
Request for CEO endorsement/approval
Project Type:  
the 
[image: image1.jpg]



 Submission Date: November 14, 2007      
`







    
    Re-submission Date: 
part i:  project Information                                               
	Expected Calendar
	

	Milestones
	Dates

	Work Program (for SCCF FSP) 
	June 2007

	GEF Agency Approval
	May 2008

	Implementation Start
	July 2008

	Mid-term Review (if planned)
	July 2010

	Implementation Completion
	July 2012


GEFSEC Project ID: 
gef agency Project ID: 3520
Country: Ecuador
Project Title: Adaptation to Climate Change through Effective Water Governance in Ecuador
GEF Agency: 
Other Executing partner: Ministry of Environment
GEF Focal Area: Climate Change 
A. Project framework  
	Project Objective:  To increase adaptive capacities to address climate change risks in water resource management
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indicate whether Investment, TA, or STA**
	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs 
	 
LDCF/SCCF Financing*
	
	Co-financing*
 
	
	Total ($)

	 
	 
	 
	($)
	%
	($)
	%
	 

	TA
	1. Climate change risk to the water sector integrated into key relevant plans and programs. 
	1.1 Practical guidance on the integration of climate risks into relevant water management plans and programmes
1.2 Relevant plans and programmes incorporate climate risks in the water sector
	452.531,10
	17,91%
	2.073.685,90
	82,09%
	2.526.217,00

	Investment, TA. STA
	2. Strategies and measures that will facilitate adaptation to climate change impacts on water resources implemented at the local level
	2.1: Measures, technologies and practices to improve the adaptive capacity of water resources management introduced and implemented in pilot systems. 
2.2: Information management systems reflecting climate change impacts on the water sector 
	1.777.508,40
	12,85%
	12.060.005,29
	87,15%
	13.837.513,69

	TA
	3. Institutional and human capacity strengthened, and information/ lessons learned disseminated.
	3.1: Improved institutional and technical capacities to support the mainstreaming of climate risks and implementation of adaptation measures in the water sector
3.2 Knowledge and lessons learned to support implementation of adaptation measures compiled and disseminated
3.3: Guidance documents for GEF and MoE on climate change adaptation programming in the water resource sector 
	629.960,50
	26,82%
	1.718.892,90
	73,18%
	2.348.853,40

	 TA
	4. Project management (details in Table E)
	 
	140.000,00
	29,61%
	332.848,08
	70,39%
	472.848,08

	 
	Total Project Costs
 
	
	3.000.000,00
	 
	16.185.432,16
	 
	19.185.432,16


           *    $ by project components.  The percentage is the share of LDCF/SCCF and Co-financing respectively to the total amount for the
              component, ie., the percentage for each component will be added up horizontally to 100%.
        ** TA = Technical Assistance; STA = Scientific & technical analysis.
B. Financing Plan Summary For The Project ($)
	 
	Project Preparation* 
	Project 
	Agency Fee
	Total at CEO Endorsement
	For the record

	
	
	
	
	
	At PIF 

	 Grant
	350.000,00
	3.000.000,00
	335.000,00
	3.685.000,00
	     

	Co-financing 
	150,000.00
	16,185,432.16
	

 
	16,335,432.16
	     

	Total
	500,000.00
	19,185,432.16
	335,000.00
	20,020,432.16
	     


   *  Status of implementation and use of funds for project preparation in Annex  D.       
C.   Sources of confirmed Co

HYPERLINK "http://gefweb.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C21/C.20.6.Rev.1.pdf"-

HYPERLINK "http://gefweb.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C21/C.20.6.Rev.1.pdf"financing, including co-financing for project preparation
	Name of co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type 
	Amount ($)
	%*

	Ministry of the Environment, Ecuador 
	Exec. Agency
	Cash
	108.100,00
	0,67%

	UNDP Country Office
	Impl. Agency
	Cash
	20.000,00
	0,12%

	Swiss Foundation for Development and International Cooperation INTERCOOPERATION 
	International NGO
	In kind/parallel
	808.000,00
	4,99%

	Azuay Provincial Council 
	Local Gov’t
	In kind
	1.538.000,00
	9,50%

	Commonwealth of the  Jubones River Watershed MCRJ 
	Local Gov’t
	In kind/parallel
	144.000,00
	0,89%

	Water Management Council, Paute River Watershed - CG Paute Azuay, Cañar, Morona Santiago 
	Local Gov’t
	In kind/parallel
	9.000.000,00
	55,61%

	City of Cuenca Public Municipal Facility for Telecommunications, Water, and Sanitation ETAPA 
	Public Facility
	In kind/parallel
	715.170,00
	4,42%

	Loja Provincial Council
	Local Gov’t
	In kind
	2.100.000,00
	12,97%

	Social and Productive Infrastructure Program for the provinces of Loja and Zamora Chinchipe PROLOZA - Sustainable water management subprogram PROHIDRICO 
	Other (EU-funded project)
	In kind/parallel
	437.162,16
	2,70%

	Los Rios Provincial Council 
	Local Gov’t
	In kind
	315.000,00
	1,95%

	Manabi Provincial Council
	Local Gov’t
	In kind
	1.000.000,00
	6,18%

	Total Co-financing
	
	
	16.185.432,16
	100,00%


        *  Percentage of each co-financier’s contribution at CEO endorsement to total co-financing.
D.  LDCF/SCCF Resources Requested by Agency or Country*
None
E.  Project management Budget/cost
	Cost Items
	Total Estimated person weeks
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	GEF
	Other sources ($)
	Project total ($)

	
	
	($)
	 
	 

	Local consultants*
	208
	140.000,00
	57.873,08
	197.873,08

	International consultants*
	     
	 
	     
	0,00

	Office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications**
	 
	0,00
	196.175,00
	196.175,00

	Travel**
	 
	0,00
	78.800,00
	78.800,00

	Total
	350
	140.000,00
	332.848,08
	472.848,08


      *   Detailed information regarding the consultants in Annex C
       **  Detailed information and justification for these line items in text
A. Consultants working for technical assistance components:
	Component
	Estimated Staff Weeks
	 
	Other Sources ($)
	Project Total ($)

	
	
	GEF ($)
	
	

	Local consultants*
	530
	530,000.00
	10,000.00
	540,000.00

	International consultants*
	162
	405,000.00
	6,000.00
	411,000.00

	Total
	692
	935,000.00
	16,000.00
	951,000.00


* Detailed information regarding the consultants in Annex C
g.  budgeted m&e  plan:  Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures, which will involve the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) for country-level monitoring, and the MoE at the project level.  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 finalized during the inception meeting for this project. 
The following sections outline the principle components of the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and indicative cost estimates related to Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) activities. The project's Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will be presented and finalized at the Project's Inception Report following a collective fine-tuning of indicators, means of verification, and the full definition of project staff M&E responsibilities.
4.1 Monitoring and Reporting
Project Inception Phase 
A Project Inception Workshop will be conducted with the PMU, members of the MSG, the CNC and of the water resources and climate change workgroup of the CNC, representatives from the participating provinces, other relevant government counterparts, co-financing partners, the UNDP-CO and other relevant stakeholders including from other agencies involved in complementary projects (e.g. World Bank).
A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop (IW) will be to assist the entire project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goals and objectives, as well as finalize preparation of the project's first annual work plan on the basis of the log frame matrix. This will include reviewing the logframe (indicators, means of verification, assumptions), imparting additional detail as needed, and on the basis of this exercise finalize the Annual Work Plan (AWP) with precise and measurable performance indicators, and in a manner consistent with the expected outcomes for the project.
Additionally, the purpose and objective of the IW will be to provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and M&E requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) and related documentation, the Annual Project Report (APR), Tripartite Review Meetings, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the IW will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget rephrasing.
The IW will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference (ToR) for project staff and decision-making structures will be formulated prior to CEO endorsement.
Monitoring responsibilities and events 
A detailed schedule of project review meetings will be developed by the Project Management Unit (PMU) in consultation with the National Steering Committee and incorporated in the Project Inception Report. Such a schedule will include: (i) tentative time frames for Tripartite Reviews, Management Support Group, and (ii) project related Monitoring and Evaluation activities.
Day to day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the National Coordinator based on the Annual Work Plan and its indicators. The National Coordinator will inform the UNDP-CO and MoE of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely and remedial fashion. 
MoE will fine-tune the progress and performance/impact indicators of the project in consultation with the MSG at the IW. Specific targets for the first year implementation progress indicators together with their means of verification will be developed at this Workshop. These will be used to assess whether implementation is proceeding at the intended pace and in the right direction and will form part of the AWP. The local implementing partners will also take part in the IW in which a common vision of overall project goals will be established. Targets and indicators for subsequent years will be defined annually as part of the internal evaluation and planning processes undertaken by the MoE and the MSG. 
Measurement of impact indicators related to global benefits will occur according to the schedules defined in the IW and tentatively outlined in the indicative Impact Measurement Template. The measurement of these will be undertaken through subcontracts or retainers with relevant institutions to be determined during the IW or through specific studies that are to form part of the projects’ activities or periodic sampling. 
Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP-CO through quarterly meetings with the National Coordinator, or more frequently as deemed necessary. This will allow parties to take stock and to troubleshoot any problems pertaining to the project in a timely fashion to ensure smooth implementation of project activities. 
UNDP CO and the MoE, as appropriate, will conduct yearly visits to field sites, or more often based on an agreed upon scheduled to be detailed in the projects’ Inception Report / AWP to assess progress. Any other member of the National Steering Committee can also accompany, as decided by the MSG. A Field Visit Report will be prepared by the CO and circulated no less than one month after the visit to the project team, all MSG members, and MoE.
Annual Monitoring will occur through the Tripartite Review (TPR). This is the highest policy-level meeting of the parties directly involved in the implementation of the project. The project will be subject to TPR at least once every year. The first such meeting will be held within the first twelve months of the start of full implementation. The National Coordinator will prepare reports that will be compiled into APR by the MoE at least two weeks prior to the TPR for review and comments.
The APR will be used as one of the basic documents for discussions in the TPR meeting. The CNRH will present the APR to the TPR, highlighting policy issues and recommendations for the decision of the TPR participants.  The MoE also informs the participants of any agreement reached by stakeholders during the APR preparation on how to resolve operational issues. Separate reviews of each component may also be conducted if necessary. 
Terminal Tripartite Review (TTR) 
The TTR is held in the last month of operations. The MoE is responsible for preparing the Terminal Report and submitting it to UNDP and the GEF Secretariat. It shall be prepared in draft at least two months in advance of the TTR in order to allow review, and will serve as the basis for discussions in the TTR. The TTR considers the implementation of the project as a whole, paying particular attention to whether the project has achieved its stated objectives and contributed to the broader environmental objective. It decides whether any actions are still necessary, particularly in relation to sustainability of project results, and acts as a vehicle through which lessons learnt can be captured to feed into other projects under implementation of formulation.  
The TPR has the authority to suspend disbursement if project performance benchmarks are not met. Benchmarks will be developed at the IW, based on delivery rates, and qualitative assessments of achievements of outputs. 
Project Monitoring Reporting 
MoE will be responsible for the preparation and submission of the following reports that form part of the monitoring process. 
 Inception Report (IR)
A Project IR will be prepared immediately following the IW. It will include a detailed First Year/ AWP divided in quarterly time-frames detailing the activities and progress indicators that will guide implementation during the first year of the project. This Work Plan would include the dates of specific field visits, support missions from the UNDP-CO or the MoE or consultants, as well as time-frames for meetings of the MSG.  The Report will also include the detailed budget for the first full year of implementation, prepared on the basis of the AWP, and including any monitoring and evaluation requirements to effectively measure performance during the targeted 12 months time-frame. 
The IR will include a more detailed narrative on the institutional roles, responsibilities, coordinating actions and feedback mechanisms of project related partners.  In addition, a section will be included on progress to date on project establishment and start-up activities and an update of any changed external conditions that may effect project implementation. 
When finalized, the report will be circulated to project counterparts who will be given a period of one calendar month in which to respond with comments or queries.  
Annual Project Report (APR)
The APR is a UNDP requirement. It is a self -assessment report by project management to UNDP and provides input to the TPR.  An APR will be prepared on an annual basis prior to the TPR, to reflect progress achieved in meeting the project's AWP and assess performance of the project in contributing to intended outcomes through outputs and partnership work.
The format of the APR is flexible but should include the following: 
- An analysis of project performance over the reporting period, including outputs produced and, where possible, information on the status of the outcome
- The constraints experienced in the progress towards results and the reasons for these
- The three (at most) major constraints to achievement of results
- AWP, CAE and other expenditure reports (ERP generated)
- Lessons learned
- Clear recommendations for future orientation in addressing key problems in lack of progress
Project Implementation Review (PIR)
The PIR is an annual monitoring process mandated by the GEF. It has become an essential management and monitoring tool for project managers and offers the main vehicle for extracting lessons from ongoing projects. Once the project has been under implementation for a year, a Project Implementation Report must be completed by the MoE, in cooperation with National Coordinators. The PIR can be prepared any time during the year (July-June) and ideally prior to the TPR.  The PIR should then be discussed in the TPR so that the result would be a PIR that has been agreed upon by all partners.   
Quarterly Progress Reports
Short reports outlining main updates in project progress will be provided quarterly to the local UNDP CO and the MoE by National Coordinators. 
Periodic Thematic Reports  
As and when called for by UNDP or the GEF Secretariat, MoE will prepare Specific Thematic Reports, focusing on specific issues or areas of activity.  The request for a Thematic Report will be provided to the MoE in written form by UNDP and will clearly state the issue or activities that need to be reported on.  These reports can be used as a form of lessons learnt exercise, specific oversight in key areas, or as troubleshooting exercises to evaluate and overcome obstacles and difficulties encountered.  UNDP is requested to minimize its requests for Thematic Reports, and when such are necessary will allow reasonable timeframes for their preparation by the project team.
Project Terminal Report
During the last three months of the project MoE will prepare the Project Terminal Report.  This comprehensive report will summarize all activities, achievements and outputs of the Project, lessons learnt, objectives met or not achieved, structures and systems implemented, and will, thus provide an assessment of the project’s performance during its lifetime. It will place emphasis on the analysis of the water governance scheme adopted to manage water resources in the context of a changing climate, highlighting the potential contribution of such scheme to national development in relevant areas. It will also provide recommendations for any further steps that may need to be taken to ensure sustainability and replicability of the project’s activities.
Independent Evaluation
The project will be subjected to at least two independent external evaluations as follows:
Mid-term Evaluation
An independent Mid-Term Evaluation will be undertaken at the end of the second year of implementation. The Mid-Term Evaluation will determine progress being made towards the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction if needed. It will focus on the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; will highlight issues requiring decisions and actions; and will present initial lessons learned about project design, implementation and management. Findings of this review will be incorporated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final half of the project’s term.  The organization, terms of reference and timing of the mid-term evaluation will be decided after consultation between the parties to the project document. The ToR for this Mid-term evaluation will be prepared by MoE based on guidance from UNDP’s Office of Evaluation.
Final Evaluation
An independent Final Evaluation will take place three months prior to the terminal tripartite review meeting, and will focus on the same issues as the mid-term evaluation. The final evaluation will also look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. The Final Evaluation should also provide recommendations for follow-up activities. The ToR for this evaluation will be prepared by MoE based on guidance from UNDP’s Office of Evaluation.
part ii:  project justification
Project rationale and expected measurable adaptation benefits: Ecuador faces multiple hazards and presents a wide range of vulnerabilities to climate change. The impact of recurrent El Niño events demonstrates the widespread effects of climate variability in the country. In the past, Ecuador has suffered the impact of recurrent drought, periodic flooding and associated losses in productive sectors. The effects of climate change are expected to intensify these impacts over the coming years and decades. As the distribution and availability of water resources is projected to change over time as climate changes, governance structures and water use practices will need to adapt. Much of the requisite adaptation will be local in nature and will occur spontaneously. However, deliberate and anticipatory adaptation to climate change requires an iterative and multi-tiered approach that enables the adoption of sound development choices that will increase climate resilience of the water sector. It will also require involving different sectors and levels of society. Future public and private investment in productive uses of water, particularly in irrigation and hydro energy—two very large consumers of water resources, will need to factor in changes in the reliability of rainfall and the availability of surface water. Incremental investments will be needed to increase water storage, introduce water-saving technology and protect settlements and productive assets. Sturdy institutions and adequate water governance schemes are required to tackle the growing threats of climate change impacts in the availability and quality of water resources. A single project cannot hope to address the entire spectrum of climate change risks on the water sector in Ecuador. For this reason, the scope of the project has been purposefully circumscribed. Based on consultations conducted during the project preparation phase, this project will address priority capacity development and institutional change necessary to address climate change risks on water resources. It will also implement specific responses at the local level in two important economic activities so that lessons and best practices can emerge. Programming for adaptation through this project will promote climate-resilient development of the water sector. As the project will seek to integrate climate change risks into the water sector, it will directly contribute to the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals, particularly Goal 1 (poverty eradication) and Goal 7 (environmental sustainability). The project will work with the relevant stakeholders in the mainstreaming of climate risks into national water policies. It will strengthen monitoring capacities for changes in water resources linked to climate change as a means to support the design of appropriate water management responses in light of anticipated vulnerabilities. At local level, pilot activities will seek to improve experience in implementing anticipatory adaptation responses, thereby increasing local awareness of climate related risks, improving adaptive capacity of vulnerable groups, and providing valuable information for future policy formulation. Special attention will be given to the implementation of adaptation measures on the ground with the participation of local communities and provincial and municipal governments.  
consistency of the project with national priorities/plans: Ecuador ratified the UNFCCC through a Congressional Resolution dated January 6th 1993, which was published as Executive Decree No. 565 in the Official Journal No. 148, March 16th 1993. The Kyoto Protocol was also signed and ratified by Ecuador in December 1999 (Official Journal No. 342, December 20th, 1999). The technical focal point for the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol is the Under-Secretary of Environmental Quality at the Ministry of Environment of the Republic of Ecuador. The GEF Operational Focal point has been consulted during the preparatory phase and is fully up to date on the details of the proposed project. The project has been endorsed by the GEF Operational Focal Point.
In recent country studies such as the National Communications to the UNFCCC and the NCSA, water governance has emerged as a growing public concern and the impact of climate change has been defined as a critical cross cutting issue affecting the most vulnerable sectors of the economy.
Faced with heightened policy debate surrounding the management of water resources, the GoE is aiming at strengthening the National Council on Water Resources (CNRH) by giving leadership over it to the National Secretariat of Planning (SENPLADES) and by adopting integrated water resources management as the basis for water related policies and strategies. Thus, major watersheds will be defined as territorial units for water management. Thanks to technical support provided by the project during the PDF B phase, climate change considerations form part of the reasoning and justification for this new institutional arrangement. Water is also a very important issue in the recently launched National Development Plan.
C. consistency of the project with LDCF/SCCF eligibility criteria and priorities:   The project is consistent with the eligibility criteria for the SCCF, as laid out in “Programming to Implement the Guidance for the Special Climate Change Fund Adopted by the Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change at its Ninth Session” (Council paper GEF/C.24/12; October 15, 2004).  Consistent with the Council Paper (paragraph 40), the project is country-driven, cost-effective and integrated into national sustainable development and poverty-reduction strategies; and takes into account national communications and other relevant studies and information. The project will also serve as a catalyst to leverage additional resources, and efforts have been made to maximize co-financing from other sources (GEF/C.24/12, paragraph 25).  The selected sector is one of the priorities outlined in paragraph 44 of the GEF document, namely water resources management. The project will support capacity building, including institutional capacity, for preventive measures, planning, preparedness and management of disasters relating to climate change, including contingency planning for droughts and floods in areas prone to extreme weather events (GEF/C.24/12, paragraph 46), and support strengthening existing centres and information networks for rapid response to extreme weather events, utilizing information technology as much as possible (GEF/C.24/12, paragraph 47).  Furthermore, as described earlier, the costs of water resources use falls disproportionately on the poor, and the project therefore recognizes the link between adaptation and poverty reduction (GEF/C.24/12, paragraph 41).
D. coordination with other related initiatives:   This project will ensure linkages with relevant initiatives, including: (1) the Second National Communication (SCN), whose objective is to report to the UNFCCC on national efforts to address climate change, to formulate a national strategy, and to identify priorities for mitigation and adaptation, including potential projects for funding in these areas. The SNC will carry out vulnerability and adaptation assessments, and will identify priority measures and polices to build resilience in different sectors. Given the high complimentarity between the SNC and this project, especially as both will be housed at MoE, close coordination among the project managers and the technical teams will be established from the beginning. The SNC is expected to generate impact studies that will feed into the design of adaptation strategies, and has already established a climate steering committee which will form part of the project’s consultation strategy; (2) The GEF-World Bank Regional Adaptation Project (Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru), whose objective is to implement adaptation measures to meet the anticipated impacts of catastrophic glacier retreat induced by climate change. The Project is centred on interactions between high-altitude ecosystems, tropical glaciers and the production of water in the Andean Region. In Ecuador, the project will address the impacts on production of drinking water for the city of Quito. Local interventions will aim at fostering adaptation in the management of small watersheds forming  part of the Antizana volcano. Key partners of the project include the Municipality and water facility of Quito. Both projects will take advantage of climate information and scenarios, as well as use similar tools such as the WEAP model. The fact that the MoE is the executing agency in both projects has already facilitated agreements with national institutions like INAMHI and CNRH. MoE will ensure that information is shared between projects and that both projects provide information and feedback to the CNC. The UNDP-GEF project outcomes do not overlap with the World Bank project. Both projects, however, will complement one another. (3) United Nations Peace and Development Programme in the Northern Border Zone of Ecuador (PDP) represents an integral and territory-based approach to address the specific challenges of the Northern Border Zone of Ecuador (NBZ). The PDP strategy seeks to diminish the vulnerability of the northern border zone through strengthened and increasingly strategic inter-agency coordination that links humanitarian to development concerns and, as such, provides a coherent conflict sensitive framework that guides numerous UN programmes and projects from 12 different UN agencies in the NBZ. The PDP’s main focus is to strengthen national and local capacity of Ecuadorian counterparts and, as a strategy, to build sustainability. The PDP prioritizes support and institutional strengthening of both governmental and civil society counterparts at different levels, and promotes the strengthening of linkages within and between these distinct levels. Amongst its activities, the project will support bi-national watershed management, specifically in the Carchi-Guaitara basin which has been prioritized both by the governments of Ecuador and Colombia. (4) The Los Rios Early Recovery project, executed by UNDP with co-financing by BCPR, seeks to support the recovery capacity of municipalities particularly vulnerable to seasonal floods. The project has established links with the PDF B, providing support in identifying partnerships and synergies. This and the PDP project above will provide valuable lessons on how development priorities can be strategically linked with environmental concerns. They will also be used to learn about the approaches adopted to involve municipalities and organised communities in active participation to ensure ownership of project activities and thus longer-term sustainability.
E. Additional cost reasoning:  The project alternative scenario is a water resource sector in Ecuador where climate risks are mainstreamed into relevant plans and programmes at the national level and in four provinces.  Local stakeholders are informed about current climate vulnerability conditions and climate change risk factors, and incorporate this information into local policies and decisions.  The project will provide a practical framework to guide the process of integrating water climate change risks and adaptation into relevant water management plans.  The guidance will serve as a comprehensive and practical reference on how local water governance institutions can conduct the integration of climate change risks into ongoing strategies and plans more effectively. SCCF funds will contribute towards ensuring that climate change risks are mainstreamed from specialized forums on climate change to national and local institutions, particularly those involved in regional and local water resource planning and management. Funds will be used to establish a practical framework to guide the process of integrating water climate change risks and adaptation into relevant water management plans.  The guidance will serve as a comprehensive and practical reference on how local water governance institutions can conduct the integration of climate change risks into ongoing strategies and plans more effectively.  Key stakeholders, both at the central level (MoE, Ministry of Agriculture, CNRH and SENPLADES) and at the provincial and local levels (Provincial Councils, Water Agencies, Municipal governments, NGOs), will be involved in the formulation of practical measures, taking into account the evolving needs of the institutions and the policy context for the water sector. More importantly, the guidelines will target the needs of the on-going planning efforts mentioned earlier to ensure that this integration will be established as a learning exercise.  Thus, the ultimate goal of the guidelines is to effectively assist policy makers in setting up a framework for the integration of climate risk in the water sector. With GEF support, climate change risks in the water sector will be integrated into the relevant programmes described above at the national and particularly at the local level.  
The focus of this project will be on activities in provinces participating in the project, namely Manabi, Los Rios, Azuay, and Loja. Specific interventions will include revision of key water governance plans described below to incorporate climate change risks in water management: (i) Climate change risks included in National Water Management: Given that the National Water Management plan is already available in draft, form, this project will ensure that the revision process incorporates the basic principles of climate risks to water availability and are adequately addressed. The objective is to create the conditions for more effective initiatives of adaptation in the water sector. The plan itself does not intend to cover all aspects of adaptation but rather to bring the priority needs for adaptation interventions at the higher institutional level within the water sector.  The project will coordinate with CNRH to assist in the review process, by advising on the climate issues to be considered and providing information on adaptation requirements; (ii) National Development Plan: The project will take advantage of the fact that key national institutions are part of the Management Support Group of this project. These institutions are key participants in the current elaboration of the National Development Plan, including the National Secretariat of Planning (SENPLADES), the MoE, CNRH, and CONCOPE. These partners will promote the consideration of climate change issues into the National Development Plan.  This will ensure that climate risks in the water sector do not become an obstacle to the achievement of related development objectives. Concretely, the project will ensure that the National Development Plan incorporates climate change concerns regarding water resources by acknowledging (a) the threat posed by climate change and (b) creating an enabling environment (e.g. through legislative changes) that will promote adaptation.; (iii) National Risk Management Plan.  The project will work with SEMPLADE to assist in the process of updating this plan so that considerations of climate change risk management in the water sector are also included.  Given that this National Risk Management Plan provides overall guidance on risk management, SCCF funds will be used to ensure that adequate consideration is given to climate change impacts and adaptation needs on water resources. At the local level, provinces and municipalities have development plans, and some of them also include risk management plans.  However, these plans do not take into account risks from climate change. Currently, these plans are implemented based on public priorities and potential investment opportunities by public and private stakeholders.  In some selected provinces, actions taken to improve water management and conservation are driven by negative water balance effects, which are partly the result of climate-induced factors.  Although there is insufficient public awareness, some actions are undertaken already in important watersheds such as Paute, Jubones, Catamayo and others which are within the boundaries of the project. To guarantee the inclusion of climate change risks criteria into provincial and local development plans, the project will develop, with appropriate stakeholder input, an implementation strategy to apply the guidelines.  The execution of this strategy will result in the integration of climate change concerns into key provincial and local development plans. This will help to facilitate a systematic adoption of climate change adaptation actions related to water management which, together with baseline development programmes, will contribute towards more efficient water use and reduced water supply vulnerability. With SCCF support, the project will co-finance technical aspects and specific pilot interventions in four provinces. The pilot interventions in this project will address climate risks affecting water availability for different uses (e.g. agricultural production and/or energy provision).  The project will integrate climate change information into the planning and management of a hydro-power facility, and also (with the support of co-financing) in community-based water management measures (among small holder farmers).  Technologies and practices will be modified and/or introduced to increase the resilience of these activities to anticipated changes in the water supply and rain intensity and frequency. The project will partner with ongoing initiatives including existing funding mechanisms (FAN, FONAG, Paute Watershed fund). The project will promote collaboration among governmental and non-governmental stakeholders associated with water governance, with the objective of ensuring that climate change risks are appropriately incorporated into the policy making process. Given the lack of understanding and experiences on how climate risks and relevant policy frameworks can be integrated into the water sector, the project will develop a practical approach to facilitating this integration and educate policy makers in the process. The project will result in modified national and local water policies that will in turn facilitate an increase in the flexibility and resilience of the resource. At the national level, monitoring capacities for environmental changes linked to climate change will be strengthened, which will provide the means to assess vulnerability to the impacts of climate change and to design appropriate responses. Decision makers at all levels and the general public will be more aware of the impacts of climate change and options for increasing capacity to deal with those impacts in the water sector. At the local level, provincial authorities and community-based organizations will have the capacity to integrate climate changes issues into local development planning, and will be able to design locally appropriate solutions to the impacts of climate change.  They will have recourse to lessons learnt from demonstrations of adaptations affecting irrigation and hydro-power, and they will also have access to financing for pilot activities to implement local solutions. Agricultural activities in selected provinces and one hydro-power plant will be more resilient to the impacts of climate change, thus supporting sustainable economic development.
F. risks that might prevent the project objective from being achieved and risk mitigation measures:  Key assumptions underlying the project design include: Stakeholders are able to perceive reductions in vulnerability over the time-scale determined by project duration; Stakeholders are able to distinguish vulnerability to climate change from baseline weaknesses in water resources management; The government remains supportive of improved water resource management; Turnover of staff does not negate the benefits of training; Selected pilot provinces are best placed to demonstrate the benefits of measures to adapt to climate change; Communities are sufficiently homogeneous to support broadly consensus based community action; Provincial and local development plans are implemented; Projects are under implementation long enough for lessons to be transferred to other projects before the end of the project; ALM becomes operational and effective in time to document best practices from the project. Risks that might affect the success of the project include: A series of unusually wet years might weaken the resolve of key stakeholders in addressing water resources issues; The slow pace of policy modification may mean that identified policy changes are not implemented in a timely fashion; The demonstration projects fail to influence capacity development and policy modification. None of these risks are considered to be “high”.  The most serious risk, rated “Moderate”, concerns the slow pace of policy modification.  The mitigation strategy to address this risk involves early and consistent application of an awareness programme for policy makers, and engagement of senior levels of government in monitoring project implementation. All other risks are considered to be “Low”, and do not warrant a mitigation strategy.
G. cost

HYPERLINK "http://gefweb.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C25/C.25.11_Cost_Effectiveness.pdf"-

HYPERLINK "http://gefweb.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C25/C.25.11_Cost_Effectiveness.pdf"effectiveness project design: In general, evaluations of community-based projects such as this one have consistently found that community-based projects are more cost-effective than larger scale initiatives. The project will operate with participation and collaboration of different stakeholders. This will avoid redundancy and promote complementarities among different projects, thus contributing to cost effectiveness. In addition, the communities’ willingness to participate in the project with their labor and in-kind contribution also contributes to cost effectiveness. The project will also undertake intensive capacity-building interventions as an investment in human capital, producing a viable capacity to adapt to drought and climate change, which is a cost effective way of ensuring sustainability. The project has raised considerable interest and commitment from local stakeholders, expressed in an important volume of leveraged resources. 
part iii:  institutional coordination and support
a.  Project Implementation Arrangements: The project will be implemented through a National Execution modality. Implementation arrangements seek to establish a bridge between national authorities responsible for formulating and integrating Climate Change policies, and national, regional and local authorities and practitioners of water resource management. Knowledge and information provided through monitoring institutions and best practices and lessons learned through the implementation of pilot projects will be the tools to ensure effective coordination and follow up among the institutions involved in the project.  The executing agency of the project will be the MoE, which is also the GEF national focal point. At the time of the approval of the PDF B resources, it was suggested that an institution with on-the-ground experience and mandate for water management, (such as the National Council on Water Resources - CNRH) should be the executing agency of this project, However, it is important to note that the new Government is modifying the water institutional framework and CNRH is actually undergoing important structural changes. New options are currently being considered for the water institutional structure at the national level. Thus CNRH may be placed either under the leadership of the national planning agency, SENPLADES, which has been strengthened under the new government, or under the MoE, which is also playing a more important role in natural resources management. The changes in the institutional structures are expected to be consolidated in the coming months. Discussions among the main stakeholders during the PDF phase of the project took into account the different scenarios for the future institutional structure in the water sector in order to identify the most suitable institution for a successful implementation of the project. The discussions concluded that MoE is best suited in the current political context, to execute the project, given its broader mandate to guarantee that environmental concerns and development priorities are closely interlinked at the policy level. In addition, MoE forms part of the board of CNRH, and its role in the water sectors will be strengthened as part of the restructuring of water management structures. The execution arrangements, however, will favour a multi-institutional approach led by MoE. This approach seeks to build on the technical water expertise already available in the country, such as in CNRH, and the political momentum for a broader national planning effort that is currently talking place in Ecuador.  Besides, coordination mechanisms will be established with CONCOPE, the association of Provincial Councils, and AME, the Association of Ecuadorian Municipalities, in order to secure the dissemination of information amongst all the provinces and cities of the country. MoE will assume an important role in the elaboration of the National Development Strategy that will be led by SENPLADES. The formal linkages of MoE with these two institutions will ensure the necessary coordination with the key stakeholder in the water sector and will facilitate an expedited initiation of the project. MoE is also well placed to coordinate and lead the process of mainstreaming adaptation to climate change in the national agendas. MoE will closely work with SENPLADES during the formulation of the National Development Strategy, as it will represent a unique opportunity to mainstream adaptation to climate change in water management - a critical element for the success and sustainability of the project.  As CNRH completes its planned transition, MoE, through this project, will bring significant support and guidance to assist CNRH in incorporating climate change considerations into water management.  In its capacity as Executing Agency, the MoE will be responsible for the technical and financial execution following UNDP procedures. It will be responsible for: (i) directing the project, (ii) meeting its stated outcomes and projected outputs in a timely manner, and (iii) making effective and efficient use of the financial resources allocated in accordance with the Project Document. The Under-secretariat of Environmental Quality would be the official institutional focal point. The Executing Agency will request from UNDP all financial funds and the accomplishment of selection and bidding processes in accordance with UNDP procedures. As part of the activities and budget monitoring, UNDP will present annual financial statements relating to the status of UNDP/GEF funds (CDR) as registered in the ATLAS system. These statements will be certified by the Executing Agency.  In addition, UNDP will be in charge of selecting a recognized independent auditor to conduct an annual audit of project execution, according to procedures set out in relevant UNDP manuals. The cost of these audits will be charged to the project budget. Overall guidance and support for the project will be provided by a National Steering Committee (NSC), with the participation of MoE, SENPLADES, CNRH, INAMHI, UNDP and a representative of the water users. The National Steering Committee will have the following responsibilities and objectives: (i) To take part in the selection of the project coordination team; (ii)To approve annual reports and operative plans presented by the project team; (iii) To agree on a common monitoring system, and a minimal set of indicators; (iv) To serve as a platform for exchange of experiences and lessons learnt; (v) To provide a key inter-institutional coordination platform, to define the basic project implementation rules and the roles and responsibility of each executing agency and to allow for the resolution of disputes between different project partners. A project management unit (PMU) will be established in the Under-secretariat. The Project Coordinator, who will be hired through a competitive selection process following UNDP procedures, will head this unit. The PMU will receive specific training on UNDP procedures upon its establishment. The unit will co-ordinate, supervise, assist, control, monitor and report on project execution and budget, and is responsible for reporting to the Undersecretary and UNDP on a regular basis. The Project Coordinator, in accordance with UNDP formats and guidelines, will prepare the Annual Work Plan (AWP) reflecting project activities and outcomes. In addition to the AWP a detailed activity work plan will indicate the implementation periods of each activity and the parties responsible for carrying them out. The Project Coordinator will also be the registered signatory under delegation by the Ministry of Environment. The Project Coordinator will be responsible for the implemenation of the project preparation process and for the completion of the project brief and other expected products. The Project Coordinator will work under the direct supervision of the MoE, and will be accountable to the National Steering Committee.

part iv:  alignment of project design with the original PIF:  
            The proposal was modified in order to define more precisely the boundaries of the project and its proposed activities, and to allow for a clear distinction between baseline and project activities. The expected outcomes were modified as follows:
	Approved PIF
	Modified Project Design

	Outcome 1: Strengthened policy environment and governance structure for effective water management through the integrating of adaptation to climate change in water governance structures.

	Outcome 1: Climate change risk on the water sector integrated into key relevant plans and programmes. – this formulation allows for a continued mainstreaming effort in the water governance institutionality, that will undoubtedly change during the anticipated political changes that the country will sustain during the formulation of a new constitution.


	Outcome 3: Application of sustainable water management and water-related risk management practices to withstand the effects of climate change  by on-the-field sustainable development organizations (NGOs, technical cooperation, Ministry of Agriculture), local governments and communities. 

	Outcome 2: Strategies and measures that will facilitate adaptation to climate change impacts on water resources implemented at the local level. This outcome replaces original Outcome 3 because it defines more clearly the boundaries of planned interventions: hydropower generation and agricultural practices. Also, the creation and funding of an adaptation initiatives fund was reformulated in order to take advantage of already-existing funds for watershed management in the provinces of intervention.


	Outcome 2: Improved information and knowledge management on climate risks in Ecuador by strengthening the capacity of institutions that monitor key resources and improving the use of climate information and data in national and local decision-making
	Outcome 3: Institutional and human capacity strengthened, and information/lessons learned disseminated. This formulation defines a clearer boundary between baseline and additional capacities.



part v:  Agency certification
	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the LDCF/SCCF criteria for CEO Endorsement.
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Andrew Hudson
Office-In-Charge
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Yamil Bonduki
Climate Change Specialist
(through Bo Lim, Principal Technical Adviser, Climate Change Adaptation Cluster, UNDP/GEF

	Date: November 13, 2007
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Annex A: PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK
	Project Strategy
	Indicator
	Baseline value
	Target and benchmarks
	Sources of verification
	Risks and Assumptions

	Goal
	Mainstream adaptation to climate change into water management practices in Ecuador.
	
	
	
	

	Objective:   To reduce vulnerability to climate change through effective water resource management.
	Number of references to vulnerability of the water sector to climate risks in policies, plans and projects.

	Climate change risks in the water sector are not acknowledged in relevant policies, plans and projects both at the national and local level.
	By the end of the project, national and regionally relevant plans include climate change risk considerations for the water sector.

	Surveys/interviews /plans
	There is political willingness to integrate climate change related risks into water sector management plans, policies and strategies

	Outcome 1: Climate change risk to the water sector integrated into key relevant plans and programmes.  
	Number of references to climate change risks to the water sector in relevant plans and programmes.
	Relevant development and risk management plans do not include climate change risks to the water sector.

	By the end of the project, climate change risks in the water sector are addressed in three national plans and at least two provincial development plans.

	Revised national and provincial water management plans.
	Political will to review the plans is ensured and maintained throughout the life of the project.


	Output 1.1:  Practical guidance to integrate water climate risk into relevant plans and programmes. 

	Guidelines applied in  national and sub-national water related plans and programmes
	No guidelines to mainstream climate risk into the water sector exist.
	By the end of year 1, practical guidance to mainstream water climate risk has been made available to, and adopted by, relevant stakeholders in the context of key water management plans and programmes.
	Review of relevant programming documents in the water sector
	Relevant stakeholders adopt the guidelines.

	Output 1.2:  Relevant plans and programmes incorporate climate risks in the water sector
	Number of plans that integrate climate change risk issues related to water management.
	Relevant development and risk management plans, both at the national and the local level, do not address climate change risk in the water sector.

	By the end of the project, the National Water Management Plan, National Development Plan, National Risk Management Plan, and at least two Provincial /Risk management Plans include climate change risk and adaptation measures for the water sector.

	Revised plans
	Political will to review the plans is ensured and maintained throughout the life of the project.


	Outcome 2: Strategies and measures that facilitate adaptation to climate change impacts on water resources are implemented at the local level.
	Number of adaptation measures implemented at the local level
	Adaptation measures are ad hoc. No long term adaptation measures implemented.
	By the end of the project, adaptation measures to address climate risks in the water sector have been adopted by local stakeholders.
	Evaluation reports
	Local stakeholders support the adoption of adaptation measures.


	Output 2.1: Measures, technologies and practices to improve the adaptive capacity of water resources management introduced and implemented in pilot systems.
	Number of communities undertaking adaptation measures 

	Adaptation measures are ad hoc. No long term adaptation measures implemented.
	By the end of the project, at least 10 communities implementing adaptation measures-

	Field Surveys
	Selected pilot province is best placed to demonstrate the benefits of measures to adapt to climate change.


	
	Number of farmers adopting water saving measures

	None
	By the end of the project, at least 50% of farmers participating in the project apply water saving measures.  
	Field Surveys
	Baseline number of farmers in project site estimated and tracked thereafter during project lifetim
e

	
	Number of climate risk management strategies/measures in Hydropaute’s risk management plan 
	Hydropaute’s water management plan does not include climate induced risk management criteria 
	By the end of the project, Hidropaute's risk management plan incorporates measures that address the impact of climate change in the water inflow to the Paute hydroelectric project.  
	Revised  risk management plan for Hydropaute
	

	Output 2.2: Information management systems reflecting climate change impacts on the water sector 
	Number of institutional agreements to improve climate information sharing
	Information networks on water resource management at the local level do not currently account for data on the climate change impacts on water resources
	By the end of the project, a water management network that also includes climate change information on impacts on water resources is operational in at least two provinces
	Reports of CNRH, INAMHI, and field inspection
	INAMHI designates technical counterparts to support the hydro meteorological network.
Local governments contribute to the implementation of the monitoring network
Basic hydro meteorological data is compiled in a regular basis.

	Outcome 3:  Institutional and human capacity strengthened, and information/lessons learned disseminated
	Number of relevant staff trained on climate change risk management (as it relates to water resources)
Number of awareness campaigns implemented
	None
	At least 300 personnel from relevant institutions in selected provinces are trained.
	Training and Evaluation reports
	Relevant institutions permit staff to receive training on climate change risk management (including coverage of costs)

	Output 3.1: Improved institutional and technical capacities to support the mainstreaming of climate risks and implementation of adaptation measures in the water sector
	Number of relevant staff trained in climate risk management

	Only specialized staff in the MoE has some knowledge of concrete adaptation measures.
	At least 300 personnel from relevant institutions in selected provinces are trained.
	Training and Evaluation reports
	

	Output 3.2 Knowledge and lessons learned to support implementation of adaptation measures 
	Number of lessons learned systematized
	No web site exists for document lessons
No lessons learned compiled
	Within 6 months of the start of implementation, a publicly accessible web-site will be created to share lessons and findings based on implementation.
At the time of project completion, at least 3 examples of lessons learned  a year have been compiled and disseminated.

	Website, Documentation, Knowledge products
	Local stakeholders implement adaptation measures on the ground; systematic tracking of development and adaptation benefits;
analysis and synthesis of lessons learned

	Output 3.3: Guidance documents for GEF and MoE on climate change adaptation programming in the water resource sector provided
	Number of case studies submitted to the ALM
	No cases of best practices recorded

	At the time of project completion, at least 3 examples of best practice per year generated through the project will be accessible through the ALM.
At the time of project completion, documents will be prepared to guide future GEF and MoE support for interventions on adaptation to climate change including variability
.
	Documentation, Knowledge products
	ALM becomes operational and effective in time to document best practices from the project
GEF and MoE continue to target adaptation to climate change including variability in the water resource sector


Annex B: Responses to Project Reviews (from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, Responses to Comments from the Convention Secretariat and STAP made at PIF)
a. Council
	Council Comments
	UNDP Response

	
	

	NONE
	


b. GEF Secretariat
	GEF COMMENTS
	
	RESPONSES

	Both the first section (Project rationale, objectives, outputs and activities, pages
2 - 4) and Annex A (Additional cost analysis, page 17 - 19) include several conceptual issues:
	
	

	1. List of outcomes 1-4: text focuses mostly on capacity building, where is the action?

	Three instead of four outcomes have been identified in the revised proposal.  Capacity building activities have been limited to one outcome while the other two outcomes focus on demonstration activities and improving water governance frameworks (i.e. legislation, national plans, etc) to integrate climate change risks.
	

	2. List of outcomes 1-4 (with description) text focuses mostly on process, where is the action? In this case outcomes 3 and 4 may generate some action, please clarify.

	The outcomes now provide a description of their scopes as well as more detailed description of the activities to be implemented. 
	

	3. Key indicators; again, outcome 3 and 4 may generate some benefits on the ground; please clarify through which actions;

	Outcome 2 is now focused on adaptation measures at the local level and identifies specific interventions. A distinction has been made between baseline and additional interventions to address climate change issues across all outcomes.
	

	4. The baseline is too vague.  In these kinds of projects it s not acceptable to say that the baseline does not include adaptation. The baseline must include specific development activities that will be "climate-proofed" through this project;

	The baseline section has been clarified, and we have provided substantial detail on the direct contribution of baseline activities to the proposed activities funded by SCCF. Each outcome provides a description of the relevant baseline issues as well as additionality.
	

	5. Baseline overambitious (practically includes any sector and any activity in it); 10 billion would not be enough to climate proof it.

	The project is focused on one sectoral intervention. As explained above, the baseline provides a clear description of relevant activities under the 3 project outcomes, namely: 1) integration of climate change risk into the water sector and key relevant plans; 2) adaptation strategies and measures for the water sector on the ground, and strengthening of human and institutional capacity.  It is important to note that more than 2/3 of the SCCF funds are allocated to achieve concrete results at the local level. The scope of the interventions is redefined following discussions at the bilateral.
	

	6. Please define a more realistic baseline including limited activities and a more limited climate proofing activities in the water sector, as originally planned at project concept stage.

	The baseline descriptions for each outcome has been improved in the text. 
	

	7. The budget must be modified as the GEF cannot be the only source of financing for M&E -- co-sharing must be sought.

	Co-financing for M&E activities has now been included.  This is based on the follow up of baseline activities that the key institutions will commit to do in their respective capacities. Such commitment will help to ensure that project activities will not be at risk because of lack of appropriate monitoring of the baseline activities. 
	

	8. Please provide a justification of the $6 million co-financing including the specific sources of co-financing (letters of commitments are not necessary at this stage) and for which baseline activities.

	Specific sources of co-financing have been added.  Letter of commitments will be submitted at CEO endorsement. 
	


Response to GEF SEC comments, 20 december 2007
	Recommended action:
	Steps taken:

	A. Eligibility
2. Has the operational focal point endorsed the project?
Recommended action: Please provide an up-to-date endorsement letter from the national focal point.
	An updated endorsement letter is attached as Annex 1.

	C. Project Design
7. Is the global environmental benefit measurable?
Recommended action: Please provide a Project Results Framework including specific indicators and benchmarks for each project output.
	An updated version of the Project Document is provided. The Project Results Framework is included on page 53.

	D. Justification for GEF Grant
15. Is the value -added of GEF involvement in the project clearly demonstrated through incremental reasoning?
Recommended action: Please provide a quantified estimate of baseline and additional costs at least to the level of outcomes, thus making an argument for the level of SCCF funding. 
	An updated version of the Project Document is provided. The Incremental Cost Analysis is included on page 51.

	17. Is the GEF funding level of project management budget appropriate?
Recommended action: Management costs should be covered at a pro-rata basis compared to the full project cost distribution. (i.e. as the co-financing ratio of the present project is close to 85%, this should also be the approximate co-financing ratio of its management costs)
	After securing additional cash commitment from the Ministry of the Environment and re-programming other parallel funding committed by other partners, a co financing ratio of 80% for the PMU has been achieved. See Table A of the CEO endorsement request.

	18. Is the GEF funding level of other cost items (consultants, travel, etc.) appropriate?
Recommended action: Reconsider travel costs and/or provide a clear justification for the higher than average travel needs of the proposed project management
	Travel costs were reconsidered and the amount represents now approximately 11% of all administrative costs. All travel costs will be covered with cash cofinancing coming from the MoE and by other local partners. 
As the project will implement interventions in four provinces of the country, frequent monitoring trips from Quito to the provinces will take place. Also, a provision for international trips of the Project Manager has been made in order to secure opportunities to share experiences with other interventions in the region.

	20. Are the confirmed co-financing amounts adequate for each project component?
Recommended action: All co-financing must be confirmed by signed endorsement letters to be considered at the CEO endorsement stage. Please provide signed endorsement letters for ALL co-financing claimed in table C. 
	Co financing letters were originally provided; a new copy is attached as Annex 2. An additional cofinancing letter from the MoE is included.

	21. Does the proposal include a budgeted ME Plan that monitors and measures results with indicators and targets?
Recommended action:
Please refer to comment under 7.
	Please see Comment 7.

	24. Is CEO Endorsement being recommended?
Recommended action: Please attach the PDF-B completion report to the resubmission. The data in annex D of the CEO endorsement document does not replace a full completion report.
	The RCU confirmed that the PDF B completion report is not needed as pertinent information is included in Annex D of the CEO endorsement request.


c)   Review by expert from STAP Roster (if required) 
	STAP Reviewer Main Concern
	Response

	While the project proposal focuses on vulnerable regions and sectors, no quantitative information on past losses from extreme weather events has been furnished. This deficiency could be easily corrected by citing average annual losses (especially in agriculture and energy sectors) with inclusion of some extreme years. A graphical representation is appreciated.

	The proposal has been modified to explicitly cite quantitative information on past losses from extreme weather events. See section on Economic impacts of extreme events, paragraph 28 and 29, including table and figures on pages 11 and 12 of the Project Document.  Description of the vulnerability in the agriculture and hydro-energy sectors in relation to climate impacts on water, have been summarized in boxes on pages 16 and 17.

	The proposal appropriately applied ‘vulnerability-based approach’ because of high uncertainty in future climate change scenarios due to geographical location, terrain and complex climatic process. A range of coping mechanisms could be introduced to tackle a variety of climatic futures. However, in the proposal, categorically these mechanisms have not been mentioned. It is therefore suggested to include a list of measures in the revised proposal.

	The proposal has been edited in different sections as a response to this comment. However, further analysis will included at the time of CEO endorsement. 

	The project proposal discusses long-term planned response strategies, policies and measures to enhance resilience of the two key economic sectors in question. However, it does not discuss the short-term coping mechanisms that are in place in response to extreme climatic hazards. This deficiency in the proposal could be rectified by incorporation of information available on short-term measures that are in practice in the two economic sectors in the vulnerable regions in Ecuador.

	The proposal has been modified to include a section on short-term coping mechanisms that are in place in response to extreme climatic hazards. As a result of an extreme event, the Government of Ecuador has put in place some measures to strengthen the organization of farmers, including the establishment of seed banks and train communities how to make better use of the available meteorological data to prepare for floods. Reactive measures also include campaigns on how to improve agriculture practices to face droughts experienced in high lands. Other measures include improvement of flood zoning. In the energy sectors, public campaigns for energy saving have been implemented.
 

	Additional cost reasoning has clearly been discussed in pages 25-31 under four major project outcomes. (items 96-111). Cost estimates for ‘baseline’, ‘alternative scenario’ and ‘additional cost’ due to climate change are presented in ‘Additional Cost Matrix’ in Section II. I have difficulty in understanding the basis of these estimates which could have been spelled out in detail. For example, in several places in the text, the issue of weak and insufficient hydro-meteorological stations have been cited but I do not see any specific breakdown (perhaps included in the total cost of a component) of costs for the hydro-meteorological networks. I strongly suggest a detailed breakdown of the estimates and explanations for arriving to such estimates in an ‘Annexure’. 

	The costs of the hydro-meteorological network are included in the costs for Outcome 2 (Output 2.2).  As noted in the text, these costs will be provided through co-financing. Breakdown of co-financing is provided in the table Additional Cost Matrix in the Annex Section. 


	The financing/cost sharing mechanism looks OK. The GEF contribution that sought is 33% of the ‘Additional Cost’. 
If successfully implemented (by avoiding or handling the risks), the lessons to be generated could be used to develop good practices for incorporating adaptation measures to climate change into broader development planning in Ecuador.

	We agree with the STAP reviewer comment

	Management co-modality: The proposal included a co-management of the project with the involvement of Ministry of Environment and UNDP local office in Ecuador. Stakeholders/experts to be involved will be managed by the ‘Project Management’ Unit and shall be responsible for reporting to the UNDP on a regular basis. This co-management structure is designed in accordance with the lessons learned in other GEF funded projects. In my view this management structure should work but the GEF may ask the executing agency for conflict resolution plans in case of arise of any potential management problems during execution of the project.

	This is the normal management structure for UNDP projects (not only GEF-funded projects). In the event of conflicts arising, UNDP has a well-established process to resolve such conflicts. (see Paragraph 160 of the Project Document. 


	Project Monitoring and Evaluation: A plan for project monitoring and evaluation has been presented in Part IV of the proposal. As stated, the plan has been devised according to the established UNDP and GEF procedures. The Plan will involve UNDP Country Office for country level monitoring and MoE at the project level. Monitoring responsibilities have also been spelled out. The presented ‘monitoring plan’ seems to be adequate but I do not see any contingency plan in case of spill over of the project beyond the project life and possible cost-over run. In addition, the annual monitoring has been proposed through a Tripartite Review. In the context of complex structure of water governance in Ecuador, in my view, instead of ‘Annual Tripartite’ review, ‘half-yearly’ review will enhance project implementation efficiency and will help sorting out any inherent problem.
	There will be no spill-over in the project duration. UNDP-GEF projects apply the principles of adaptive management. If unexpected costs are encountered, the project monitoring process will identify the likelihood of cost over-runs and consider an appropriate management response.  There is a well-established process for modifying the project, if required due to unforeseen circumstances.  Depending on the scale of modification, a decision may be made by the project team, by the UNDP CO, by UNDP-GEF, or by the GEF.
Regarding the frequency of tripartite reviews, the trend in UNDP has been for these to be discarded, rather than an increase in frequency.  Experience has shown that a well-designed and well-functioning Steering Committee obviates the benefits of Tripartite reviews.  
 

	Fitness of the Project in the context of the goals of the GEF and the specific objectives and priorities of the SCCF: The project fits within the areas identified in SCCF created in 2001
 (see footnote below). Adaptation is one of the major eligible areas for funding. One of the project objectives is to set up pilot program that fits within the recent decision of the UNFCCC to support pilot and demonstration projects in the field of adaptation. This project will provide benefits to the stakeholders in agriculture and energy and will mainstream adaptation measures in the water sector policies. This broad objective fits within the funding criteria of the GEF.

	Agree with the STAP reviewer comment.

	Regional and Sectoral Context: The project is focused on vulnerable regions and sectors. It did mention about Ecuador’s first National Communications (submitted in November 2000; see www

HYPERLINK "http://www.unfccc.de".
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HYPERLINK "http://www.unfccc.de"de) which identified “climate change as a critical cross cutting issue affecting most vulnerable sectors of the economy.” Although the Paute hydropower`project identified in the National Communication has been included in the case study of the proposal, I strongly feel that more information on vulnerability of: water, agriculture and energy sectors could have been drawn from the National Communications and a linkage with the mainstreaming objective could also have been established.

	See the previous response to the comment requesting additional information, which has been inserted into the document.

	The proposal did not establish linkage with NAPAs. I have scanned through the UNFCCC website, but could not find reference of any ongoing NAPA projects in Ecuador. It did mention about some other projects which include: 
(a)
A Dutch funded project on the impact of climate change on the coastal region.
UNITAR’s Climate Change Training Program - Ecuador (climate change Train).
UNEP’s Program for Offsetting of GHG emissions in Ecuador (UNEP-RISO).
UNDP-GEF technical support for Stages I and II of Ecuador’s National Communication to the UNFCCC.
However, linkages with lessons learnt from these projects are rather weak and there is a scope to strengthen this.
	Ecuador is not under the category of Least Developed Countries and thus not eligible for NAPA funding.  Ecuador therefore does not have a NAPA document.
These other projects mentioned by the STAP reviewer provide the basis and key lessons for the consolidation of climate change initiatives in Ecuador.  For instance, following UNITAR’s climate change Training program, the government of Ecuador created the Climate Change Unit, hosted by the Under-Secretary for Environmental Quality in the MoE and the CNC.  The CNC has functioned as the main forum for discussing climate policy in Ecuador, and conducted the Initial National Communication (INC) to the UNFCCC in 2000.  The CNC guarantees the conditions for a broad-based national ownership of the process leading to the SNC. These processes and studies have in turned provided substantive technical expertise, information and lessons learned on the climate change institutional processes, which have helped in shaping the scope, approach and design of institutional arrangements of the proposed project.  

	The major objective of the project is to mainstream adaptation to climate change into water management practices in Ecuador through: targeted capacity development; information management and knowledge brokering. In the LFA, the proposal did mention (indirectly) some of the adaptation interventions in the form of upgrading forecasting/measurement stations, data archive and dissemination, reducing water losses, introduction of new technologies, reduction of uncertainty in forecast, etc. 
However, few other issues need to be addressed:
In the text, retrofitting of physical structures has been mentioned so that they will remain functional in the wake of climate change and extremes. But how this target will be achieved need to be addressed. Retrofitting could be very expensive, for example, capacity increase of a hydropower dam/reservoir and that could have many spill-over impacts. 
For the new infrastructure, the design criteria need to be updated by taking into account climate change as well as uncertainties surrounding it.
In the LFA, it has been mentioned that at least 50% of the farmers would use new water saving technology. 
-But what kind of technology? 
-How the diffusion will take place?
-How the functionality and efficiency of these technologies will be monitored?
It has also been stated that water use efficiency will be improved by 15%. How that will take place?
“The uncertainty of the forecast water availability is reduced by 75%”. How this could be achieved? and in my view this is at a high end.

	Concerning sustainability of the project benefits, the project document does not mention retrofitting of physical structures, only retrofitting of projects, by which it is meant that projects which fail to take account of climate change will be modified through the contributions of this project.  We agree that the design criteria for any new infrastructure need to take account of the impacts of climate change – this is indeed a major contribution of the project, though GEF funding will not be used for new infrastructure.
Regarding the water-saving technologies to be introduced through the project, there are numerous potential “technologies”, both “hard” technologies such as drip irrigation, and “soft” technologies such as improved understanding of crop-water interactions, so that irrigation is applied only when necessary.  The project will consider any such technologies, but is not prescriptive – the implementation strategy will depend on local conditions and institutional capacity.
The indicators have been modified to respond to this comment. Success of indicators will be measured through the project’s monitoring system. In this regard, as part of standard UNDP project management practice, the structure and target values of all indicators will be reviewed during the inception workshop. 
Diffusion of lesson generated by the project will take place though activities under Outcome 3. 

	Developmental Benefits: Implementation of the projects will certainly generate developmental benefits in terms of higher agricultural production, improved living standards, revenues from electricity production, and irrigation water, etc. Future sustainability depends on a number of factors such as: continuation of the pilot scheme, revenue earning and expenses and strong institution and political will.

	We agree with the STAP reviewer.

	Behavioral changes, social learning and institutional development: Yes, the project aims at these issues and can be achieved.

	We agree with the STAP reviewer.

	Replicability of the Project: Successful completion of this project will certainly enable policymakers, professionals and donor agencies to replicate and scaling up the results in elsewhere. However, methodologies, tools and outputs of this project could be replicated in other parts of Ecuador with similar socio-economic, climatic and environmental conditions. This point should be taken into account in the revised proposal. However, caution should be taken to replicate the model in other parts of the region with different ground and political conditions and water governance. But the project outcomes will certainly carry a lot of values while developing some similar programmes in other countries in the region.

	The proposal has been edited as a response to this comment.

	Linkages to other focal areas/beneficial and damaging effects: The project may have spill-over effect (positive) on socio-economic sectors and human settlement. Retrofitting of reservoirs/dams may inundate (if capacity increased) forest areas. Risk of failure (in case of capacity exceeded by future abrupt climate change) can threaten human settlements and infrastructures at the downstream areas. The revised proposal should address these issues. A figure showing linkages with other economic sectors is appreciated.

	Ensuring appropriate water supply through improved management under climate change scenarios will bring benefits to other important economic sectors. Industrial activities and production have suffered economic losses due to energy rationing that has taken place in periods of extreme droughts. This in turn has affected trade. Reduction in agriculture outputs has a direct effect in exporting of cash crops, reducing incomes of farming communities and inflow of hard currency. As climate risks are increasingly influencing these key sectors, addressing water issues will have direct positive socio-economic effects, including improved health and food security. A figure showing the linkages with other socio-economic sectors will be included prior to CEO endorsement. 


	Linkages with other programmes and action plans at regional and sub-regional levels: 
The proposal lacks information on how this project is:
-connected with other regional and sub-regional programmes
-bilateral and technical assistance
-building on other ongoing initiatives on climate change
	The proposal has been modified to include a section on linkages with other programmes and action plans at regional and sub-regional levels. See section under paragraph 149 of the Project Document. 


	Degree of involvement of stakeholders: The project proposal has assessed the degree of stakeholders’ involvement in the project. Twelve key players in the agriculture, water and energy sector included as stakeholders and listed in Annex 2. I have a few concerns:
-low level (only one) representation of the NGOs and Civil Societies in the stakeholders’ list
-No indication of grassroots level stakeholders’ association or integration with the project
-involvement of political and legal forces is necessary for successful completion of the project and extending it beyond the project cycle. 
-gender balance is not clear at this stage 
-a clear statement is required about how coordination among the stakeholders will be maintained.

	The National Water Resources Forum (FRH) represents the civil society and NGOs. This forum includes small and community water users and is the most representative group related with water. Through the Forum, the project will ensure a broad participation of the relevant NGO and civil societies that will contribute to and benefit from the project. 
Local organizations will play an important role in the implementation of some of the project’s activities, especially those related to Outcome 3 (Provincial and local planning and community action demonstrate adaptation to climate change). Additional explanation was added in the project document on how grassroots participation will be ensured. 
The National Steering Committee of this project is compounded by the institutional, political and legal forces relevant to the water sector. Given the long-term nature of the adaptation strategies, the project’s institutional arrangements have been designed to ensure that mainstreaming of adaptation to climate change become an integral part of planning and decision making.  
The Adaptation Local Fund would include criteria to prioritize projects which promote women participation in adaptation activities in the context of the project. The criteria and the approach to encourage gender balance will be defined during the design phase of the fund. 
Coordination between stakeholders will be defined during the inception workshop. 


	Capacity building aspects: The proposed capacity building through training, field level work, seminars/workshops. A statement is required about how the build capacity would possibly be used to train up professionals in other sectors where climate change is a key concern.

	An explanation was added to outcome 3 to respond to this comment. 

	Innovativeness of the Project: In terms of innovativeness, the project proposed to introduce effective governance in the water sector in Ecuador. Effective governance requires transparency and accountability. While these are true for governance of any economic sector, it is necessary to spell out how transparently the adaptation governance will be executed in the water sector.  

	The project proposes the development of a follow-up approach to ensure that decision-making regarding the water sector is conducive to the mainstreaming of adaptation in the relevant programmes at the national and local levels. The key stakeholders will play a pro-active role in this process during the duration of the project. The appropriation of the project results by these stakeholders will ensure that activities will be carried out beyond the life of the project. Thus, rather than having one institution solely responsible for all the project’s activities, the proposed institutional arrangements is based on the participation of a number of key partners, with specific responsibilities according to expertise and competitive advantage. The coordination mechanism under MoE as the Execution Agency, and with the support by UNDP, will enhance the transparency of the project and its implementation beyond its lifetime. 


Annex c: consultants to be hired for the project 
	Position Titles
	$/
Person week
	Estimated person weeks
	Tasks to be performed

	For Project Management
	
	
	

	Local Coordinator
	450.00
	208
	·  Set up and manage the project office, including staff facilities and services, in accordance with the project work plan;
· Prepare and update project workplans, and submit these to the NPD and UNDP-GEF and UNDP-CO for clearance and ensure their implementation consistent with the provisions of the project document. 
· Act as a principal representative of the project during review meetings, evaluations and in discussions and, hence, be responsible for preparation of review and evaluation reports such as the Annual Project Report (APR) for the consideration of the NPD.
· Ensure the timely mobilization and utilization of project personnel, subcontracts, training and equipment inputs:
· identify potential candidates, national and international, for posts under the project
· prepare the ToR, in consultation with the implementing agent and subcontractors;
· prepare training programmes (in consultation with the implementing agents) designed for staff, with particular emphasis on developing an overall training plan.
· draw up specifications for the equipment required under the project; procure such equipment according to Government and UNDP rules and procedures governing such procurement.


	
	
	
	· Assume direct responsibility for managing the project budget on behalf of the NPD, ensuring that:
· project funds are made available when needed, and are disbursed properly;
· accounting records and supporting documents are kept;
· required financial reports are prepared;
· financial operations are transparent and financial procedures/regulations for NEX projects are applied; and
· the project is ready to stand up to audit at any time.
· Exercise overall technical and administrative oversight of the project, including supervision of national and international personnel assigned to the project. 
1. Report regularly to and keep the RPM and UNDP-GEF and UNDP-CO up-to-date on project progress and problems, if any.
2. Ensure timely preparation and submission of required reports, including technical, financial, and study tour/fellowship reports;
3. Perform other coordinating tasks as appropriate for the successful implementation of the project in accordance with the project document.


	Financial Assistant
	223.08
	208
	· Prepare all payment requests, financial record-keeping and preparation of financial reports required in line with NEX financial rules and procedures
· Assistance to the recruitment and procurement processes, checking the conformity with UNDP and the Government rules and procedures
· Act as administrative liaison between the Ministry of the Environment, the PMU, UNDP, subcontractors and consultants as needed
· Take notes and draft minutes of meetings of the Steering Committee and other meetings, as required
· Assistance to the organization of in-country training activities, ensuring logistical arrangements
· Preparation of internal and external travel arrangements for project personnel
· Maintenance of equipment ledgers and other data base for the project
· Drafting of correspondence as required
· Act as a Petty Cash custodian 
· Maintain project filing, including registers of holidays, sick leaves and other absences of members of the PMU and consultants
· Other duties which may be required


	For Technical Assistance
	Budget total
	
	

	Local
	
	
	

	National Consultants for Technical Input
	530,000.00
	N/A
	· Technical knowledge of adaptation to climate change and integrated management of hydric resources
· Monitoring and Evaluation Expertise based on UNDP Practices for GEF projects
· Knowledge of national policy relevant to adaptation
· Experience with project and programme design
· Capacity to engage with multiple levels of stakeholders, including communities, civil society, government, and the private sector


	International
	Budget total
	
	

	International Consultants for Technical Inputs
	405,000.00
	N/A 
	· Prepare technical documents that will support the implementation of Outcomes listed in the UNDP Project Document 
· Participate and provide technical advice in Project Steering Committee and technical group meetings as required;
· Provide technical guidance based on previous experiences in the development of demonstration measures as identified in the project document and as they relate to the identified project sites;
· Prepare methodologies and tools, based on international best practices, for use in the implementation of project components 
· Guide the monitoring and evaluation activities as they relate to the project and the approved Vulnerability Reduction Approach for measuring improvements in adaptive capacity 
· Guide the preparation of knowledge products and contribute towards the effective dissemination of KM products at national level;
· Provide technical input at capacity development fora as outlined in the project document;
· Review and revise inputs provided by national institutions;
· Provide technical backstopping to the Project as required and as requested by the Project Coordinator;
· Assist the facilitation of lessons learned into the UNDP-GEF Adaptation Learning Mechanism
· Facilitate cross-country knowledge transfer
· Develop papers and briefs highlighting successful case studies and lessons learned from the project



Annex d:  status of implementation of project preparation activities and the use of funds
the ppg objective has been achieved through the ppg activities undertaken.  During the implementation of the PDF-B phase of the project the following outcomes and related outputs have been achieved: 
Outcome 1: Final Project Document agreed with all local stakeholders, endorsed by the GEF Operational Focal Point, and submitted to the GEF.
· Final project document produced. The original approach was maintained but outcomes were reformulated in order to establish clear boundaries for the interventions.
Outcome 2: Project Institutional Framework defined in agreement with local stakeholders.
· An institutional framework that is flexible enough to allow for future institutional changes designed, with agreement of all concerned national and local stakeholders.
· In order to improve the definition of project’s approach and methods, stakeholders received training in basic tools for adaptation: Adaptation Policy Framework (APF) and the Water Evaluation and Planning System (WEAP). The project promoted discussions and meetings, both bilateral and multilateral, amongst key stakeholders, which allowed them to understand the approach and value of the project for fulfilling their missions.
· Together with IUCN and CNRH, the project co-organized a national workshop on the new institutional framework for Integrated Water Resources Management in Ecuador. A Latin American hidrologist with extensive work in the application of the WEAP model and who has worked with climate change adaptation measures in the water management sector in Mexico took part in the discussions. 
· Two critical vulnerable sectors linked to water resources identified and pilot interventions centered in addressing issues related to these sectors.
· A thorough characterization of key water governance issues produced, and technical support provided to national stakeholders during the debate of proposals to reform the institutional arrangements for water governance currently in place.
Outcome 3: Financial plan for the full size project developed and co-financing commitments secured.
· Cofinancing commitments secured mainly as parallel execution, as most stakeholders are willing to mainstream climate change adaptation into their ongoing activities.
· The original activity of creating and funding an adaptation initiatives fund was reformulated in order to take advantage of already-existing funds for watershed management in the provinces of intervention.
Outcome 4: Partnerships established with local, national, and international institutions and agencies
· Aside from cofinancing commitments, letters of support and interest from a series of institutions and agencies secured, proving widespread interest in the issues covered by the project.
· A network of regional academic entities, international climate change think-tanks, regional research institutions and other climate regional initiatives and adaptation to climate change projects has been established.
A. detailed funding amounts of the ppg activities and their implemtation status in the table below:
	Project Preparation Activities Approved
	Implementation Status
	LDCF/SCCF Amount ($)Approved
	Amount Spent To-date
	Amount Committed
	Uncommitted Amount*
	Co-financing budget ($)

	Outcome 1: Final Project Document agreed with all local stakeholders, endorsed by the GEF Operational Focal Point, and submitted to the GEF     .
	Completed
	223,750.00
	95,416.02
	139,550.41
	-11,216.43
	38,578.29

	Outcome 2: Project Institutional Framework defined in agreement with local stakeholders.
	Completed 
	63,750.00
	9,857.96
	13,178.06
	40,713.98
	681.32

	Outcome 3: Financial plan for the full size project developed and co-financing commitments secured
	Completed 
	23,750.00
	10,783.60
	33,096.06
	-20,129.66
	235.81

	Outcome 4: Partnerships established with local, national, and international institutions and agencies     
	Completed 
	38,750.00
	39,037.27
	8,178.06
	-32,999.51
	9,540.82

	Total
	 
	350,000.00
	155,094.85
	194,002.59
	902.56
	49,036.24


        *  Uncommitted amount will be returned to the LDCF/SCCF Trust Fund.
� …that a special climate change fund shall be established to finance activities, the resources allocated to the climate change focal area of Global Environment Facility and by


bilateral and multilateral funding, in the following areas:


(a) Adaptation, in accordance with paragraph 8 of decision 5/CP.7;


(b) Transfer of technologies, in accordance with decision 4/CP.7;


(c) Energy, transport, industry, agriculture, forestry and waste management





The Special Climate Change Fund adaptation program focuses on the following area: water resources, agriculture, health, infrastructure, integrated coastal zone management, and fragile ecosystems, including mountain ecosystems (http:// www.GEF.org).








Is this a risk or an assumption?


nick.remple
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