UNDP-GEF Community-Based Adaptation Programme

CBA Quarterly Portfolio Review Overview Report
Reporting Period: July-September 2009

Projects Reviewed:

Samoa (6 projects):  Fasitootai, Safai, Satoalepai, Fagamalo, Lelepa, Avao (incluing Saleia and Vaipouli)
Namibia (1 concept): CES
Bolivia (3 concepts): CUNA, Battlas, Ancoraimes
Key Findings
· Overall, project quality was satisfactory. Most projects and concepts are technically sound, although all reviewed could be strengthened both technically and in terms of proposed management structures (see below for details). 
· All projects and concepts reviewed received feedback from the PMU during the concept and/or full proposal stage.  All of the proposals were strengthened based on PMU feedback, some quite significantly. Collaboration between the PMU and country teams improves overall project quality.
· The existing project proposal template does not give specific guidance that would help the proposal respond to all the questions on the CBA review sheet. To improve this situation, the project proposal template will be revised (see next steps).
Strengths of the portfolio
· The projects and concepts reviewed represent significant efforts on the part of NCs and their teams to deliver quality adaptation projects and to improve with subsequent rounds of project development.
· Many of the Samoa projects employ similar structures and activities for communities in the same area facing similar challenges. This approach should be more effective and efficient as the projects will share resources (such as a project manager) and are easier to prepare and review. Namibia is employing a similar technique. 
· Visual diagrams, pictures, and flow charts can help illustrate community conditions and justify project actions. Some Samoa proposals include helpful photos and diagrams. 
Weaknesses of portfolio

· Technical understanding of adaptation appears to still be weak. 
1. Differentiation between baseline pressures and additional climate change pressures is often weak. Many proposals fall to clearly establish the baselines, then explain how predicted climate changes will affect the community.  In some cases, the relevant information is provided, but not transformed into effective arguments. 
2. Proposals routinely fail to adequately explain future climate change risks based on   scientific assessments of climate change, such as those contained in NAPAs or the CPS, and discuss how predicted impacts are likely to affect the community. 
3. Proposals often don’t explicitly explain how GEBs will be secured in the face of climate change. (This will be addressed in the revision of the project proposal template).
4. For concepts, there is often insufficient explanation of how activities proposed will contribute to adaptation to specific climate change risks. There should be clear explanations of how the rural development activities proposed constitute adaptation.

· Some proposal procedures and requirements and not always understood and followed. 
1. The quality of results frameworks varies and assistance from the PMU is often needed to create acceptable frameworks. There is a tendency to confuse outcomes with activities. 
2. VRA: The VRA was in February based on feedback from the initial VRA session and the number of questions was reduced. This has been communicated to NCs.
3. M&E planning: It’s often unclear in the proposal who will be responsible for conducting M&E and when it will be conducted. (Clearer instructions for this will be provided in the revision of the project proposal template).
4. Required documents are often missing or insufficient, such as TORs or CVs, and daily rates are not provided. 

5. Budgets are insufficiently detailed. Often don’t quote daily rates or unit costs as required.
Next steps 
· NCs send all NCC-approved proposals to PMU as soon as they are approved. Please remember that all MOAs must be accompanied by the full approved proposals in English and that it will take about a week for the PMU and UNOPS to process payments after an MOA is received.
· NCs or their staff can review concepts and proposals according to the CBA project review sheet to make sure that all elements are included. UNVs can help with this.
· NCs can continue to request feedback from the PMU at any time during the concept and proposal stages as needed. This collaboration can strengthen proposals by helping NCs better explain and package crucial technical information. (ongoing)
· Continued capacity building around adaptation. The PMU will continue to provide assistance and capacity building on key adaptation concepts through its feedback and conversations with NCs. NCs can request specific capacity building as necessary.
· The PMU has revised the project proposal template to make sure it better captures all of the information requested on the review sheet. Specifically, the template now provides better guidance on: project rationale, M&E planning, SPA justification (how project will create and secure GEBs), and budget preparation.
