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      Submission Date:    31 August 2009  
	Expected Calendar (mm/dd/yy)
	

	Milestones
	Dates

	Work Program (for FSP)
	September 09

	Agency Approval Date
	October 09

	Implementation Start
	January 2010

	Mid-term Review (if planned)
	January 2012

	Project Closing Date
	Dec 2014


part i:  project Information                                               
GEFSEC Project ID:





gef agency Project ID: 
COUNTRY (ies): Zambia
Project Title: Adaptation to the effects of drought and climate change in Agro-ecological Regions I and II
GEF AGENCY (ies):, , 
Other Executing partner(s): 
GEF Focal Area: Climate Change 
A.  Project framework 
	Project Objective:  To develop adaptive capacity of subsistence farmers and rural communities to withstand climate change in Agro-ecological Regions I and II in Zambia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Project Components
	TA, or STAb
	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs 
	LDCF Financinga
	
	Co-financinga
	
	Total ($)
c = a+b

	
	
	
	
	($) a
	%
	($) b
	%
	

	1. Capacity development to conduct and apply climate risk assessments to planning processes
	TA
	Outcome 1: Climate change risks integrated into critical decision-making processes for agricultural management at the local, sub-national and national levels
	1.1 Number of government planners and private sector trained on climate risk management for improved agricultural productivity.
1.2 Effective Early Warning Systems developed to enhance preparedness and reduce climate-related risks
1.3 Economic impact assessment on the adaptation value of climate risk information to protect agricultural incomes from climate change effects. 
	350,000
	32
	750,000
	68
	1,100,000

	2. Demonstraton activity: Adaptive practices in water and land management in drought-prone areas piloted
	TA, Investment
	Outcome 2: Agricultural productivity in the pilot sites made resilient to the anticipated impacts of climate change
	2.1 Techniques for soil and water conservation as well as soil improvement tested for their ability to improve the productivity of small-scale agriculture.
2.2 Crop diversification practices tested for their ability to improve resilience of farmers to drought.
2.3 Alternative livelihoods tested for their ability to diversify incomes away from maize production.
2.4 Community-based water capacity and irrigation systems improved or developed to test their ability to raise agricultural productivity.
	2,641,038
	31
	5,809,000
	69
	8,450,038

	3. Replication of demonstration projects
	TA
	Outcome 3: National fiscal, regulatory and development policy revised to promote adaptation responses in the agricultural sector
	3.1 Awareness of climate change risks and to the economic value of adaptation responses raised among policy- and decision-makers.
3.2 National policy dialogues conducted to discuss project findings in relation to cost effectiveness of piloted options
3.3 Policies that require adjustments to promote adaptation identified and reviewed.
	258,962
	11
	2,035,000
	89
	2,293,962

	4. Lessons learned component
	TA
	Outcome 4:  Knowledge and lessons learned to support implementation of adaptation measures compiled and disseminated
	4.1 Knowledge and lessons learned to support implementation of adaptation measures compiled and disseminated
	165,000
	33
	330,000
	66
	495,000

	7. Project management
	
	
	
	380,000
	30
	880,000
	70
	1,260,000

	Total Project Costs
	
	
	
	3,795,000
	27
	9,804,000
	73
	13,599,000


        a     List the $ by project components. The percentage is the share of LDCF and Co-financing respectively to the total amount for the 
              component.
        b    TA = Technical Assistance; STA = Scientific & Technical Analysis
NOTE: The project grant requested is 10% higher than that requested in the PIF.  The increase in explained in Part IV of this CEO endorsement request.
B.  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 for the PROJECT (expand the table line items as necessary)
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	Project 
	%*

	GRZ-(Cash)
	
	
	809,000
	8

	GRZ (In-kind/parallel)
	
	
	720,000
	7

	ZMD (In-kind/parallel)
	
	
	500,000
	5

	UNDP-CO (Cash)
	
	
	175,000
	2

	CCFU (In kind/parallel)
	
	
	2,600,000
	27

	FAO (In-kind/parallel)
	
	
	5,000,000
	51

	Total Co-financing
	
	
	9,804,000
	100%


*Percentage of each co-financier’s contribution at CEO endorsement to total co-financing.        
A.  confirmed financing plan summary for the project ($)
	
	Project Preparation Amount (a)
	Project (b)
	Total
c = a + b
	Agency Fee
	For comparison:
LDCF Grant and Co-financing at PIF

	GEF financing
	100,000
	3,795,000
	3,895,000
	389,500
	3,550,000

	Co-financing 
	100,000
	9,804,000
	9,904,000
	
	7,100,000

	Total
	200,000
	13,599,000
	13,799,000
	389,500
	10,650,000


D.    For Multi agencies/countries (in $) 1
	GEF Agency
	Country Name
	(in $)
	
	

	
	
	Project (a) 
	Agency
Fee (b)2
	Total (c)
c=a+b

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Total LDCF Resources
	
	0
	
	0


1. No need to provide information for this table if it is a single country and/or single GEF Agency project.
2. Relates to the project and any previous project preparation funding that have been provided and for which no Agency fee has been requested from Trustee.
E.  Project management Budget/cost
	Cost Items
	Total Estimated person weeks/months
	LDCF
($)
	Co-financing ($)
	Project total ($)

	Local consultants*
	-
	60,000*
	
	60,000

	International consultants*
	
	40,000
	40,000
	80,000

	Office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications*
	
	140,000
	720,000
	860,000

	UNDP-CO Project Officer
	
	
	120,000
	120,000

	Travel*
	
	30,000
	-
	30,000

	Meetings
	
	30,000
	
	30,000

	Reviews and reports
	
	40,000
	
	40,000

	Audits
	
	40,000
	
	40,000

	Total
	
	380,000
	880,000
	1,260,000


f.  Consultants working for technical assistance components:
	Component
	Estimated person weeks
	LDCF ($)
	Co-financing ($)
	Project total ($)

	Local consultants*
	700(days)
	140,000
	
	140,000

	International consultants**
	130 (days)
	40,000
	40,000
	80,000

	Total
	
	180,000
	40,000
	220,000


*Local consultant’s costs estimated at US$200/day
* International consultant’s cost estimated at US$600/day
describe the budgeted m&e plan: 
At the level of the Objective (“to develop adaptive capacity of subsistence farmers and rural communities to withstand climate change in Zambia”), indicators are:  
1. Number of subsistence farmers in the rural communities who have successful adopted adaptation measures.
2. No of policy-level activities that enable policy adjustments, for replication of cost-effective adaptation measures. 
3. No of knowledge products generated, that promote replication of cost-effective adaptation approaches.
At the level of the four Outcomes, indicators are:
Outcome 1: Climate change risks integrated into critical decision-making processes for agricultural management at the local, sub-national and national levels
1. The number of policies that are adapted to take into account climate change risks.
2. Awareness level of rural population in pilot sites and local/national government of climate change and its impacts improved.
Outcome 2: Agricultural productivity in the pilot sites made resilient to the anticipated impacts of climate change
1. Number of interventions in selected pilot sites implemented, with appropriate management (including cost recovery) plans in place, agreed by all stakeholders, for sustainability beyond the project grant.; 
2. Percentage increase in agricultural incomes in the pilot sites; 
3. Number of women involved in interventions in the pilot sites.
Outcome 3: National fiscal, regulatory and development policy revised to promote adaptation responses in the agricultural sector
1. The number of policies that are adapted to take into account climate change risks; 
2. Awareness level of rural population in pilot sites and local/national government of climate change and its impacts improved; 
Outcome 4: Knowledge and lessons learned to support implementation of adaptation measures compiled and disseminated
1. Number of proposals, papers and other documents that incorporate learning from the project; 
2. Number of lessons included in the ALM; 
3. Number of regional and national workshops conducted for dissemination of project lessons; 
4. The number of awareness campaigns conducted on the need to incorporate adaptation needs in policy.
The full set of indicators at the level of objective, outcomes and outputs are included in Annex A: Project Results Framework.
A full draft M&E plan for this FSP (see Table below) is included in Section I, Part IV of the FSP document. 
Table 1.  Indicative Monitoring and Evaluation Work Plan and Corresponding Budget.
	Type of M& E Activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget (US$) (Excluding Project team Staff time)
	Time Frame

	Inception Workshop
	· PTC
· PS
· UNDP
	15,000

	Within two months after the project has management unit has been setup.

	Inception Report
	· PS
	None
	A month after the inception workshop

	Measurement of Means of Verification or project results
	· PTC
· PS
· UNDP-CO
	To be finalised at the inception phase and workshop
	Start, mid and end of project (during evaluation cycle) and annually when required).

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Progress on outputs and implementation
	· PTC
· PS
· UNDP-CO
	To be determined as part of the AWP’s preparation
	Annually prior to APR/PIR and to the definition of annual workplans

	Annual Project Review (APR) and Project Implementation Review (PIR)
	· PTC
· PS
· UNDP-CO
	15,000
	Annually

	Tripartite Review (TPR)
	· MACO
· UNDP
· PTC
· PS
	15,000

	Annually

	Terminal Tripartite Review (TTR)
	· PS
· PTC
· MACO
	20,000

	At the end of the Project

	Project Technical Committee Meetings
	· PS
· PTC
· UNDP-CO
	30,000
	Following the Inception workshop and at least once a year

	Periodic Status/Progress Reports
	· PM
· PS
	15,000
	Quarterly 

	Technical Reports/ Publications
	· PS
· PTC
· MACO
· Individual Consultants
	20,000
	To be determined during the Inception Report

	Mid-Term External Evaluation
	· MACO
· PS
· PTC
· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	40,000
	Midway during the project Implementation

	Final External Evaluation
	· MACO
· PS
· PTC
· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	40,000
	At least 3 months before the end of project implementation

	Lessons Learned and shared (both local and at international level)
	· PS
· UNDP
	0

	Every year of the project implementation from year two.

	Audit
	· CO
· PS
	Indicative cost per year:  10,000
	Yearly

	Field Visits to the Sites 
	· PS
· PTC
· UNDP-CO
	30,000

	Yearly

	Project Terminal Report (PTR)
	· MACO
· PS
	None
	Start three months before the project ends.

	Total Indicative Cost
Excluding project team staff time and UNDP staff time and expenses
	
	280,000
	


 Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established GRZ and UNDP-GEF procedures and will be undertaken by the PS and the UNDP-Country Office (CO) with support from UNDP-GEF. The Project Results Framework (SRF) in Annex A provides performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with other corresponding means of verification. These will form the basis of the project’s Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) plan. The M&E process includes detailed ongoing monitoring and reporting procedures, external mid-term and final reviews. These reviews will be supplemented by the conventional annual Tripartite Reviews, Mid-term Review and the Terminal Tripartite Review required by UNDP procedures.
The Project Secretariat (PS) in conjunction with the Project Technical Committee (PTC) will develop a detailed schedule of project review meetings, which will be incorporated into the inception workshop report. This schedule will include time-frames for Tripartite Reviews, PTC Meetings and other relevant advisory and coordination mechanisms. Day-to-day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the Project Manager (PM) based on the Annual Work Plan (AWP) and its indicators. 
The PM and UNDP-CO will undertake the quarterly progress monitoring of the project implementation. This monitoring will be based on the project’s performance indicators which would have been fine-tuned in consultation with the stakeholders during the inception workshop. The targets and indicators may be revised annually as part of the internal evaluation process. 
UNDP will conduct visits to the pilot sites based on the agreed schedule in the project's Inception Report/Annual Work Plan to assess first hand project progress.  Other members of the Project Board may also join these visits.  A Field Visit Report/BTOR will be prepared by UNDP and will be circulated no less than one month after the visit to the project team and Project Board members. 
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 (i.e. Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MACO) and UNDP-CO). The project will be subjected to TPR at least once every year, the first one to be held within the first twelve months since the start of full implementation. With support from the PM, the National Coordinator (Project Executive) will prepare an Annual Project Report (APR) and submit it to UNDP-CO at least two weeks prior to the TPR for review and comments.The APR will serve as the basis for assessing the performance of the project in terms of its contribution to the intended outcomes through outputs and partnership work. The APR will provide an accurate update on the project results, identify major constraints and propose future directions. 
The Terminal Tripartite Review (TTR) will be held in the last month of operations. The TTR considers the implementation of the project as a whole, paying particular attention to whether the project achieved its 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.
MACO, with the assistance of the PM will be responsible for the preparation and submission of the following reports which will form part of the monitoring process:
· Inception Report 
· Annual Project Report 
· Project Implementation Review 
· Quarterly Progress Reports
· Periodic Thematic Reports
· Project Terminal Report
· Technical Reports
· Project Publications
The project will be subjected to at least two independent external evaluations at the mid-point and at the end of the project. The final evaluation will look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development.
The project will be audited annually, using the National Execution Modality by the Office of the Auditor General. Audit reports and follow up action plans will be endorsed and monitored by UNDP. 
Further details can be found in Part IV of the project document.
part ii:  project justification
A. Describe the project rationale and the expected measurable adaptation benefits:  
The Zambia National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) highlights that the strong dependence of Zambian communities on rain-fed agriculture renders them particularly vulnerable to climate change (including variability) effects such as drought, flooding, extreme temperatures and prolonged dry spells, which precipitate widespread crop failure, negatively impact food and water security and, ultimately, affect the sustainability of rural livelihoods. AER I and II are particularly prone to such climatic hazards. Since the 1980s, agricultural production within both AER I and II has been affected by a later onset and shortening of the rainy season. Furthermore, drought and flooding episodes across Zambia have become more frequent and of increasing intensity, which is believed to be a manifestation of long-term climate change
. The negative impacts of such events have adversely impacted inter alia water quality, agricultural production, food security, water security, wildlife and infrastructure and resulted in the displacement of human populations
. Predicted climate change is likely to exacerbate this situation. For this reason, this LDCF project (hereafter referred to as “the project”) has chosen to focus on adapting AER I and II to drought and other predicted climatic changes, including variability. 
Climate projections reported by the IPCC AR4
 indicate that Africa is very likely to warm by 3 to 4oC during this century
 -greater than the global mean temperature increase. Seasonal changes in rainfall are predicted with a reduction in rainfall envisaged for the hot, dry season (in particular from September to October) and an increase in rainfall expected for the rainy season especially in AER III (in particular from December to February)
. Heavy bouts of rainfall are projected to increase annually
, which is likely to cause additional flooding events. Any increase in rainfall, however, is likely to be offset (potentially entirely) by warming and loss of water via evapotranspiration. Currently, Zambia experiences an average annual potential evapotranspiration (ranging from 1394 to 1892 mm) that exceeds average rainfall (estimated at 684 mm between 1970 and 2000) resulting in a precipitation deficit of up to 1100 mm each year
. This already has serious implications for agricultural productivity and water availability and management. Climate change is likely to exacerbate this situation with additional negative consequences for the agriculture and water resources sectors. 
Agriculture is an integral part of Zambia’s economy and seen as one of the driving forces for the anticipated economic growth that is required to reduce poverty
. Agriculture contributes between 18-20% to GDP
, employs approximately 67% of the labour force and remains the principal source of income and employment for women in rural areas
. The expected shortening of the growing season would prevent key crop varieties, particularly maize
, from reaching maturation in AER I and II. The Zambia NAPA highlighted that the area suitable for staple crop (such as maize) production under rain-fed conditions is likely to decline by 80% by 2100 as a result of climate change. Consequently, food security will be undermined nationwide because these two regions are the primary maize producers 
. Indeed, within the last 20 years, prolonged dry spells and shorter rainfall seasons have reduced maize yields to only 40% of the long-term average
. Furthermore, based on a CO2 doubling scenario in these regions, estimates predict a yield reduction of approximately 66% under rain-fed conditions. 
The ability of the agricultural sector in Zambia to cope with increases in temperature and potential reductions in rainfall is negligible given the limited investment in this sector and the minimal amount of supporting infrastructure (e.g. irrigation, storage depots, transport networks). Despite the fact that over 60% of the population derives their livelihood from agriculture, government spending on the sector is less than 5% of the government budget and only approximately 1% of GDP. This low level of investment into agricultural-related developments has resulted in the deterioration of agricultural support infrastructure, high incidences of livestock diseases and extension service delivery operating at only 40% of its potential capacity. Furthermore, various additional on-going non-climatic factors have negatively impacted Zambia’s agricultural sector and deeply entrenched rural communities (small-scale farmers in particular, the majority of whom are women) in poverty. These factors include: i) land degradation; ii) limited access to agricultural inputs such as fertilizer in the last two decades; iii) a reduced labour force due to HIV/AIDS.
The overarching goal of this project is to “to improve food security through enhanced adaptive capacity to respond to the risks posed by the effects of climate change (including variability) in AER I and II of Zambia 
”. The objective of the project is “to develop adaptive capacity of subsistence farmers and rural communities to withstand climate change in Zambia”.
To reduce the vulnerability of communities in AER I and II to climate change impacts, the project will take a two pronged-approach:  i) improve the mainstreaming of adaptation into agricultural planning and national, district and community levels ii) test and evaluate for adaptation value interventions that will protect and improve agricultural incomes from the effects of climate change. Capacity and systems to anticipate assess and prepare for climate change risks will be developed at community, regional and national levels. The project will determine the barriers that prevent scaling up of such activities. Adaptation learning generated from the pilot projects will be used to guide mainstreaming of adaptation in national fiscal, regulatory and development policy, to support adaptive practices on a wider scale. Knowledge gained and lessons learned throughout the duration of the project will be shared via the UNDP’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism (ALM) and WikiADAPT with other areas and countries sharing similar climate change threats. 
Outcome 1 of the project will improve capacity to use climate risk information to inform planning processes in the following ways: 
· Training will be provided to Zambia Meteorological Department (ZMD) in order to capacitate them to provide seasonal and long-term weather forecasts. This will be used to inform decision-making by government planners and farmers;
· Equipment for the collection and monitoring of water and weather data will be provided for the pilot sites. Staff within pilot sites will be trained on how to operate equipment and how to collect water and weather information.
· Existing Early Warning Systems (EWSs) will be evaluated and strengthened where necessary and, based on assessments within the pilot sites, new EWS(s) will be developed so that climate risk information is effectively communicated to endusers;
· An economic impact assessment evaluating the benefits of climate risk information will be undertaken to guide further investments in climate risk information services. 
Outcome 2 of the project will implement priority interventions identified through consultation with communities within the eight pilot sites. These interventions will be closely monitored and their cost-effectiveness will be determined. Barriers to the upscaling of successful activities will also be identified. Results of the interventions will be documented and disseminated to all key stakeholders (e.g. the community, policy- and decision-makers, and the public). In addition, lessons learned will be formulated in order to catalyse upscaling and entrepreneurship. Interventions to be implemented in the eight pilot sites (all of which are situated within AER I and II) include:
· Implementation of soil and water conservation techniques.
· Promotion and introduction of crop diversification practices.
· Promotion and introduction of alternative livelihoods
· Water storage and irrigation systems improved or developed to ensure adequate water provision to crops and livestock.
The eight pilot sites are situated in the following provinces (two pilot sites per province): Lusaka, Western, Southern and Eastern Province. 
Outcome 3 will use the results of Outcome 1 and 2 to encourage adjustments of the strategies and policies that reduce the resilience of rural communities to climate change impacts. Central to this argument for adjustments will be information regarding the economic benefits offered by adaptation investments. The activities of Outcome 3 will sensitise decision-makers and sectoral planners of the benefits associated with mainstreaming adaptation into planning in the agriculture sector. 
Outcome 4 will ensure that the project lessons are adequately disseminated to stakeholders (at all levels) and to other African countries that are experiencing a situation similar to that of Zambia.
For all the above outcomes the project will contribute to an understanding of how adaptation responses can be designed to strengthen gender equality. To achieve this, the project will ensure that women attend workshops and are part of interventions and management committees. Disaggregated indicators will be used to monitor the project performance on this. 
The project will focus on overcoming barriers that prevent the upscaling of successful interventions and the adoption of profitable activities by local entrepreneurs.  Barriers that will be overcome by the project include: i) limited access to markets ii) limited climate risk information used in agricultural planning iii) limited institutional capacity to adequately address climate change; and iv) limited public awareness on climate change.
Local capacity will be strengthened (through extensive training and involvement in the implementation of interventions) to facilitate effective project management, generate community ownership and to ensure that project interventions are sustainable beyond the project lifespan. Successful adaptation to climate change across the country can only be achieved if adaptation interventions are profitable for local communities and are thus spontaneously adopted by local businesses. A policy environment needs to be created that facilitates such entrepreneurship.
The project will support climate-resilient water management and agricultural practices and, in this way, will implement NAPA priorities one, two, three, six and seven, namely: 
· NAPA Priority 1: “Strengthening of early warning systems to improve services to preparedness and adaptation to climate change in all sectors”.
· NAPA Priority 2: “Promotion of alternative sources of livelihoods”.
· NAPA Priority 3: “Adaptation to the effects of drought in the context of climate change in AER I and II of Zambia”.
· NAPA Priority 6: “Adaptation of land use practices (crops, fish, and livestock) in light of climate change”.
· NAPA Priority 7: “Maintenance and provision of water infrastructure to communities to reduce the human-wildlife conflict”.
Overall, the project will improve food security in the most vulnerable regions of Zambia (with the potential for upscaling), which will contribute towards attaining MDG 1 (“Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger”). The resultant improved nutritional status of Zambians will lead to better health outcomes, thereby positively affecting MDGs 4 and 6 (“Reduce child mortality” and “Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases”, respectively). In addition, the project will promote environmental sustainability of all interventions, thus contributing towards MDG 7 (“Ensure environmental sustainability”). 
B. Describe the consistency of the project with national/regional priorities/plans:   
The Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP, 2002-2004), which was succeeded by the Fifth National Development Plan (FNDP, 2006-2010). A large proportion of the development fostered by these two strategies lies within the agricultural sector, which has been bolstered by an improved provision of seed, fertiliser, livestock, equipment, training and land development as well as the establishment of new investment opportunities and disease control. Other sectors being further developed by the PRSP and FNDP include the infrastructure, education, health, tourism and mining sectors. Through the FNDP, the government plans to raise expenditure on agriculture from less than 5% of the government budget to approximately 9% by 2010. The FNDP programmes for the agricultural sector are aimed at:
a. Attaining food security for the majority of households with at least 90% of the population being food secure by 2010;
b. Increasing the contribution of the agricultural sector to total foreign exchange earnings from current 3-5% to 10-20 % by 2010;
c. Attaining growth in the agricultural sector of 10% per annum from 2006 onwards;
d. Increasing the overall agricultural contribution to GDP from 18-20% to 25% by 2010;
e. Increasing incomes for those involved in the agricultural sector.
Other policies relevant to adaptation include the National Disaster Management Policy (NDMP, 2005), the National Agricultural Policy (NAP, 2004-2015) and the National Irrigation Plan (NIP, 2006-2011). The NDMP was put in place in an effort to respond to local, regional and national disasters related to flooding, drought and other climatic hazards. The purpose of Zambia’s NAP and the NIP is also to enhance agricultural productivity and thereby reduce poverty by means of inter alia capacity building, sustainable agricultural practices, soil conservation measures and increasing the extent of irrigated agriculture.
The draft National Environment Policy (NPE, 2004) identifies 11 government ministries involved in environmental affairs
. Nine of these ministries have policies that include environmental matters (19 policies in total, the details of which are contained in Annex G of the prodoc). The draft NPE also highlights current shortfalls in these nineteen policies including ineffectual mechanisms for community-based natural resources management, lack of informal inter-sectoral links, limited up-to date baseline data and limited national guidelines for effective integration of international environmental conventions
. In addition, intra and inter-sectoral institutional arrangements are limited and few coordination mechanisms exist for effective multi-sectoral integration of legislation, and of adaptation into such legislation.
The project will contribute to meeting UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) Outcome 3, namely “by 2010, institutions, systems and processes in support of national development priorities strengthened”. In addition, by meeting its outcomes and outputs, the project will contribute towards attaining the energy and environment for sustainable development component in the UNDP Country Programme
 (UNDP CP, 2007-2010). The UNDP CP acknowledges that the changing climate, specifically the increasing frequency of floods and droughts, is adversely impacting the agriculture, water resources, natural resources and health sectors in Zambia and that the quality of human development is tied to the state of the natural environment. The UNCP CP aims at ensuring that sustainable management of environment and natural resources is incorporated into national development frameworks and sector strategies. The project will complement this aim by building the capacity to conduct and apply climate risk assessments to planning processes. The UNDP Country Programme for Zambia (CP) acknowledges that the quality of human development is tied to the state of the natural environment. As such, one of the outputs in the CP and Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) is “systems, processes and scenario planning for climate change adaptation and mitigation strengthened”. The project will link to this output by providing lessons from the pilot sites that will be used to strengthen the systems and processes for climate change adaptation within Zambia. 
The project will also assist in meeting UNDP outcomes in the UNDAF and UNDPCPAP relating to food security. In particular, the project will address UNDAF outcome 4 “by 2010, the proportion of food secure households increased from 35 to 75%”
, and also by 2010, the proportion of food secure households among female-headed households increases to 60%”. The project will also complement planned and on-going projects in the FNDP, NAP and NIP by boosting the sustainable productivity of the agriculture sector. In this way, the project will assist the agriculture sector in becoming one of the major drivers of Zambia’s economic development.
The GRZ ratified the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and its Kyoto Protocol (KP) in 1993 and 2006, respectively.
C. describe the consistency of the project with LDCF eligibility criteria and priorities:   
The LDCF was created with the objective of funding urgent and immediate adaptation needs in the LDCs as identified in the NAPAs. The project conforms to the LDCF’s eligibility criteria, namely: 1) country drivenness; 2) implementing the NAPA priorities; and 3) supporting a “learning-by-doing” approach. 
Country drivenness:  Four sets of consultations were undertaken in the PPG phase:  i) pre-inception workshop, attended by 11 staff from variousi ministries; ii) inception workshop, attended by 29 staff, primarily from MACO, but also with representation from ZMD and Ministry of Tourism, Environment and Natural Resources (MTENR); iii) vision setting and site selection workshop, attended by 14 national government staff primarily from MACO, but also with representation from ZMD and MTENR, together with site selection visits where 114 staff from district-level government were consulted; iv) a draft review workshop, attended by 27 people from MACO primarily, ZMD, MTENR and NGOs and v) two appraisal committee meetings.
Implement NAPA priorities: Five of the NAPA priorities are directly addressed by this project, see Section A.
Supporting a “learning-by-doing” approach:   Pilot interventions will test the cost effectiveness of different approaches to adaptation to generate understanding of how GRZ could best support adaptation across the economy. This information will be used to faciliate policy and budgetary adjustments. 
D. outline the coordination with other related initiatives:   
Climate Change Facilitation Unit (CCFU). This is an initiative of the MTENR. The major objectives of the CCFU include assisting the MTENR to develop a comprehensive strategy for addressing climate change concerns and subsequently to develop the necessary policy and legal framework, coordinate the ongoing efforts in climate change adaptation and undertake develop national awareness of climate change.
The project will link with the CCFU by co-producing some outputs as well as supplying information from the project to the CCFU to use when lobbying for policy revisions, and to strengthen presentations at national and international conferences. In addition, the project will provide the CCFU with adaptation information (specifically lessons learned from the project) to post on their website. In turn, the CCFU will finance certain project activities that are related to its own outcomes.
Building Adaptive Capacity to Cope with Increasing Vulnerability due to Climate Change Project. This is a three year international project being undertaken by ZARI and is funded by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC). The general objective of the project is “to develop education, research and extension competencies to be able to create strategies that facilitate rural communities to increase their adaptive capacity to cope with risks and opportunities associated with climate change and variability”. 
The project will link with the project implemented by the Zambia Agricultural Research Institute (ZARI) by using the staff trained under this project to conduct the adaptation trials in the pilot sites and to produce technical reports on the benefits of adaptation that will be used for lobbying and awareness creation purposes.
Conservation Agriculture Scaling Up for Increased Productivity and Production (CASPP). This is a two year project being implemented by MACO and managed by the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO). The project aims to upscale the Conservation Agriculture Programme (CAP) funded through the Royal Norwegian Embassy’s Climate Change Facility. As part of upscaling CAP, CASPP intends to rapidly upscale proven technologies (through MACO extension systems) to beneficiary farmers. 
The project will link with the CASPP project by co-producing certain activities, such as training extension workers and farmers on conservation farming in some project sites.
Capacity Development for Effective Early Warning Services to Support Climate Change Adaptation in Zambia. This project is being implemented by the ZMD and is supported by the UNDP. They have made funds available to support GRZ regarding upgrading the current EWS’s to accommodate adaptation concerns of the different sectors of the economy adversely impacted by climate change. 
The project will link to this ZMD project by co-producing some outputs.
Other baseline activities that are being implemented in the agriculture and water sectors in Zambia are described in paragraphs 88-90 of the project document and Table 5 of the ProDoc. One of the first activities to be implemented in Outcome 1 and 2 will be to work out how the LDCF project will collaborate with existing relevant initiatives in the pilot areas, and how it might draw on lessons learnt and build partnerships with similar pilot interventions outside the pilot sites.
E. Describe Additional cost reasoning:   
OUTCOME 1: Climate change risks integrated into critical decision-making processes for agricultural management at the local, sub-national and national levels.
Baseline
To date, climate change management efforts have not been aligned with mainstream development processes in Zambia. This is largely due to a shortage of human, technical and institutional capacity in the field of climate change and adaptation
. In particular, knowledge gaps have been identified as a particular barrier to the mainstreaming of climate change risks into agricultural planning. There are, for example, few planning tools available which can assist communities in adapting to the increasing threats of climate change. 
The lack of accurate downscaled information on predicted climate scenarios for the AERs hinders adaptation planning at all levels (local, provincial and national). Overall, the agriculture sector lacks adequate forecast tables, planting calendars and advice on which crops to plant, leaving farmers without planning tools for the planting and harvesting season.  In addition, forecasts that are generated are not adequately disseminated to relevant stakeholders or readily understood by the users. These shortcomings may be due to the design of the programmes, which are currently targeted at building capacity of the ZMD and tend to overlook the needs of the endusers of the information such as local farmers and policy makers. 
Zambia’s National Disaster Management Policy of 2005 observes that the present disaster management strategy in place in Zambia requires improvement
. The NDMP identifies crucial gaps affecting its functionality including: i) the lack of an overarching disaster management policy, which has led to ad hoc management efforts; ii) the lack of a legal framework to authorize management actions; ii) inadequate coordination and therefore duplication of activities; and iii) insufficient up-to-date information available on risks, vulnerabilities and resources. The NAPA confirms the strengthening Zambia’s disaster management regime as a first priority and stipulates the need for: i) an EWS for floods (which includes a health/malaria as well as a crop loss warning); and ii) a strengthened EWS for agricultural/food security (warning of floods, drought, shortened growing season, and agricultural disease outbreaks).
Economic assessments of the value of improved climate risk information for the protection and improvement of livelihoods have not been undertaken in Zambia, which limits understanding of how much to invest in climate information services. 
Adaptation alternative
In the alternative, resources will be used to i) train Zambia Meteorological Department (ZMD) staff to provide short-term and seasonal forecasts, from downscaling of available data, in a format that is suitable for use by small-scale farmers and planners in the agriculture sector; ii) train farmers, extension staff, and the Agricultural and Natural Resources subcommittees at District level on how to access, interpret and apply ZMD forecasts for planning purposes; iii) develop EWS(s) based on the needs assessments undertaken and iv) undertake economic assessments on the benefits of using climate risk information in planning in the agricultural sector to guide policy makers’ understanding of appropriate levels of resource allocation to climate information services
These additional costs are being met with LDCF support and co-financing from ZMD and CFFU.

Co-financing amounts for Outcome 1: 
ZMD: US$ 500 000
CCFU: US$ 250 000
GEF Project Grant Requested: US$ 350 000.
OUTCOME 2: Agricultural productivity in the pilot sites made resilient to the anticipated impacts of climate change.
Baseline
Today in AER I and II, maize cultivation still covers the majority of cropped land, averaging 84% in Southern Province and 72% of total cropped area for Central and Eastern Provinces, yet climate change is predicted to result in the contraction of suitable maize-growing areas in AER I and II by more than 80%
, and a yield reduction of around 66% under rain-fed conditions.
The GRZ, in its FNDP, has formulated a plan to make the agricultural sector an engine for economic growth. In the baseline, the Government of the Republic of Zambia (GRZ) plans to increase funding in the agriculture sector from 1.6% of GDP to at least 2.3% of GDP by 2010, in light of the FNDP statement that agriculture is to be the key driver of economic development in Zambia. The GRZ, with support from the donor community, has allocated a total of US$93 950 200 for the irrigation support development project; US$89 607 200 for agricultural infrastructure and land development; US$107 120 600 for agricultural services and technical development; and US$100 515 200 for the fertilizer support programme, for the period 2006 to 2010 (see below). These programmes are specifically designed to improve food security through increased productivity but do not consider how climate change risks could damage investments or where investments could yield greater benefits by promoting those projects that help the economy to adapt to climate change. 
Adaptation alternative
An indicative 31 interventions in 8 pilot sites will be implemented under Outcome 2, benefiting  7629 people (see Annex G of ProDoc for details of costs and coverage). The project will implement high priority interventions within the pilot sites, the effective implementation of which will boost agricultural productivity under changing climatic conditions and improve the income streams of vulnerable farmers. The approach taken to identify the interventions that can be scaled up catalytically to other areas of AER I and II is as follows: 
· Undertake “economic experiments” i.e. implementing the priority adaptation interventions identified by pilot sites in a scientifically controlled manner.
· Assess the profitability of interventions (cost-benefit analyses) and using this information to revise policy and catalyze entrepreneurship. This will be done after the first year of operations (likely to be in Year 2 of the project).
· Determine which interventions are most successful in terms of profitability and feasibility. 
· Determine which interventions will be spontaneously adopted by entrepreneurs within the communities given the right economic and regulatory environment (policies will be amended to facilitate this). Barriers to this and to the upscaling of interventions will be determined and documented. This information will be used to catalyze policy revision. In addition, during the analyses, incentives for interventions will be identified and provided should the intervention fail.
The Project Results Framework in Annex A sets out the outputs and targets expected under each outcome. Details of indicative activities can be found in Part II of the ProDoc.
The pilot sites were identified through a consultative process from the national level, provincial level; district and finally community level (see paragraph 56 and Annexes C,D,E and F of the ProDoc).  The distribution of interventions under Outcome 2 are indicated in Table 1.
Table 1: Distribution of Outcome 2 interventions across the 8 pilot sites.
	Outputs
	Pilot sites

	Output 2.1. Techniques for soil and water conservation as well as soil improvement implemented to reduce erosion and improve the productivity of small-scale agriculture.
	Lusitu, Chikowa, Mundalanga-N’ganjo, Sioma, Zalapango, Kataba. 

	Output 2.2. Crop diversification practices promoted to improve the resilience of farmers to drought.
	All eight pilot sites

	Output 2.3. Alternative livelihoods introduced.
	

	Output 2.3a. Bee keeping implemented and/or upscaled. 
	Kasaya, Chikowa, Mundalanga-N’ganjo.

	Output 2.3b. Fish farming implemented. 
	Kataba.

	Output 2.3c. Rice farming implemented. 
	Sioma, Kataba. 

	Output 2.3d Integrated fish and rice farming activities implemented.
	Mundalanga-N’ganjo.

	Output 2.3e Additional Non-Timber Forest Products (NTFPs) identified and promoted. 
	Kasaya. 

	Output 2.4. Water storage capacity and irrigation systems improved or developed to ensure adequate water provision to crops and livestock.
	Kasaya, Chikowa, Lusitu, Sioma, Zalapango, Kabeleka.

	Output 2.4a. Construct multipurpose dams in Kasaya, Sioma, Zalapango and Kabeleka.
	Kasaya, Sioma, Zalapango, Kabeleka.

	Output 2.4b: Construct an earth dam in Chikowa
	Chikowa

	Output 2.4c: Construct stormwater dams in Kasaya
	Kasaya

	Output 2.4d: Construct reservoirs in Lusitu
	Lusitu

	Output 2.4e: Construct weirs in Kasaya 
	Kasaya

	Output 2.4f: Rehabilitation of irrigation systems in Lusitu
	Lusitu


Specific baseline-project target (adaptation alternative) information for each of these outputs can be found in Project Results Framework in Annex A, and in Annex F of the ProDoc. 
The evidence generated under Outcome 2 will be used in work undertaken in Outcome 3 and 4 on policy development and work to strengthen national awareness of the need for adaptation.  
Annex G of the ProDoc sets out the financial feasibility of Outcome 2. The interventions will be implemented through the already existing MACO extension structures, which are well represented from the national to the village (site) level. The extension system has representation at the district level in the development decision bodies (DDCC). At each of the pilot sites there are block extension officers and camp extension officers who live within the communities. Furthermore, experts in different interventions (e.g. agronomists and fisheries experts) will be visiting the pilot sites and selecting and overseeing feasible interventions. Overall, there is sufficient staff within the districts represented by the eight pilot sites in order to ensure that the interventions are correctly implemented and monitored. 
These additional costs are being met with LDCF support and co-financing from FAO (CASPP) and GRZ (MACO). 
Co-financing amounts for Outcome 2: 
FAO (CASPP): US$5 000 000
GRZ (MACO): US$ 809 000 (cash-co-financing)
GEF Project Grant Requested: US$2 641 038.
OUTCOME 3: National fiscal, regulatory and development policy revised to promote adaptation responses in the agricultural sector.
Baseline
Despite the serious impacts climate change is likely to have on Zambia’s ability to meet its development targets as outlined in the FNDP and the MDGs, adaptation has not been mainstreamed into the national policy framework. In addition, intra and inter-sectoral institutional arrangements are limited and few coordination mechanisms exist for effective multi-sectoral integration of policies, or for the integration of adaptation into such policies. The draft NPE also highlights current shortfalls in these policies including ineffectual mechanisms for community-based natural resources management, lack of informal inter-sectoral links, limited up-to-date baseline data and limited national guidelines for effective integration of international environmental conventions into the policies
.
Baseline activities being implemented in the FNDP include policy formulation and regulation in the agriculture sector, and policy, institutional and legal reforms in the communication and meteorology sector. Although considerable funding has been set aside for these reforms, adequate consideration of current and projected climate risks has not been taken. 
Adaptation alternative
Policy support is critical to promote replication of pilot adaptation measures. The project will review existing and proposed national fiscal, regulatory and agricultural development policies, and develop policy recommendations that promote long-term adaptive capacity in the agriculture sector.  The activities in Outcome 3 include identifying the most pertinent information needed by policy- and decision-makers in order to fast-track policy revision. An improved evidence base will be used to formulate and motivate for the adoption of national fiscal, regulatory and development policies that promote climate change risk management. 
This top-down approach will complement the bottom-up approach taken in Outcome 2, (which establishes adaptive farming practises), to generate the evidence base on what constitutes effective adaptation responses. The project will introduce regular dialogue between key stakeholders implementing adaptation responses and policy- and decision-makers to sensitise the latter to the economic benefit of adaptation.
The project will build institutional capacity to formulate climate-resilient policies and strategies to support adaptation measures in Zambia’s agriculture sector. Training workshops will promote awareness of the importance of adaptation, and build administrative and planning skills at both national and local levels. Trained stakeholders will then be tasked to utilise their new skills, e.g. sectoral planners will be capacitated to incorporate climate risk information into agricultural planning, and community members will be empowered to implement the strategies resulting from the agricultural planning. This awareness-raising and importantly tasking of government staff to incorporate climate change risks into planning will ensure stakeholder buy-in.
In addition, resources (technical and financial) will be provided to the Agriculture and Natural Resources subcommittees of the DDCC and the NGOCC in the eight pilot districts to equip them to act as the local climate resource and support centres, which would coordinate different stakeholders on adaptation policy. The financial support will be used to monitor the progress and success of the adaptation measures in Outcome 2 (monitoring will be undertaken by the DDCCs). In addition, the financial support will facilitate meetings and reviews of community-based adaptation initiatives to identify complementary activities and mandates. Staff within the centres will hold meetings and develop strategies to incorporate climate change considerations into district and provincial planning.  
These additional costs are being met with LDCF support and co-financing from CFFU and UNDP-CO. 
Co-financing amounts for Outcome 3: 
CCFU: US$2 020 000
UNDP CO: US$15 000
GEF Project Grant Requested: US$ 258 962.
OUTCOME 4: Lessons-learned and knowledge management component established.
Baseline
In the baseline, there is very little knowledge is disseminated to the public regarding climate change and the need for adaptation. 
Adaptation alternative
The project will establish a knowledge platform that will serve as a resource base for current and future projects to publish their lessons-learned, and obtain lessons-learned from other projects. Some of the most salient learning points will be on the question of adaptation financing needs, and on efficient ways of allocating public financing to adaptation. The most pressing of these questions include:  identifying feasible and replicable adaptation options, assessing the costs and benefits of adaptation, finding ways to ensure financial sustainability, sequencing of adaptation measures, exploring the catalytic role of public policy and financing.   A project website will be established to make all project reports accessible to a wider audience. Appropriate platforms are the web-based UNDP’s Adaptation Learning Mechanism (ALM), and WikiADAPT. The ALM hosts lessons learned from UNDP projects, while WikiADAPT is a website that hosts lessons-learned from diverse institutions and agencies from various adaptation activities. Other means of communication will be used to reach those sectors of the public that do not have access to the internet (e.g. pamphlets, workshops, seminars, and radio broadcasts). This will be undertaken in conjunction with National Agricultural Information Services, who produce agricultural programmes for television, radio and print media. 
These additional costs are being met with LDCF support, and co-financing from the CCFU. 
Co-financing amounts for Outcome 4: 
CCFU: US$330 000
GEF Project Grant Requested: US$ 165 000.
Table 2. Co-financing donors and amounts per project Outcome. 
	Outcome
	Support Type
	Donor
	Amount (US$)

	Outcome 1: Climate change risks integrated into critical decision-making processes for agricultural management at the local, sub-national and national levels
	In-kind
	ZMD
	500,000

	
	In-kind
	CCFU
	250,000

	Outcome 2: Agricultural productivity in the pilot sites made resilient to the anticipated impacts of climate change
	In-kind
	FAO (CASPP)
	5,000,000

	
	Cash
	GRZ (MACO)
	809,000

	Outcome 3: National fiscal, regulatory and development policy revised to promote adaptation responses in the agricultural sector
	In-kind
	CCFU
	2,020,000

	
	Cash
	UNDP-CO
	15,000

	Outcome 4:  Knowledge and lessons learned to support implementation of adaptation measures compiled and disseminated
	In-kind
	CCFU
	330,000

	Project management
	In-kind
	GRZ (MACO)

	720,000

	
	Cash
	UNDP-CO
	160,000

	TOTAL
	
	
	9,804,000


Note:  Support from the Government of Japan (The Africa Adaptation Programme - AAP) has not been included in the co-financing plan as it is uncertain at this stage whether Zambia will participate in the AAP.
F. indicate the risk that might prevent the project objective(s) from being achieved and outline risk mitigation measures:  
Several risks that may prevent the proposed project from achieving its objectives have been identified and are summarized in Table 3, as follows:
Table 3: Risks and mitigation measures
	Risk
	Risk Rating
	Risk Mitigation Measure

	Private sector and communities do not respond positively to improved policies/incentives.
	Low
	· Sound business planning in the planning stage will ensure only profitable ventures are undertaken

	The slow pace of policy modification may mean that identified policy changes are not implemented in a timely fashion.
	High
	· The project will take advantage of the current impetus within the GRZ on mitigating climate change impacts.
· Identify and work with champions for policy change in GRZ.
· Research-based evidence and systematic feasibility assessment reports will be supplied to the CCFU to enhance their lobbying capacity and speed up the process. 
· Continuous sensitization on the benefits of adaptation through NAIS programmes on radio and television will also ensure full support of the general public for policy adjustments

	Conflicts among stakeholders as regards roles in the project leading to uncoordinated approach in tackling climate change impacts.
	High
	· Clear statement of each stakeholder role in the stakeholder involvement plan. Also the newly formed CCFU will ensure coordinated approaches as regards climate change projects

	Poor co-ordination among implementing institutions leading to delays in deliverables.
	Medium
	· The project has been designed with full involvement of all the stakeholders from identification to implementation
· The strengthened M&E system would provide an early warning to enable the project management team to resolve the issues

	Inadequate staffing in the MACO extension system limiting the project’s upscaling potential.
	Medium
	· Continuous training of management committees so that they continually take up the extension officers roles during the upscaling process  

	The slow implementation of baseline projects by the GRZ may imply that they may not be complete within the pilot phase negatively impacting on project outcomes.
	Medium
	· Continuous lobbying and sensitization of the policy makers based on evidence from the pilot sites to secure cooperation and commitment

	Agricultural and water management interventions at the pilot sites are not cost effective.
	Low
	· Interventions will be designed according to affordable levels of cost recovery.
· Cost recovery analysis of water management measures will be a central component of the cost-effectiveness analyses. Cost recovery should be clearly linked to agricultural productivity increases.

	Limited human resources in the country may limit project implementation.
	Medium
	· The project will focus on capacity building in the relevant departments of the GRZ as well as at the community level. The PPG phase will identify and develop human resources capacity as required.
· International experts will be recruited where there are gaps.

	Farmer acceptability of risky adaptation measures may limit project implementation.
	Low
	· The pilot interventions to be implemented are demand-driven through wide stakeholder consultation. 

	Difficulties in getting support for the project due to the number of competing challenges.
	Low
	· Increased sensitization of stakeholders and potential support systems on climate change adaptation.

	Lack of commitment from the community.
	Medium
	· Intensive awareness raising campaigns through the NAIS radio and television programmes, CCFU awareness campaigns and extension officers should prevent this from occurring
· Avoiding a top down approach throughout the project processes

	A change in donor interest could result in government interests changing and reduce momentum on implementation.
	High
	· High risk but very low probability of occurrence given the increased focus on climate change by the donor community

	Delays in the release of funds could impede progress and prevent deliverables being achieved on time.
	Medium
	· Effective administrative planning will overcome this risk.

	High illiteracy levels in villages may hinder the progress of pilot interventions and/or dissemination of lessons learned.
	Medium
	· Management committees and farmers involved in various interventions will undergo extensive training to ensure that they understand the task at hand. 
· Project lessons will also be disseminated via workshops, television and radio programmes to ensure that they reach a larger audience. 

	Failure to address gender equity and women’s empowerment.
	Medium
	· Capacity building in gender analysis, accountability and mainstreaming.
· Adopting gender affirmative action in all project activities.


G. Explain  how 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 is reflected in the project design: 
The measures implemented through this project were identified during the NAPA process.  Multi-criteria analysis was used to prioritise the list according to potential for positive effects on economic development, social capital and environmental management.  Cost effectiveness was one of the criteria measuring economic development.  The actions proposed are not only the most urgent and most pressing, but are also judged to be cost effective. 
Detailed cost information for the  indicative 31 interventions that will be carried out in eight pilot sites within AER I and II in Zambia has been included in the FSPl (see Annex G of the FSP).  The effectiveness of these measures in increasing resilience to climate change will be tested and measured during the course of the project. This will involve undertaking an economic analysis and performing cost-benefit analyses to ascertain whether each activity is an economically viable option given climate change. The most successful interventions will be prioritized in policy-level work (Outcome 3) to promote upscaling to other areas of AER I and II
The following measures will also ensure that the proposed project is cost effective:
1. The project will be managed within the existing MACO extension frameworks. This will ensure cost sharing with other projects and reduce on the overheads.
2. The project will closely with existing projects (see Section D) to co-produce outputs.  The project will benefit from $809,000 cash co-financing from the Government for Outcome 2, and $175 of cash co-financing from UNDP
3. The technical and financial support for the management communities, which is an integral component in all the proposed interventions, will ensure capacity is developed within the communities. This will ensure cost effectiveness in terms of monitoring and enhance sustainability beyond the project lifespan. 
4. Strengthening of market linkages in the pilot sites will ensure that the farmer groups will be able to acquire inputs on their own (as the project progresses).
part iii:  institutional coordination and support
a.  Project Implementation Arrangement:   
The project will be implemented over a four year period three months after CEO endorsement, to allow for recruitment. MACO will be the government cooperating agency directly responsible for the government’s participation in the project. In addition, MACO will be responsible and held accountable for managing the project, which will include: i) monitoring and evaluation of project interventions; ii) ensuring the achievement of project outputs; and iii) ensuring the effective use of UNDP resources. MACO will manage the project through a Project Secretariat and will delegate specific project activities to appropriate ministries and departments. The responsibilities of each department are detailed in Table 4.  MACO will also provide office space for the project secretariat. 
The Project National Steering Committee (PNSC) will be the highest oversight body. MACO will chair the PNSC meetings. Furthermore, MACO will designate a representative who will undertake the role of Senior Supplier
 on the PNSC, to provide guidance on the technical feasibility of the project. The Senior Beneficiary role will be held by the President of the National Association for Peasant and Small-Scale Farmers of Zambia. Project assurance will be the responsibility of UNDP, who will recruit and pay for a dedicated Programme Officer.
The Programme Implementation Technical Support Team will consist of short-term and medium-term experts from different fields, who will be engaged in assisting in the delivery of project outputs and outcomes.  At the provincial level, the Agricultural and Natural Resources sub-committees of the Provincial Development Coordinating Committee will form the main project decision-making body.  An officer will be assigned to coordinate the involvement of other departments at the provincial level and to beresponsibley for mainstreaming climate change into provincial development plans.  Similar arrangements will be made at the district level. 
The implementation arrangements will seek to establish a bridge between: i) national authorities responsible for formulating and integrating climate change policies; ii) national, regional and local authorities responsible for project implementation; and iii) on-the-ground practitioners of agricultural resource management. Continuous monitoring of project progress at all levels will ensure the project activities are always aligned with project goals. 
More information on management arrangements can be found in Section I, Part III of the FSP.
Table 4:  Ministries and departments involved in the project and their specific roles.
	Ministry/ Department/ Organizations
	Role in Project

	Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MACO)
	· Will serve as the Government Cooperating Agency.
· Will be directly responsible for government’s participation in the project.
· Will designate a representative for the project who will perform the role and functions of either the Executive or Senior Beneficiary on the project board.

	Department of Agriculture

	· Will serve as the implementing Department and will, therefore, be responsible for executing the project.
· Will chair the Project Technical Committee (PTC).
· Served as the resource institution during PPG for technical aspects related to agricultural production.
· Will delegate implementation responsibilities to other departments such as ZARI, Department of Fisheries (DOF), NGOs and others which are still to be identified.
· A National Project Coordinator will be appointed from within the Department.
· Will house the Project Secretariat (PS).
· Will implement project activities through its extension network.

	Department of Policy and Planning
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Will be responsible for reviewing existing policies to ensure the incorporation of climate change considerations.
· Will facilitate the sharing of lessons and experiences at a national level as resources permit.
· Served as a resource institution during the PPG for policy-related issues.
· Responsible for M&E.

	Department of Veterinary and Livestock Development
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Served as a resource institution during the PPG for technical aspects related to livestock development.
· Will provide the PS with technical assistance on livestock related matters during project implementation.
· Departmental staff will be engaged at a local level to implement certain livestock related interventions.

	Department of Fisheries (DOF)
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Served as a resource institution during the PPG for technical aspects related to aquaculture development.
· Will provide the PS with technical assistance regarding fisheries related matters.
· Departmental staff will be engaged at a local level to implement certain fisheries related interventions.

	Zambia Agricultural Research Institute
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Researches the feasibility of drought-resistant crops, horticulture and agro-forestry for livelihood diversification.
· Will provide field-level technical support to farmers in the project areas where necessary.
· Will conduct field-level adaptation research concerning crop diversification options.
· Will be responsible for adaptive technologies demonstrations in AER I and II.
· Will provide training to project staff and farmers concerning the adoption of suitable drought-tolerant crop varieties that have been tested and proven suitable for AER I and II.

	National Agricultural Information Services
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Will disseminate climate change information.
· Serves as a channel for disseminating weather data from Zambia Meteorological Department (ZMD) to local farmers.
· Serves as a channel for disseminating information concerning improved climate resilient practices through radio and television programmes.

	Ministry of Energy and Water Development (MEWD) (Department of Water Affairs, DWA)
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Provide technical assistance concerning water-related activities such as dam building.
· Will assist with the revision of water-related policies to ensure that they incorporate climate change considerations.
· Served as a resource institution during the PPG for activities related to water resources.
· Responsible for collection of hydrological data at the pilot sites.

	Ministry of Communication and Transport (Zambia Meteorological Department)
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Served as a resource institution during the PPG for activities related to meteorology.
· Supervises and provides technical assistance on climate modelling and downscaling of climate information.
· Will be responsible for coordination and implementation of activities related to meteorological information production and dissemination.

	Office of the Vice President [Disaster Management and Mitigation Unit (DMMU)]
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Served as a resource institution during the PPG for activities related to the impacts of climatic hazards.
· Will be a recipient of project information and input from the project to incorporate climate change projections into disaster management plans, policies and projects.

	Ministry of Tourism, Environment and Natural Resources
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Served as a resource institution during the PPG for activities related to the environment.
· Departmental staff (Forestry Department) will be engaged at a local level to implement certain environment-related interventions.

	United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Country Office
	· Served a technical advisory role during the PIF and PPG processes.
· Provided technical support to the Project Manager during the site selection workshops and project preparation phase.
· Will provide support to the National Project Coordinator and the PS concerning the implementation of project components.
· Will be responsible for reporting project progress to GEF.
· Will participate in the PTC.
· Will be responsible for monitoring (technically and financially) the use of project funds.
· Will mobilize and coordinate support from international partners through a global network.
· Will facilitate the international dissemination of project knowledge and lessons.

	Local Communities/ CBOs/ NGOs
	· Was consulted during the PPG process.
· Participated in the site selection at the National, Provincial, District and Community levels.
· Members of the field mission teams.
· Will participate in the planning and implementation of the project interventions at the community-level.

	Agricultural and Natural Resources Subcommittee of the PDCC and DDCC
	· Participated in the site selection at provincial, district and community levels.
· Served as a resource institution during the PPG phase regarding local knowledge and relevant interventions.
· Will facilitate effective coordination of the project at the provincial, district and community levels.
· Will be responsible for supporting and monitoring the project at provincial, district and community levels.
· Will be responsible for community mobilization.

	Gender in Development Division
	· Will be a member of the PTC.
· Served as resource institution for promoting gender equality and women empowerment.
· Will serve as resource institution on gender-related issues during the project implementation.


part iv:  explain the alignment of project design with the original PIF:  
The proposed project follows and substantiates the rationale set out in the PIF. The PIF initially set out only three project outcomes, which have been expanded to four, including an outcome that specifically addresses the need to disseminate lessons learned throughout the project to inform future similar endeavors in Zambia or in neighbouring countries. In addition, this additional Outcome (Outcome 4) highlights the need to also disseminate project lessons at all levels (local, national and sub-national) to build Zambia’s knowledge on climate change and adaptive capacity within the country. 
Original PIF outcomes:
Outcome 1: Climate change risks integrated into critical decision-processes for agricultural management at the local, sub-national and national levels. 
Outcome 2:  Agricultural productivity in the pilot sites made resilient to anticipated changes in the patterns and levels of rainfall.   
Outcome 3: National fiscal and regulatory policies incentivise adaptation responses in the agricultural sector. 
The PIF outcomes and expected outputs have been slightly revised during the project preparation process.  The content remains the same as in the PIF, but the order of presentation and the wording have been altered to improve the structure of the project.  The order of the new structure is summarised as follows: 1) risk assessment and early warning systems; 2) on-the-ground piloting of proposed interventions; 3) policy review and revision; and 4) dissemination of results. Throughout Outcomes, outputs and activities section it is highlight how the outputs pertain to the expected outputs outlined in the PIF. 
The project’s budget is 10% more than that set out in the PIF. Initially, the project was aimed at AER I, which is the region that is being impacted most negatively by climate change. However, analysis of the necessary interventions to reduce the negative impact of climate change showed that in order to safeguard the investments (especially water harvesting investments such as dams), a catchment approach needed to be used. This is because activities in region II such as deforestation and inappropriate systems of cultivation would affect investments in region I. Indeed some dams in some areas have silted quickly because of deforestation in the upper catchments. In order to avoid this situation and protect the investments, the project has been adjusted so as to consider some areas in Region II. This has increased the aerial coverage resulting into increased monitoring, administration and implementation costs. Therefore the 10% increase in the budget will greatly assist in implementation of the additional activities. Furthermore, the increased coverage means representative lessons will be captured to enable national wide replication.
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Annex A: Project Results Framework
The goal of this project is to “to improve food security through enhanced adaptive capacity to respond to the risks posed by the effects of climate change (including variability) in AER I and II of Zambia”. The objective of the project is “to develop adaptive capacity of subsistence farmers and rural communities to withstand climate change in Zambia”.
As a contribution to the achievement of this goal, the project objective is to “to develop adaptive capacity of subsistence farmers and rural communities to withstand climate change in Zambia”.
	Project Strategy
	Indicators
	Baseline Value
	Targets and benchmarks 

	Outcome 1:  Climate change risks integrated  into critical decision-making processes for agricultural management at the local, sub-national and national levels
Indicators:
1. The number of policies that are adapted to take into account climate change risks.
2. Awareness level of rural population in pilot sites and local/national government of climate change and its impacts improved.
	
	
	

	Output 1.1. 
Number of government planners and private sector trained on climate risk management for improved agricultural productivity.

	Number of ZMD staff trained to provide short-term and seasonal forecasts, from downscaling of available data, in a format that is suitable for use by small-scale farmers, agricultural sector planners and water managers. 
Number of farmers and extension staff, and Agricultural and Natural Resources subcommittees of the DDCC/PDCC trained on how to access, apply and interpret forecasts for planning purposes.
Number of local weather stations installed.
	At  present, very few ZMD staff members are capable of conducting forecasts from downscaling of international data.
To date, few people have undergone training on how to apply forecasts to decision-making. Farmers, in particular, are not exposed to accurate forecast data. 
At present, only two districts targeted by the project have their own weather stations. 

	By year 2, at least 30% of the ZMD staff are able to provide forecasts by downscaling available international data
By year 2, at least 250 people trained on how to access, apply and interpret forecasts for planning purposes.
By year 4, all 8 pilot sites have their own functioning weather stations developed to collected and monitor weather data. 

	Output 1.2. Effective EWS(s) developed to enhance preparedness and reduce climate-related risks.  

	Number of pilot sites where their EWS needs have been documented and assessed. 
EWS(s) developed based on the needs assessment undertaken in activity.

	At present, EWS needs of the pilot sites have not been documented and assessed. 
Zambia’s National Disaster Management Policy identifies gaps affecting its functionality and measures that need to be undertaken to improve disaster risk management. Improved EWS is central to this. 
	By year 1, the early warning needs of the pilot sites assessed and documented
By year 3, at least 1 EWS is developed.


	Output 1.3
Economic impact assessment on the adaptation value of climate risk information to protect agricultural incomes from climate change effects. 
	Economic impact assessment on the adaptation value of climate risk information to protect agricultural incomes from climate change effects. 

	At present, no economic impact assessment on the adaptation value using climate risk information have been undertaken for AER I and II.
	By year 3, a report of the adaptation value of using climate risk information.


	Outcome 2: Agricultural productivity in the pilot sites made resilient to the anticipated impacts of climate change  
Indicators:
1. Number of interventions in selected pilot sites implemented, with appropriate management (including cost recovery) plans in place, agreed by all stakeholders, for sustainability beyond the project grant.
2. Percentage increase in agricultural incomes in the pilot sites.
4. Number of women involved in interventions in the pilot sites.
	
	
	

	Output 2.1. Soil and water conservation and soil improvement techniques tested for their ability to improve the productivity of small-scale agriculture.
	Percentage increase in agricultural incomes in the pilot sites.
Number of agricultural extension staff and community development staff from the eight pilot sites trained on soil and water conservation techniques. 
Number of farmers trained on soil and water conservation techniques.
Number of farmers who adopt techniques. 
Number of management committees at each pilot site trained to oversee and encourage sustainable soil and water conservation techniques.

	Poor land productivity. Land degraded by water erosion and poor farming practices.  Gully erosion channels water away from field as surface run-off, preventing infiltration.  Soils are depleted of nutrients.
Most of the extension staff in the pilot areas need refresher training on water and soil management techniques
At present, farmers in the pilot sites are not exposed to soil and water conservation techniques. 
At present, the communities do not have management committees to oversee and encourage sustainable soil and water management techniques.
	10% increase in agricultural incomes
By year 1, all the agricultural extension workers covering the 8 pilot sites are trained on improved water management practices.
By year 2, 900 farmers are trained on soil and water conservation techniques. 
By year 3, 900 farmers have adopted soil and water conservation techniques. 
By year 2, 80 people, including 40 women, have been trained to form 8 management committees (one at each site).


	Output 2.2 Crop diversification practices tested for their ability to improve the resilience of farmers to drought

	Percentage increase in agricultural incomes in the pilot sites.
Number of farmers trained on crop diversification 
Number of farm trials undertaken in the pilot sites.
Number of local cooperatives and farmers trained on seed production methods so that they can produce seed for sale to the community as an additional source of income.  
Number of management committees established and trained at each site to facilitate the adoption of drought-resistant and alternative crops by the wider community. 
	Poor crop productivity. Maize farming has been promoted at the expense of cassava, sorghum and millet – crops that are better suited to drier conditions and higher temperatures.
At present, most farmers are not trained on climate resilient crop diversification practices.
At present, one of the  major impediments to increased agricultural productivity has been inaccessibility of suitable seeds/ inputs in remote communities

	10% increase in agricultural incomes
By year 2, 1000 farmers at the 8 pilot sites are trained on crop diversification.
By year 3, 2 farm trials have been undertaken at each of the 8 pilot sites.  
By year 2, 300 people are trained on how to produce and market drought resistant seed locally.
By year 2, 80 people, including 40 women, have been trained to form 8 management committees (one at each site). 

	Output 2.3
Alternative livelihoods tested for their ability to diversify incomes away from maize production.

	Percentage increase in agricultural incomes in the pilot sites.
Number of farmers trained
Number of management committees established and trained
Number of farm trials undertaken in the pilot sites
Area dedicated to farm trials.
Number of farmers undertaking trials.
For other indicators, refer to Annex F of prodoc
	Bee-keeping: Traditional bee keeping practices, where they exist, are unsustainable as they involve the ad hoc cutting down of trees where honey combs are sighted. 
Fish farming was initiated in Kataba once before, with numerous problems, the key problems being:
i) poor cost recovery
ii) poor technical design and construction so that floods were poorly managed
iii) limited technical backstopping
 Rice-farming: Although rice farming is underway in parts of Zambia, productivity is low and upscaling of the activity is prevented by a lack of inputs (i.e. fertilizer and improved seed), insufficient knowledge on rice farming and the lack of specialized equipment (i.e. dehullers) (see paragraph 114). 
Integrated fish and rice farming has not been implemented in AER I or II.
Non-timber forest products:
Community members within Kasaya do partake in the harvesting of NTFPs but these are currently practiced on a small scale and market linkages are lacking. 
	10% increase in agricultural incomes
By year 3, each farmer in the bee-keeping groups has at least four bee hives manufactured from sustainable sources.
By year 3, at least 18,000 m2 is dedicated to fish farming.
By year 3, 400 farmers are partaking in rice farming, with the help from inputs (e.g. seed and fertilizer) provided by the project. 
By year 3, 60 farmers have undertaken integrated fish and rice farming.
By year 3, all identified NTFPs are linked to marketing mediums such as COMACO.
For other targets, refer to Annex F of prodoc.

	Output 2.4
Community-level, water storage constructed or rehabilitated and irrigation systems tested for their ability to improve agricultural productivity.

	Percentage increase in agricultural incomes in the pilot sites.
Number of management committees established and trained. 
Number of farmers trained on water management, irrigation techniques (such as scheduling), appropriate water extraction methods, irrigated crop production, fish farming, livestock production as well as usage of communal water resources.
Number of water storage and irrigation systems constructed, with appropriate management (including cost recovery) plans in place, agreed by all stakeholders, for sustainability beyond the project grant. 
Extent of area under irrigation as a result of project. 
	Zambia holds c. 40% of water in Southern Africa, but less than 5% of land is irrigated.  Agriculture in AER I and II is largely rain-fed and therefore susceptible to drought, which climate change is expected to worsen. 
Water storage facilities in the pilot sites are in poor condition or lacking altogether, mostly as a result of a lack of ownership and insufficient knowledge on the management of facilities (see paragraph 125). 
Irrigation facilities are most often in disrepair and require rehabilitation, as a result of poor management arrangements, including cost recovery, improper water extraction methods and a lack of ownership (see paragraph 125).
	10% increase in agricultural incomes
By year 1, establish management committees in each targeted pilot site.
By year 2, management training provided to each management committee. 
By Year 3, XX farmers trained (see Annex F of prodoc for details). 
By year 3, a water storage and irrigation system constructed in each targeted pilot area.
By year 3, at least XX  ha are under irrigation. (see Annex F of prodoc for details). 

	Outcome 3: National fiscal, regulatory and development policy revised to promote adaptation responses in the agricultural sector.
Indicators:
1. The number of policies that are adapted to take into account climate change risks.
2. Awareness level of rural population in pilot sites and local/national government of climate change and its impacts improved.
	
	
	

	Output 3.1. Awareness of  climate change risks and to the economic value of adaptation responses raised among policy- and decision-makers.
	Number of awareness and training materials (such as briefing notes, fact sheets and cross-sectoral guides) developed for sectoral planners on the need to incorporate climate change considerations into agricultural planning, including the economic benefits thereof. 
Number of training seminars on climate resilient agricultural planning developed and conducted for MACO, ZMD, DWA, DMMU and MTENR 
Number of training workshops designed and conducted in each of the eight pilot districts for agricultural and natural resources subcommittees of the district development coordinating committee (DDCC), the Non-Governmental Coordinating Committees (NGOCC) and other relevant district level stakeholders. 
Functional climate resource and support centres in the eight pilot districts. 
	At present, the different sectors and institutions have been addressing climate change issues in an ad hoc manner
At present, there are no awareness and training materials that are developed based on actual adaptation practices in Zambia
At present, only a few senior staff have attended seminars or trainings on climate resilient agricultural planning in the government departments.
Only a few of the members of the Agricultural and Natural Resources Subcommittees of the PDCC and DDCC are trained on climate change considerations for planning purposes

	By year 4, at least 1 national workshop is conducted to discuss the project findings and recommendations
By year 4, the PDCC and the DDCC are able to coordinate climate change activities to ensure coordinated approach
By year 4, at least 3 briefing notes, 3 fact sheets and one cross sectoral guide produced.
By year 4, at least 3 national training seminars on climate resilient agriculture planning developed and conducted for planners from the MACO, ZMD, DWA, DMMU and MTENR
By year 4, at least 60 government officials working in the planning section of the relevant ministries/department, including the ministries mentioned above trained. 
By year 1, all the members of the PDCC and 50% of the members of the DDCC Agriculture and Natural Resources subcommittees are trained on incorporating climate change considerations in planning processes.

	Output 3.2. National policy dialogues conducted to discuss project findings in relation to cost-effectiveness of piloted adaptation options.

	Number of meetings or workshops conducted between the members of the DDCC, PDCC and the District NGOCC to enable coordinated and climate-resilient development planning in the vulnerable provinces.

	At present, there is a lack of coordination and dialogue processes on climate change adaptation. 
	By year 4, at least 4 meetings/workshops have been conducted. 

	Output 3.3. Policies that require adjustments to promote adaptation identified and reviewed.

	Number of sectoral policies that promote or impede the resilience of communities within AER I and II to climate change analyzed.
Number of policy notes developed for each sectoral policy analyzed outlining and demonstrating the impacts, costs and benefits of a particular sectoral policy on the resilience of livelihoods in AER I and II.
Number of gaps in the existing policies, relating to climate change identified.
	The current policies and provincial/ district plans do not exclusively address climate change
	By year 4, 2 provincial plans and district plans and 5 key national policies are revised to promote sustainable climate resilient development.
By year 2, recommendations developed for at least 5 sectoral policies. 
By year 3, at least 5 policy notes developed. 


	Outcome 4. Lessons learned and knowledge management component established.  
Indicators:
1. Number of proposals, papers and other documents that incorporate learning from the project. 
2. Number of lessons included in the ALM.
3, Number of regional and national workshops conducted for dissemination of project lessons. 
4. The number of awareness campaigns conducted on the need to incorporate adaptation needs in policy.
	
	
	

	Output 4.1. Knowledge and lessons learned to support implementation of adaptation measures compiled and disseminated.
	Number of lessons systemized. 
Number of lessons included in the ALM.
Number of lessons included on wikiADAPT. 
Number of project documents included on the CCFU website. 
Number of briefing papers documenting lessons learned developed and published in peer-review journals. 
Number of regional and national workshops conducted for dissemination of project lessons. 
Number of radio and television programmes developed to convey project lessons. 
Number of newsletters produced. 
Number of community workshops conducted.
The number of awareness campaigns conducted on the need to incorporate adaptation needs in policy.
	Development projects at present, do not systematically benefit from learning practices and project lessons on community-based adaptation
Zambia, is at present, not contributing to the ALM
At present, there is no systematic knowledge transfer on climate change adaptation in Zambia
	By Year 3, at least 1 good practice fact sheet produced for each pilot intervention and distributed.
All monitoring and evaluation reports are screened for inclusion in the ALM by six months after end of the project.
By year 4, at least 20 key project lessons are captured and disseminated in the ALM and on wikiADAPT.
By year 4, all project documents are available on the CCFU website, on a page dedicated to the project. 
By year 4, at least 1 national and 1 international workshop on adaptation to effects of drought and climate change is conducted.
By year 4, at least 2 radio and 2 television programmes have been developed and aired. 
By year 4, at least 1 work for each of the 8 pilots has been held.
By year 4, at least 2 campaigns have been conducted


Annex B: Responses to Project REVIEWS:  
      Annex c: consultants to be hired for the project
	Position Titles
	$/
person DAY*
	Estimated person DAYS**
	Tasks to be performed

	For Project Management
	
	
	

	Local
	
	
	

	N/A (Functions to be carried out by GRZ staff)
	
	
	

	For Technical Assistance
	
	
	

	Local
	
	
	

	1. Economic impact assessments
	US$ 200
	40 Days
	· Conduct economic impact assessments on the adaptation value of using climate risk information to inform agricultural planning 

	2. Early Warning Services needs assessment in the project sites
	US$ 200
	80 Days
	· Assessment of the EWS needs in the pilot sites to safeguard investments
· Development of an EWS based on the needs assessment 

	3. Early warning training in the pilot sites
	US$ 200
	80 Days
	· Develop training modules 
· Conduct trainings
· Provide training materials
· Establish M&E component

	4. Training on conservation agriculture 
	US$ 200
	40 Days
	· Training extension and community workers on conservation agriculture in the pilot sites

	5. Training on group formation and business skills trainings
	US$ 200
	40 Days
	· Training on group formation, business skills etc.

	6. Identification of viable NTFPs and exploitation
	US$ 200
	20 Days
	· Undertake an assessment of available forest resources and come up with sustainable means of exploitation  

	7. Development of awareness materials
	US$ 200
	40 Days
	· Development of sensitization materials as well as awareness creation on climate change targeting policy makers etc.

	8. Policy and Barrier Analysis
	US$ 200
	35 Days
	· Comprehensive review of climate change relevant policies affecting agricultural production in Zambia
· Identify vulnerability to climate change risks and potential for improving climate change resilience of existing instruments
· Identify policy gaps and make recommendations for how they can be addressed effectively

	9. Trainings (extension services)
	US$ 200
	55 Days
	· Develop training modules (needs-based, identified through capacity needs assessment)
· Conduct trainings
· Provide training materials
· Establish M&E component

	10. Development of awareness materials on climate change
	US$ 200
	30 Days
	· Each year, develop awareness materials targeting the policy makers, farmers, students on climate change adaptation in the agricultural sector. This may include dissemination.

	11. Knowledge management Expert
	US$ 200
	60 Days
	· Together with the monitoring and evaluation experts, develop as system for capturing lessons from the project sites.
· Synthesize lessons at an agreed interval during the year for dissemination to the public

	12. Development of project website
	US$ 200
	20 days
	· Development of a project website

	13. Reports
	US$ 200
	100 days
	· Production of reports and reviews for monitoring purposes

	14. Synthesis of lessons learnt and transformation into policy relevant information packages 
	US$ 200
	60 Days
	· Support the project secretariat through targeted technical work distilling key lessons learnt from project 


Annex d:  status of implementation of project preparation activities and the use of funds
A. explain if the ppg objective has been achieved through the ppg activities undertaken.  
Table 4 (see bloew) details the extent of the PPG objective achieved. The only two items not fully completed are the feasibility analysis of proposed adaptation actions and the design of the M&E system and milestones. Both of these items, however, are to be completed at a later stage (during the implementation process and the inception workshop, respectively). 
Table 4. PPG activities and achievement status (according to approved work plan)
	ACTIVITY
	STATUS

	Desk analysis of the on-going national development plans and private investments relevant to cc adaptation and also analysis of legislative barriers.
	Completed 

	Analysis of the current policy and regulatory framework, sectoral contexts, and institutional arrangements
	Completed

	Identification of vulnerable groups, and coping practices
	Completed

	Climate risk assessment and scenario building without adaptation interventions, including the role of disaster risk reduction and early warning
	Completed

	Analysis of barriers to implementation
	Completed

	Risk analysis and mitigation strategy formulation
	Completed

	Selection of pilot catchment and project pilot sites
	Completed

	Identification and analysis of key stakeholders/ Consultations for vision building and establishment of adaptation targets
	Completed

	Needs assessment vis a vis baseline considering established vision and targets
	Completed

	Identification of possible adaptation measures and policy recommendations
	Completed

	Feasibility analysis of proposed adaptation actions and development of a detailed project budget including co-financing arrangements
	Partially*

	Drafting of logframe, targets and indictors
	Completed

	Formulation of Institutional delivery plan including  ToRs
	Completed

	Design of M&E system and milestones**
	Not done

	Partnership strategy including stakeholders analysis
	Completed

	Inception
	Completed

	Submission of first draft to working group
	Completed

	Working group retreat for review of 1st draft
	Completed

	Circulation of 2nd draft to wider stakeholders group
	Completed

	Stakeholders workshop for review of 2nd draft
	Completed


*A detailed analysis of the interventions including detailed costing will be done during the implementation process
**Design of a detailed M&E strategy including milestones will be done during the inception workshop
B. describe findings that might affect the project design or any concerns on project implementation, if any.  
No additional risks are envisaged beyond those outlined in Section F. 
C. provide detailed funding amount of the ppg activities and their implemtation status in the table below:
	Project Preparation Activities Approved
	Implementation Status
	LDCF Amount ($)
	
	
	
	Co-financing
($)

	
	
	Amount Approved
	Amount Spent To-date
	Amount Committed
	Uncommitted Amount*
	

	Feasibility assessment of adaptation options (includes stakeholders consultations)
	
	55,000
	
	
	0
	40,000 (in-kind)

	Project scoping, institutional arrangements for implementation phase, definition of an M&E plan (includes stakeholder consultations)
	
	45,000
	76,810
	0
	0
	20,000 (in-kind)

	PPG management costs
	
	0
	15500
	40,000
	0
	40,000 (of which $32,310 UNDP cash)

	Total
	
	100,000
	92,310
	40,000
	
	100,000


 Note: The total amount of money committed was US$130,000 (US$100,000 from GEF and US$30,000 from UNDP). The amount spent so far is US$92,310 while the US$40,000 is committed as management fees for the project manager and the international consultant who are yet to be paid. UNDP has invested $32,310 from its own resources in the PPG phase.
�  This template is for the use of LDCF Adaptation projects only.  


� Based on the assumption that 50 people attend. This includes accommodation for 2 nights and transport refunds for those from other places outside Lusaka.


� This will be some kind of a workshop. The costs will be mainly venue hire and refreshments annually.


� The PS and the PTC will hire a consultant to conduct the TTR. The cost includes consultancy fees and logistical support for the field work.


� The cost of lessons learned are covered by Outcome 4.


� The allocation for field visits was reduced from US$90,000 to US$30,000 since the cost of other monitoring includes the cost of travel as well.


�  Jain, S.2007. An Empirical Economic Assessment of Impacts of Climate Change on Agriculture in Zambia. The World Bank Development Research Group. Sustainable Rural and Urban Development Team.


� Zambia National Adaptation Programme of Action, September 2007.


� Christensen, J. H., Hewitson, B., Busuioc, A. et al. 2007. Regional Climate Projections. - In: Solomon, S., Qin, D., Manning, M., Chen, Z., Marquis, M., Averyt, K. B., Tignor, M. and Miller, H. L. (eds.), Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp. 848-940.


� Under the A1B scenario i.e. projected atmospheric carbon dioxide concentration of 850 parts per million in 2100. This prediction is based on a future world of very rapid economic growth, global population that peaks in mid-century and declines thereafter, and the rapid introduction of new and more efficient technologies, with a balance of fossil intensive and non-fossil energy sources.  


� McSweeney, C., New, M. & Lizacana, G. UNDP Climate Change Country Profiles: Zambia. (�HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�http��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�://��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�country��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�-��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�profiles��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�.��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�geog��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�.��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�ox��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�.��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�ac��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�.��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�uk�).


� McSweeney, C., New, M. & Lizacana, G. UNDP Climate Change Country Profiles: Zambia. (�HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�http��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�://��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�country��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�-��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�profiles��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�.��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�geog��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�.��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�ox��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�.��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�ac��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�.��HYPERLINK "http://country-profiles.geog.ox.ac.uk"�uk�).


� Zambia National Adaptation Programme of Action, September 2007.


� Ministry of Finance and National Planning, 2006. Fifth National Development Plan, 2006-2010.


� Ministry of Finance and National Planning, 2006. Fifth National Development Plan, 2006-2010.


� Ministry of Agriculture and Co-operatives, 2004. National Agricultural Policy, 2004-2015.


� Maize is the major staple food in Zambia and accounts for over 87% of the caloric intake. 


� Maize dominates the area dedicated to crops in AER I and II by 84% and 72%, respectively. Maize is only planted across 18% of AER III’s cropping area (Jain, 2007).


� Jain, S.2007. An Empirical Economic Assessment of Impacts of Climate Change on Agriculture in Zambia. The World Bank Development Research Group. Sustainable Rural and Urban Development Team.


� See the Vision Setting Report in Annex B.


� These ministries are: Finance and National Planning; MACO; Mines and Mineral Development; Health; Education; Local Government and Housing’ Tourism, Environment and Natural Resources; Community Development; Lands; and the Cabinet Office. 


� NPE (2004)


� GRZ/UNDP (2007) Country Programme Action Plan for 2007-2010 of the Government of the Republic of Zambia and the United Nations Development Programme.


�  UNDP (2007) United Nations Development Assistance Framework for the Republic of Zambia, 2007-2010.


� Zambia National Adaptation Programme of Action, September 2007.


� Zambia is party to a number of regional and international EWS’s, including the SADC regional famine EWS and the international Famine EWS Network (FEWSNet), but there are no EWS’s specific to Zambia.


� Zambia National Adaptation Programme of Action, September 2007.


� Zambia National Policy for the Environment, 2004.


� This will be in form of office space, staff and vehicles, for example. 


� United Nations Development Programme, 2006. The UNDP Results Management Guide: A process-based description of required minimum programming methods articulated as policies, tasks, and deliverables, for use in the effective planning and execution of development programmes and projects.







