plant coverage in pilot sites

1.2.3. number of new initiatives, reduction in forest clearance in pilot sites

1.2.4. no of new sand mining sites

1.2.5. number of sites rehabilitated, erosion rates

1.2.6. number of developments with new materials/methods

1.2.7. number and extent of fire belts, increase in forest cover

1.2.8. number of projects, increases in household income, number of households participating

1.2.9. number of schemes, income from schemes

1.2.10. number of households using new sources, wood consumption

1.2.11. river and basin management schemes, sediments loads
	1.1.1. none exist

1.1.2. some few/no  groynes - not performing well

1.1.3. no set-back

1.1.4. little or no innovation

1.2.1. few or no channels

1.2.2. clearance continues

1.2.3. unsustainable forest use

1.2.4. reduced in some localities but still widespread

1.2.5. some rehabilitation
1.2.6. some alternatives, expensive

1.2.7. little or no management of control of burning

1.2.8. high poverty levels, low diversity

1.2.9. some ecotourism, low penetration into most communities

1.2.10. wood is standard fuel

1.2.11. little integrated management, sediment loads increasing
	1.1.1. review of needs (6 mths), implement projects (1 yr)

1.1.2. nourished beaches to be supported by groynes by end

1.1.3. all new developments >200m from shoreline after 2 yrs

1.1.4. pilot project in each country by end

1.2.1. review needs (6 mths), implement projects (1 yr)

1.2.2. Revegetation complete by end

1.2.3. at least 1 initiative in each pilot site after 1 yr, area reforested

1.2.4. new sites fall by 30% p.a. 

1.2.5. at least one project in each pilot area

1.2.6. at least one project in each pilot area by end

1.2.7. bush fire extent reduced after 1 yr

1.2.8. one or more pilot project in each site after 1yr, incomes increase after 2 yrs

1.2.9. at least 1 project in each country after 1 yr

1.2.10. pilot alternatives, wood consumption reduced

1.2.11. sedimentation reduced by 10% p.a.


	1.1.1. annual reports

1.1.2. 6mthly reports, field survey & measurements

1.1.3. annual field survey


1.1.4. 6mthly reports

1.2.1. annual reports

1.2.2. 6mthly reports & field survey

1.2.3. 6mthly reports & field survey

1.2.4. S/H interviews, field survey

1.2.5. field assessment

1.2.6. 6mthly reports, S/H feedback

1.2.7. S/H interviews, field survey

1.2.8. S/H interviews, household surveys

1.2.9. annual reports, S/H feedback

1.2.10. household survey

1.2.11. field measurements / monitoring sites
	1.1.1. minimal negative impact 

1,1.2. nourishment is affordable 


1.1.3. willingness to build away from shore 


1.1.4. alternatives feasible



1.2.1. minimal negative impacts (e.g. sediment supply) 

1.2.2. plant cover has stabilising effect

1.2.3. cooperation from communities



1.2.4. awareness and policing effective

1.2.5. rehabilitation useful 


1.2.6. alternatives available 



1.2.7. minimal ecological impacts 



1.2.8. buy-in from communities

1.2.9. community buy-in, tourism viable


1.2.10. Alternatives available


1.2.11. will not increase erosion by reducing beach nourishment

General: Shoreline change will not be so severe that livelihoods cannot be sustained; communities do not have to relocated due to inundation/erosion

	OUTCOME 2. Mainstreaming of adaptation into policies and programmes at a different levels.



	2.1. Coastal management activities integrated across sectors, programmes and at various levels of society in the programme sites (SPA & co-financing, local / district level).

2.2. Development and strengthening of regulatory frameworks and enforcement capabilities to reduce anthropogenic drivers of coastal erosion and maladaptive practices 

2.3. Communities outside the project sites replicate successful approaches to mitigate and adapt to shoreline change (SPA & co-financing, district to national/regional level).

2.4. National policies and programmes designed that include adaptation priorities, to promote replication, up-scaling and mainstreaming  of best practices derived from ACCC projects / activities (national level)

2.5. Cooperation among member countries promoted to deliver increased regional ecosystem and community resilience to climate change and SLR (SPA, regional level).
	2.1.1. Promote climate / SLR sensitive planning of settlements.

2.1.2. Develop integrated watershed management systems. 

2.1.3. Integrate ecosystem and wildlife conservation with sustainable livelihood development.

2.2.1. Clearly delineate conservation, tourism development zones etc. 

2.2.2. Creation of task forces to enforce and monitor relevant laws.

2.2.3. Empower community law enforcers with incentives. 

2.3.1. Organisation of exchanges and dialogues between communities.

2.3.2. Awareness raising of pilot projects through media. 

2.3.3. Creation of focal points for communities seeking guidance on adaptation

2.4.1. Convening of workshops for policy community

2.5.1. Convening of regional workshops between NCs and policy makers. 

2.5.2. Initiation of cross-border adaptation initiatives


	2.1.1. number of plans addressing SLR

2.1.2. area coverage of management systems

2.1.3. number and area extent of community conservation projects

2.2.1. awareness of zoning, distribution of activities in such zones

2.2.2. number of task forces, staff, perceptions of efficacy and relevance

2.2.3. number of communities with enforcers, efficacy

2.3.1. number of communities adopting piloted approaches, stakeholder exchanges.

2.3.2. awareness of projects in other communities, media coverage

2.3.3. number of contact points, awareness that assistance is available

2.4.1. number of policies & programmes amended to address adaptation

2.5.1. participation in workshops

2.5.2. number of bilateral and multilateral adaptation relevant agreements
	2.1.1. no consideration of SLR in planning

2.1.2. little or no practical coordination 

2.1.3. some conservation projects related to ecotourism

2.2.1. zones defined but boundaries unclear

2.2.2. little or no enforcement

2.2.3. few incentives outside ecotourism areas

2.3.1. existing social networks may be used here

2.3.2. few projects, but potential for emulation

2.3.3. existing NGOs and government depts might fulfil role; no such focal points of adaptation guidance at present

2.4.1. awareness of adaptation but little or no policy penetration

2.5.1. Poor regional integration

2.5.2. few if any in directly CC relevant areas
	2.1.1. 1 m SLR factored into all new developments

2.1.2. 1 new system piloted in each country by end

2.1.3. new conservation measures piloted at each site

2.2.1. no new development in conservation areas

2.2.2. agency staff and time dedicated to enforcement after 1 yr

2.2.3. existence of local enforcers in each pilot site

2.3.1. emulation of pilot projects in at least one area outside pilot zones

2.3.2. high visibility of pilot projects outside pilot areas

2.3.3. evidence of additional dialogue between focal points and communities

2.4.1. All new environmental and development policies relating to coastal zone have CC/SLR clause by end of programme. 

2.5.1. regular contact between countries has been achieved

2.5.2. new agreements initiated by end
	2.1.1. policy review, S/H interviews, annual reports

2.1.2. policy review, reports, S/H interviews

2.1.3. 6mthly reports, S/H interviews

2.2.1. field survey, S/H interview, reports

2.2.2. S/H interview, reports

2.2.3. S/H interviews

2.3.1. reports from agencies, field visits, S/H interviews

2.3.2. S/H interviews, questionnaires

2.3.3. S/H interviews

2.4.1. policy review

2.5.1. programme reports, annual

2.5.2. programme reports, annual
	2.1.1. adaptation sufficient to accommodate shoreline change

2.1.2. necessary cooperation across sectors possible

2.1.3. livelihoods can benefit from conservation

2.2.1. zoning is meaningful

2.2.2. task forces are effective and act appropriately

2.2.3. will exists to enforce, enforcement is coupled with alternatives to prohibited activities

2.3.1. dialogue will lead to action. Similar socio-economic and environmental conditions make lessons applicable..

2.3.2. awareness will lead to action, media coverage is effective and accurate

2.3.3. communities will engage with focal points


2.4.1. engagement of policy community will lead to effective policies

2.5.1. Engagement will translate into action

2.5.2. agreements and initiatives are effective. 




	OUTCOME 3. Capacity Building to increase the ability to plan for and respond to climate and coastal change.



	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.

3.2. Establishment of a Clearing House to capture, store, disseminate lessons and best practices  and information products to support improved adaptive capacity within the  region

	3.1.1. Develop and implement regional training course and other capacity building activities in ICAM and Climate Change impacts, and relevant Adaptation Techniques

3.1.2. Training Module on application of climate/ocean data and models for decision making

3.1.3. Support intra-and inter- regional exchange of scientists, technicians and experts on adaptation to climate change impacts on coastal regions

3.1.4  Establish Technical Support Group (TSG) to advise on adaptation measures in coastal regions

3.2.1
Web based Clearing house mechanism established and operated

3.2.2. Information material  for the use of community members and others in basic monitoring methods. 

3.2.3. Development of regional climate change impacts scenarios for West Africa

3.2.4. Dissemination of findings of monitoring programmes
	3.1.1. training materials (including literature, datasets, analytical toolkits)

3.1.2. number of people trained

3.1.3. number of and participation in workshops, extent of community awareness

3.1.4. data collection programmes, processes and areas covered, amount of data available

3.2.1 Fully functional web-based database created within 6 months of the commencement of the project

3.2.2. Inventory of information available and number of programmes, stations, points, delivery of data / number of records

3.2.3. Database and reports available for access by public

3.2.4. awareness of results of monitoring
	3.1.1. No training at present

3.1.2. Almost no knowledge of CC/coastal impacts issues.

3.1.3. Little or no appreciation of future SLR potential

3.1.4. No formal EWSs

3.2.1 No centralized regional information depository on climate change and coastal impacts

3.2.2. National environmental agencies lack required information (very few data available at present)

3.2.3. Limited district specific coastal impact scenarios for West Africa

3.2.4. Little monitoring, few data
	3.1.1. At any time after the completion of the pilot projects, at least 1 person trained in each key line ministry (coastal department, tourism, urban planning, etc)

3.1.2. 1+ person trained in each community in pilot areas within 1 yr

3.1.3. 1 workshop per year until end of project

3.1.4. 1+ EWS set up in each country by end

3.2.1 Database populated with at least 25 case studies at the end of year 1

3.2.2. Data and system on climate and shoreline erosion monitoring available within 1 yr

3.2.3. system for monitoring key variables in each pilot site by end

3.2.4. lessons from pilot projects disseminated by end
	3.1.1. –Participant list

3.1.2. 6mthly reports by national teams

3.1.3. 6mthly reports - no of meetings held, questionnaire surveys 

3.1.4. 6mthly reports by national teams

3.2.1 Number of entries

3.2.2. 6mthly reports by national teams on progress in collection of data

3.2.3. quarterly inventories of available reports by national teams

3.2.4. end of programme report


	3.1.1. Personnel are released/compensated to attend the training programs

3.1.2. capacity and willingness for training exists

3.1.3.  workshops lead to adequate engagement & action

3.1.4. EW systems are useful and adaptation measures implemented

3.2.1 Availability of information and capacity for processing.

3.2.2. resources for adequate monitoring exist

3.2.3. available coverage of climate data is adequate to capture local and regional trends. Resources present for analysis

3.2.4. knowledge informs behaviour.


Annex C: Response to Project Reviews

a)  Convention Secretariat comments and IA/ExA response
b)  STAP expert review and IA/ExA response

Review and Assessment of the Project Proposal Adaptation to Climate Change – Responding to Shoreline Change and its human dimensions in West Africa through integrated coastal area management – ACCC.

By Eric Bird

Geostudies/University of Melbourne, Australia

General Statement

Strengths and weaknesses of the proposal, with suggestions for improvement and alternative approaches.
.

       The Project Proposal is generally strong, particularly on the human dimensions, but there are some weaknesses in the treatment of scientific and technical matters that should be remedied before the proposal is submitted to the GEF.  Please consider the following points.

(§ numbers refer to numbered paragraphs in the Project Proposal).

1.   The coasts and sea areas of the five states span an environmental transition, and cannot be described as unitary.

      There is a major transition in coastal climates from arid Mauritania through subarid Senegal to the seasonally wet Guinea Bissau.  

     The coasts of Mauritania and Senegal are dominated by beaches, spits and dunes; south of Cape Verde there are cliffy coasts; in the Gambia and Guinea Bissau there are extensive mangrove swamps bordering estuaries and rias; and the Cape Verde Islands (500 km seaward of Dakar) are volcanic, cliffy and desiccated.   

      The tide range is small (about 1 m) in Mauritania but increases southward to more than 5 m in the estuaries of Guinea Bissau.  

      The coast north of Cape Verde is exposed to strong Atlantic swell from the north-west, but wave action becomes weaker to the south-east, where the broader continental shelf diminishes the southerly swell from the South Atlantic.   

      The north-south longshore drifting is related to these wave conditions: it is strong in Mauritania and Senegal, but weakens south of Cape Verde, and becomes negligible in Guinea Bissau.

      Water and sediment yield from rivers is very limited north of Cape Verde, except for the Senegal River; it increases south of Cape Verde, where several rivers flow into estuaries.

      The Canary Current Large Marine Ecosystem in the adjacent sea is influenced by this transition – the current dies out south-eastward and coastal waters become influenced by seasonal runoff from the rivers of the Gambia and Guinea Bissau.   A key issue will be the nature and extent of changes in this Canary Current and its ecological associations with global warming.

     The five states are thus not “affected by similar climatic, hydrographical and oceanic conditions” (§1, 7), 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.

2.   There are analogous situations in other parts of the world. Similar environmental transitions occur on the Pacific coast of North America from southern Mexico to Panama and from Peru northward through Ecuador; on the Caribbean coast from Yucatan southward; in Brazil between Recife and the Amazon delta; on the east coast of India northward to the Ganges delta; in Vietnam southward to the Mekong delta; and on the north coast of Western Australia from the Eighty Mile Beach to Joseph Bonaparte Gulf.  The proposed project will elucidate the changes likely to occur along these transitions with sea level rise and climatic change, and to acknowledge that this is a study of a transitional tropical coast will strengthen its global significance.  A focus on coastwise variations in environmental changes resulting from sea level rise and climatic change can highlight the need for co-operation in ICAM between neighbouring countries.   A project based on existing and expected transitions along a sector of tropical coast would certainly be innovative, and this approach is recommended.

3.   The “coral reefs” of the Cape Verde Islands are of great interest, but are usually described as communities of marine algae with associated corals: they have been described as “coral gardens” rather than solid reefs.  Corals are less varied and luxuriant in the eastern parts of the oceans, and do not form solid reefs of the kind seen in the Indian Ocean and the Western Pacific.  Nevertheless, 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.

4.   The mangroves of Mauritania and Senegal are scattered, sparse and stunted because of aridity, whereas those of Guinea Bissau and the Gambia are dense and luxuriant.  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.

5.   Reference is made to “tidal waves and storm surges” (§23) and “tidal surges” (§ 29).  Storm surges are likely to increase in frequency and intensity in West Africa as the result of climate change, but 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”.  §108 mentions “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.

6.  Another problem of terminology concerns shorelines, which are generally defined as the water’s edge, moving to and fro with the tide (hence high tide shoreline, mid-tide shoreline, low tide shoreline).  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 in the project title and throughout.   

7.  Reference is made to a few scattered measurements of coastal erosion (§24, 35) and to case studies of responses to such erosion (§27).  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.  

8.   Coastal erosion is a problem now (§24, 25) 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).

9.  There is reference to studies of the predicted extent of coastal submergence under various scenarios (§23), 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 (§30), but the sources of this data are not indicated.

10.  The length of the Mauritania coastline is mentioned (754 km: §25) 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 Factbook CIA).

Implementation guidelines

       The proposals for implementing the project are satisfactory.

Evaluation of project document

      Questions raised in Annex 1 and the Terms of Reference will now be dealt with in sequence, with comments patched into a copy of the original documents.

2. Biodiversity

Key issues

Scientific and technical soundness of the project

Some weaknesses have been noted above.  The project proposal is stronger on “social science” issues than on the “natural science” basis, and this should be corrected.

1.   Is there sufficient ecological and technical information available to give the project a sound scientific base?.  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

2.  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.

3.  Does the type of ecosystem management proposed require further research?  Yes  

4.   Is there a need to develop indicators to achieve the objectives?    Yes

5.  Will appropriate monitoring be put in place? .  Yes. Monitoring of ecological changes is proposed, particularly on identified degraded hotspots.

6.  Will the approach taken in the project proposal achieve the objectives of conserving biodiversity? Yes, it will indicate key sites where measures to conserve biodiversity can be devised and tested.
7.  What are the risks and constraint associated with the approach? The project risks are considered to be limited (§71), 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.
8. Is there any area weakness, gap in the project? There are some weaknesses in the treatment of scientific and technical matters, as indicated above.
9. Are there any controversial aspects about the project? Strategies proposed for adaptation to climate change and sea level rise may be controversial, particularly where they require displacements or migrations of coastal populations.
10. Does the project introduce incentives that may lead to overharvesting (in the case of a sustainable use project)?   There is always a risk that predicting the reduction or loss of a specific resource will stimulate some stakeholders to overharvest (“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.
11.  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.
12.  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.
13. How will the model of sustainable use outlined in the project be developed? The proposal will provide the basis for such models for each of the ecosystems investigated.
14.  How effective will the proposed model be in the local situation? This is still to be investigated.

15. Is there evidence that the project offers the best long-term solutions? The project offers a promising approach to information gathering and dissemination and the engagement of stakeholders in problem-solving, both vital to long-term solutions.
(a) Identification of global environmental benefits

The results of this project will have benefits for the conservation of biodiversity, not only in the five states of West Africa but also on tropical sectors of the Pacific and Caribbean coasts of North America, in Brazil, India, Vietnam and northern Australia (see General Statement §2 above).   Of particular global interest will be the work on the response of marine algae and associated coral communities of the Cape Verde Islands to sea level rise and climatic change.

(b) How does the project fit within the context of the goals of GEF
As indicated in §80 the project has been designed to correspond with the GEF strategy on adaptation to support activities which cover a range of incremental adaptation measures and which have the potential to generate global (or at least tropical coastal) environmental benefits.  The project lies within GEF Operation Programs 1 and 2 (Biodiversity), 8 and 9 (International Waters), 12 (Integrated Ecosystem Management) and 15 (Land Degradation).

Regional Context

The project is explicitly designed to develop and use regional co-operation across the five states.
Replicability of the project
The project will develop methodology and yield results that can be replicated on other tropical coast sectors, as listed in General Statement §2 above.

Sustainability of the project

The project will design monitoring systems and develop ICAM strategies so that it will be sustainable by the governments of the five states after it has been completed.  §65 indicates a main assumption that there will be a long-term commitment by the five states to this project, and §70 indicates that the long-term viability of the project will depend on capacity building of national institutions.

Secondary issues 
Linkage to other focal areas

The project will yield information and expertise on management of ecosystems to develop and enhance biodiversity on this part of the tropical coast of West Africa in the context of a rising sea level and changing climate.  Impacts on other focal areas (notably on other tropical coasts) are likely to be positive and beneficial.  This is consistent with strategic considerations in the GEF Operational Strategy.

Linkage to other programmes and action plans at the regional or subregional level

The project proposal shows an awareness of the need for linkages with other groups and agencies, and the relationship with the GEF intervention  (§79-89, 90-93).
Other beneficial or damaging environmental effects

The project proposal will investigate actual and potential beneficial and damaging effects of various forms of coastal land and water use and how these will change in response to sea level rise and climate change.  It indicates that particular attention will be given to coral communities (§25, 32), mangrove ecosystems (§14) and fisheries (§15), as well as tourism (§27).

Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project

The project proposal makes it clear that stakeholder participation is required (§74-76).

1.  Are there provisions for the establishment of appropriate lines of communication?   There are provisions for appropriate lines of communication.

2.   Is there a plan for facilitating the flow and exchange of technical information between communities and stakeholders? .  There is a plan for facilitating the flow and exchange of technical information between communities and stakeholders.
3.  Are the participatory schemes adequate? The participatory schemes are adequate, particularly in relation to demonstration sites.
4.  Have conflict issues being dealt with? There is awareness of potential conflicts, to be dealt with by means of information exchange, educational programmes and consultation (§48, 58, 83).

Capacity building aspects

1. Has adequate attention been paid to capacity building aspects? Adequate attention has been paid to capacity building aspects.
2. Is there sufficient human capacity to tackle the issues addressed in the project? Earlier projects have indicated human capacity to tackle environmental problems in this region (§4) and so it is likely that the five governments will be able to provide for this.
Innovativeness of the projects

The project is innovative in its plan to develop a basis for ICAM in relation to climate change as well as sea level rise along a transitional sector of tropical coastline.  

8. Climate Change

Key issues

The project does not fit any of the climate change operational programs (5, 6, 7, 11) and it is difficult to answer some of the questions posed here.  An energy theme arises in the discussion of dams on rivers, which could be advocated as a source of hydroelectric power, but would in this region have negative effects of water and sediment flow to the coast (§31).  Reference could be made to potential tidal energy harnessing in the estuaries of Guinea Bissau and its ecological and environmental impacts.  

Scientific and technical soundness of the project

Has the most appropriate and effective approach been used to remove the barriers? This question not relevant to this proposed project.
Has the most appropriate and effective approach been used to reduce the costs of the technologies? Use of local people in surveys and monitoring will reduce the technological costs of work on climate change.
Was the potential market determined on the basis of RETs data and databases? The project is not concerned with Renewable Energy Technology
4.   Has an evaluation of the demand-side mechanisms to support after sales-service been undertaken?   Not applicable to this project.

Adequacy of the financing mechanism? .  Financing appears adequate for this project.
Adequacy of the introduced financial incentives? No mention is made of financial incentives in the project proposal.
 Comments on the design of demonstration project? .  Sites have to be selected for demonstration projects.
8 .  Will a process be put in place to monitor the project? .  Two kinds of monitoring are proposed: one is concerned with coastal advance/retreat, sea level rise and climate changes (§11, 84); the other with the progress of the project (§13, 125).

9.  Is the barrier removal supported by an underlying policy framework? The question is not relevant to this project, but there is underlying policy support from the five state governments.

10.  Is the proposed activity feasible from an engineering and technical perspective?  The project is feasible from an engineering and technical perspective.

Identification of global environmental benefits

Benefits are expected in terms of sustainable land and water use systems, ecosystem management and biodiversity on this West African coastal sector.

How does the project fit within the context of the goals of the GEF?    The project lies within GEF Operation Programs 1 and 2 (Biodiversity), 8 and 9 (International Waters), 12 (Integrated Ecosystem Management) and 15 (Land Degradation), but not within the Climate Change programs.

Regional Context

The regional context is important in terms of climate change because of the prospect of migration of climatic zones along the coast.

Replicability of the project

The project is relevant to other tropical coasts with an arid to seasonally wet climate transition, as listed in General Statement §2 above.  It is not concerned with barriers to energy efficiency and energy conservation.

Sustainability of the project

The project is not concerned with barriers to energy efficiency and energy conservation, so these 5 questions are not relevant.  

Secondary issues

Linkages to other focal areas

Global environmental benefits will flow from this project in terms of devising sustainable land and water use in a tropical coastal region.  Negative impacts are unlikely.

Linkages to other programmes and action plans at the regional subregional levels

The proposed project is related to past studies that have been supported by GEF and other agencies, and is a contribution to ongoing global research on coastline advance and retreat, sea level rise, climate change and human adaptations to these.

Other beneficial or damaging environmental effects

The project activities will have little environmental impact beyond those resulting from the attempts at adaptations and the beneficial effects of implementing sustained coastal resource use, including the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity,

Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project

The project is not concerned with barriers to energy efficiency and energy conservation, so these 4 questions are not relevant.

Capacity building aspects

The project is not concerned with barriers to energy efficiency and energy conservation but will build capacity through training of people in survey, mapping, monitoring and ICAM management.

Innovativeness of the project

The project is not concerned with barriers to energy efficiency and energy conservation.

9. International Waters

Key issues

Scientific and technical soundness of the project

Questions related to the scientific basis and the proposed technologies:

1.   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 (see General Statement §7 above)

2.  Appropriateness of approach to collect relevant information on sections of society and economy and on the different aspects of the environment, water management and ecosystem. The project proposal has appropriate methods of collecting relevant social and environmental information

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

4. Has the issue of inter-comparability of data been addressed?  No

5. Analysis of the interlinkages between water-related environmental issues and root causes behind different environmental problems. The project proposes to address this issue
6. Are the tools and methodologies for TDA and SAP clearly stated in the project? TDA and SAP are not mentioned in the project proposal.
7. 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.
8. Assessment of adequacy of the scope of the project. The scope of the project is adequate.
9. Are the proposed technologies adequate to the regional socio-economic profile?  Yes

10. Could the proposed technologies pose environmental threats?   No
Question related to the use of technology

Use of technology – the proposed dumping of mud to maintain mangrove swamps is an innovation.

Question related to institutional arrangements

The project proposal refers to institutional arrangements in the West African region (§79-89), the need for capacity building, strengthened linkages and good co-ordination.  The project is designed to overcome constraints such as ineffective implementation, gaps in knowledge and limited institutional capacity (§36)

Other questions

1. Is choice of demonstration sites representative and appropriate? Demonstration sites have not yet been selected.
2.  Have any problems been overlooked? Not so far.

3. Assessment of adequacy of the scope of the project    OK

    4.   Have issues of conflict been addressed? The project proposal shows awareness of this problem.

Identification of the global environmental benefits

Does the project address issues that will result in global environmental benefits?  Yes

Are any negative environmental effects anticipated?  No

How does the project fit within the context of the goals of GEF?

The project fits the strategic thrust of GEF as indicated here.

(a) Yes 

(b) Yes  

(c) Yes

Regional context

The project is regional in that it spans five states on the tropical west coast of Africa with climates ranging from arid to seasonally wet.

Replicability  of the project

Is there scope for replication of some of the approaches in other international water bodies?  Yes

Sustainability of the project

Government support is indicated.

Also: does the project make an effort to change cultural and deeply embedded habits that have given rise to the environmental problems addressed by the project?   Yes

Secondary issues

Linkages to other focal areas

The project has specific plans to maintain or improve biodiversity and to offset land degradation, and is aware of linkages through, for example, the problems of increased water discharge and sediment flow into coastal waters resulting from erosion, sea level rise and climate change.

Linkages to other programmes and action plans at regional or subregional levels

The project is consistent with other government and non-government agency interests in West Africa in problems resulting from coastal erosion, sea level rise and climate change.

Other beneficial or damaging environmental effects

Beneficial environmental effects will include diminished erosion, maintained or enhanced biodiversity, positive responses to climate and sea level changes, and strategic adaptations of land and water resource use to sustain coastal populations.  Damaging environmental effects are not anticipated.

Degree of involvement of Stakeholders in the project  

Are the national and regional institutions likely to be able to contribute to the achievement of the objectives identified? They have supported previous projects
Are all countries which have a stake in the IW body subject of the intervention by the project involved in it?   Yes

Capacity building aspects

The project will contribute to institutional capacity building as a component of coastal land and water use in the five states.

Innovativeness of the project

The project is innovative in that it deals with coastal erosion/accretion, sea level rise and climate change across arid to seasonally wet coastal zones in West Africa.

Other review criteria that could be used include:

· What are the risks and constraints associated with the project?

· Is there any area weakness, gap in the project design?

· Are there any controversial aspects about the project?
· How effective will the proposed approach in implementing the project be in the local situation?

· How does the project fit within the context of the goals of GEF
These are covered in previous paragraphs

Adaptation Specific Review Criteria

(a)  Project Objective and SPA guidelines

The project is consistent with the strategic priority “Piloting an Operational Approach to Adaptation” as indicated in §55.

(b)  Baseline Scenario & Incremental Reasoning

The baseline scenario is dealt with in outline (see General Statement §8 above).  

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 (§101).  The project proposal makes no reference to the CBA intervention.

Is the GEF alternative scenario clearly stated?

     With GEF intervention the project can proceed to deal with the consequences and human responses to coastal erosion, sea level rise and climate change in the five states (§58).

Is the global environmental benefit clearly stated?

     The project proposal indicates global environmental benefits in terms of designed adaptations to coastal erosion, sea level rise and climate change.   Financing is dealt with in §77-78.  I do not have access to the guidelines for assessing global benefits at the community level.

(c) Project Design

       The project follows the Adaptation Policy Framework methodologies and includes assessment of current vulnerability (§37, 38, 49), likely future risks (§48), strategy formulation, stakeholder engagement and long term planning issues.  The project proposal has adopted the adaptive-capacity approach (§10).

(d) Stakeholder Participation

     The project contains adequate mechanisms for stakeholder participation and influencing management, addresses the facilitating of flow and exchange of technical information between communities and stakeholders, and has good participatory schemes (§74-76).

Does the project contain adequate mechanisms for participation and influencing the management of the project?  Yes

Is there a plan for facilitating the flow and exchange of information between communities and stakeholders?  This is addressed.

Are the participatory schemes adequate?  Yes

(e) Monitoring and Evaluation 

Is the M&E framework at the program and/or project level satisfactory? The program framework for monitoring and evaluation is satisfactory, particularly in relation to pilot/demonstration projects (§13, 125).

Are the indicators proposed to track M&E acceptable with respect to tracking adaptation to climate change?   Yes

What is the learning component of the project?  Is there a linkage made to the Adaptation Learning Mechanisms (ALM)? Linkage to Adaptation Learning Mechanism is indicated in §13.

Is it clearly defined?  Yes

What is the value-added with respect to the GEF portfolio of adaptation projects? Question not understood; I have no access to the GEF portfolio of adaptation projects.

Reviewer’s Conclusion

     The project proposal is basically strong, but some issues have been raised (see General Statement at the beginning of this review) that need attention before it is submitted to the GEF.

Responses to STAP reviewer’s report

	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 shorelines, which are generally defined as the water’s edge, moving to and fro with the tide (hence high tide shoreline, mid-tide shoreline, low tide shoreline).  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 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 Factbook 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 ongoing 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).  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).  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 overharvest (“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 other 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.

2. 
	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 IW 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.


c)  GEF Secretariat and other Agencies’ comments and IA/ExA response

     
OTHER ESSENTIAL DOCUMENTS FOR SUBMISSION AS PART OF A PROJECT REVIEW:

1) Full Project document 

See attached
2) Endorsement letter from the Operational Focal Point(s)
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� Figure 2: A hypothetical country with overlays of high vulnerability and high potential for global environmental benefits identifies the northwest as the top priority for SPA funded adaptation activities. 








� The coasts and their waters produce such useful materials as salts, shells, heavy minerals and peat. The estuaries and mangrove swamps yield a high organic output; rich fishing zones lend themselves to fish farming; and their fish and other living resources make a major contribution through tourism, fishing and leisure opportunities to the health of the economies of the West African coastal states.


� The GEF-funded Medium Size Project (MSP) Sub-Saharan Africa Project “Development and Protection of the Coastal and Marine Environment in Sub-Saharan Africa”, also known as the ‘African Process’


� Allersman and Tilsmans 1993 – quoted in Africa Environmental Outlook (2000)


�For example, Senegal’s NAPA identifies the need to prepare adaptation strategies to address (inter alia) flooding of flat zones, increased erosion of coastal plains, penetration of sea water in coastal rivers and aquifers, change in sedimentary deposits, changes in “upwelling” and water productivity, changes in human activities and displacement of population, change in agricultural activities and fishing patterns, destruction of towns, industries and infrastructure located in coastal zones, and  water supply shortages.


� It is possible that the timescale of some of the changes identified and predicted may fall far outside the scope of any monitoring programme for this project.


� Currently in preparation by UNDP/GEF


� Project 1: Mitigation of coastal erosion and restoration of degraded areas in sub-Saharan Africa; Project 2: Supporting the development and implementation of ICAM in sub-Saharan Africa; Project 3. Assessment of the vulnerability of sub-Saharan coastal zones to the various impacts of climate change (including sea-level rise).


� Interim Secretariat for the NEPAD Environment Initiative, hosted by Senegal


� Correspondence from the Chairperson of AMCEN to IOC Executive Secretary (29 December 2003)


�The report of the Dakar meeting is available upon request.


� Where appropriate, adequate co-financing (to be determined by the Project Management Unit) will be required in the case of activities that help enable the tourism sector (e.g. Hotels etc) counter shoreline erosion.


� It is possible that the timescale of some of the changes identified and predicted may fall far outside the scope of any monitoring programme for this project.


� Currently in preparation


� A control site in each country will be used to measure progress made towards improving adaptive capacity and achieving global environmental benefits.


� Dates of ratification / entry into force of the UNFCCC - Cape Verde(March 1995/June 1995) / Guinea Bissau (October 1995/January 1996) / Gambia (June 1994 / September 1994) / Mauritania (January 1994 / April 1994) / Senegal (October 1994 / January 1995)


� Project 1: Mitigation of coastal erosion and restoration of degraded areas in sub-Saharan Africa; Project 2: Supporting the development and implementation of ICAM in sub-Saharan Africa; Project 3. Assessment of the vulnerability of sub-Saharan coastal zones to the various impacts of climate change (including sea-level rise).








� Interim Secretariat for the NEPAD Environment Initiative, hosted by Senegal


� Correspondence from the Chairperson of AMCEN to IOC Executive Secretary (29 December 2003)


� The report of the Dakar meeting is available upon request.


� This approach, undertaken within the construct of the NEPAD Africa Process seeks to engender South-South links in the region, allowing the region to work collectively to address common problems.


� To the extent possible, these reviews drew on ongoing work in National Communications, NAPAs and National Capacity Self-Assessments.


� The ALM is designed to contribute to the integration of adaptation to climate change within development planning of non-Annex I countries, and within the GEF’s portfolio as a whole. To support this goal, adaptation projects should generate knowledge that can help guide implementation of the GEF’s adaptation to climate change initiatives. From the GEF family perspective, sharing knowledge among users will ensure that the GEF portfolio, as a whole, can benefit from the comparative strengths and experience of the various Implementing Agencies.


� Para. 106 of the NEPAD Environmental Action Plan.





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