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African Development Bank
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Global Environment Facility Secretariat
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German Technical Cooperation
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Implementing Agency
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International Center for Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas
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International Centre for Research in Agroforestry
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International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics
IFAD

International Fund for Agricultural Development
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Intergovernmental Forum on Forests
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Integrated Drylands Development Program





IIED

International Institute for Environment and Development

IPF

Intergovernmental Panel on Forests

LADA

Land Degradation Assessment Project (FAO-UNDP)

LDC

Least Developed Country

MDG

Millennium Development Goal

MSP

Medium-sized Project

MTEF

Medium-Term Expenditure Framework
NAP

National Action Programme

NAPA

National Adaptation Programme of Action

NCSA

National Capacity Self-Assessment

NEAP

National Environmental Action Plan

NEPAD
New Partnership for Africa’s Development
NSSD

National Sustainable Development Strategy
OAS

Organization of American States

OFP

Operational Focal Point

OSS

L’Observatoire du Sahara et du Sahel

PISF

Pacific Island Scholars Fund

PNG

Papua New Guinea

POPs

Persistent Organic Pollutants

PRSP

Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper

RAP

Regional Action Programmes for combating desertification

SACEP
South Asia Co-operative Environment Programme

SEA

Sustainable Environmental Assessment

SIDS

Small Island Development States

SLM

Sustainable Land Management

SNC

Second National Communication

SOPAC
South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission

SP

Strategic Priority

SPREP

South Pacific Regional Environment Programme

SRAP

Sub-Regional Action Programme for combating desertification

STAP

Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel

TPN

Thematic Programme Networks
UEMOA
Union Economique et Monétaire Ouest Africaine
UNCCD
United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification

UNDAF
United Nations Development Assistance Framework

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNEP

United Nations Environment Programme

UNESCAP
United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific
UNFF

United Nations Forum on Forests

UNISDR
United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction

UNOPS
United Nations Officer for Project Services

UNU

United Nations University

USAID
United States Agency for International Development

WB

World Bank 
Recommendations of Global PAC

Main Recommendations and revisions to Project Document

A Virtual Global UNDP Project Appraisal Committee (PAC) was held between 29 September and 15 October 2004, and comments were received from RBAP, RBLAC and the GEF Regional Coordination Unit for Arab States. The following main recommendations have been taken into account in this revised Project Document:

1. Clarification/correction of language concerning UNDP Practice Areas and Service Lines, in paragraph 19

2. the LADA regional nodes have not yet been defined, however, the project will keep a close working relationship with FAO and UNEP in this regard

3. the importance of involvement of the concerned country offices when the Global Coordination Unit is in communication with the regional organizations, has been noted in paragraph 62
4. Reference to ESCAP, NCSAs, all MDG targets and DDC have already been provided

5. the link of the project to UNDP’s Public Sector Investment Programmes, especially in the Caribbean has been noted in paragraph 72

6. Clarifications have been made to Outcome 3 on links to development planning, NEPAD, etc. 

7. Clarification that UNDP country offices can provide technical assistance or liaison with regional organizations (paragraph 66)

Section I—Elaboration of the narrative

PART I.  Situation Analysis 

1. The GEF has become a financial mechanism of the UNCCD, and Land degradation is a new Focal Area of the GEF. Country Parties can now access GEF resources through the Operational Programme 15 for Sustainable Land Management (SLM) as a means to maintaining and improving ecosystem integrity in the context of sustainable development. The GEF OP 15 and Business Plan recognize that there is a need for Targeted Capacity Building for SLM, which includes mainstreaming into national development frameworks. LDC and SIDS have several characteristics in common: relatively low human and institutional capacities for integrated and sustainable land management; and high levels of poverty, serious environmental degradation, and inadequate capacities in land management.   Most of these countries have very small (if any) GEF portfolios in any focal area, symbolizing their difficulties in accessing such resources. There is a need to build capacities, to effectively mainstream SLM into PRSPs, MDGs, NSSD, and other national frameworks, to integrate SLM in the rural development agendas, and to develop creditable investment plans and strategies that would motivate donors (national and international alike) to invest in the countries.  

2. Land degradation – which at a local level affects the economic well being of people, and at a global level the integrity, stability functions and services of ecological systems – can be mitigated through the adoption of sustainable land management (SLM) practices. There are, however, some critical barriers to realizing SLM, which are particularly acute in the case of LDCs and SIDS. In general, these countries have limited capacity at the individual, institutional and systemic levels for SLM. Agricultural and rural development continues to be sectorally based, restricting the ability to identify innovative and inter-sectoral strategies. Land degradation issues are often not mainstreamed into national development decisions. As a result, government budgetary allocations for mitigating land degradation are weak, and policy recommendations relating to economic growth often conflict with the goal of sustainably managing land. There are important regional similarities and differences in capacity needs between countries, and at the same time thematic similarities between sets of countries. For example, several countries across the spectrum such as Central African Republic, Equatorial Guinea, Afghanistan, Belize, and Guyana have relatively high areas of cropland per capita, whereas others (e.g. Guinea, Mauritius, PNG, Bangladesh, Jamaica, Trinidad & Tobago) have very low area of cropland per capita (Annex B-1). In all countries, land degradation is high, but in many countries the percentage of moderately to very severely degraded lands is even more than 75% (e.g. Afghanistan, Burundi, Bangladesh, Myanmar, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Jamaica and Solomon Islands). Furthermore, some of these countries, such as Afghanistan, Timor Leste, Rwanda, Liberia and Sierra Leone, are in post-crisis situations requiring additional technical support.

3. The Portfolio Approach would only focus on those countries that have not completed their NAPs and otherwise show weakness in capacity for SLM, as they constitute a special group of countries with similar needs and constraints. Non-completion of NAPs has been chosen as a proxy indicator to show similarities in lack of individual, institutional and systemic capacities. Often the term “desertification” is defined by these countries as “land degradation due to deforestation and unsustainable agriculture”. For many of these countries, the issue of deforestation is intractable and requires urgent attention. However, several eligible countries have sizeable areas of drylands (e.g. Guinea, Angola, Afghanistan, etc.). In at least 18 of the eligible countries (37%), forest cover is less than 20% of the land surface. The Portfolio Approach provides the flexibility to each MSP to harmonize relevant cross-sectoral principles and guidance tailored to its situation during all aspects of implementation of the project. Even with these differences, there are enough similarities that would warrant a Portfolio approach. 

4. With the approval by the GEF Assembly to amend the Instrument to include Land Degradation (desertification and deforestation) as a new Focal Area of the GEF, and the decision by the UNCCD COP 6 to designate GEF as a financial mechanism of the Convention, the way has been paved for affected countries Parties to access GEF funding for projects that promote sustainable land management for the mitigation of land degradation and promotion of ecosystem integrity, stability, functions and services.

5. Since May 2003, UNDP-GEF has tested several approaches to facilitating and streamlining access by LDC and SIDS countries to GEF funding under the new Focal Area and Operational Programme. These included early briefing notes to CCD Focal points and GEF Operational focal points; development of a “generic template” for MSPs under the Strategic Priority 1 of OP 15; dedicated and intensive training workshops, and special support missions requested by a few countries. The expectation that these approaches would lead to preparation of proposals without the need for lengthy preparatory process has in fact proven to be unrealistic. Furthermore, most of these countries have very small (if any) GEF portfolios in any focal area, symbolizing their difficulties in accessing such resources. 

6. The nature of the current demand-driven process in LDCs and SIDS is such that it is faced with certain weaknesses that need to be addressed:

· Proponents and governments do not fully understand the role that GEF has agreed to play. Because the area of land degradation can be vast, and in order to avoid duplication with existing funding sources and development assistance, the GEF Council has set certain criteria for accessing GEF funding through the new Operational Programme 15. Key among them is that all “operational” activities linked to the UNCCD process (NAP, National reports, etc.) cannot be directly funded by the GEF. As with any new OP, there is a need for raising awareness and understanding of what can be expected of a GEF increment.

· LDC and SIDS countries continue to be affected by problems of lack of capacity for sustainable land management (SLM). Agricultural and rural development is sectorally based, and many root causes are not addressed.

· Land degradation issues are often not mainstreamed, are not at the forefront of national debate, nor are they part and parcel of the PRSP, NEAP, MDG, or relevant sectoral debates (such as forestry, agriculture, livestock, energy, water). As a result, government budgetary allocations to address land degradation are weak; and governments often discuss economic growth issues in isolation of the land degradation problems, sometimes leading to policy decisions that actually may exacerbate land degradation.  

7. The United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) has been elaborated and well articulated as an instrument for achieving sustainable development. The UNCCD is ‘designed to forge a new deal between governments, the international community, development practitioners and local people’
. Land degradation is a long standing problem that countries alone have not been able to address effectively. Land degradation has both poverty and global environment dimensions. Sustainable land management in the 21st century will require the adoption of more innovative, inter-sectoral strategies, and a renewed commitment by the international community to the implementation of the UNCCD. The problem is particularly acute in LDC and SIDS where land degradation is linked directly to poverty, and where there is little capacity to address the issue in a sustainable manner. Countries with inadequate environmental capacity and/or in situations of post-crisis will require additional capacity building to effectively address land degradation issues. 

8. Chapter 11 of Agenda 21 (Combating Deforestation) establishes principles for addressing this major cause of land degradation, that are relevant to many of the eligible countries in this Portfolio Project. The continued guidance from the UNFF and the CPF are important elements that define the urgency of actions and consequences of continued deforestation. The IPF/IFF Proposals for Action identifies several priorities areas of intervention and countries are enjoined to address these issues in sectoral plans. Many of the countries address deforestation through national and regional frameworks, such as the Congo Basin Forest Partnership. 

9. Both the UNCCD and the UNFF call for the preparation of frameworks and action programmes through a process that should be closely interlinked with other efforts to formulate national policies for sustainable development. The GEF Council, in approving the Operational Programme 15 recognized that there is a need to go beyond simply developing action plans. There is a need for an approach where capacity building and mainstreaming is targeted at the achievement of a concrete Investment Plan for Sustainable Land Management that would instill confidence in potential donors to participate in its implementation.  In this process, the capacity of government and civil society would be increased so as to show tangible commitment to sustainable land management. Also, within this overall process, participating countries would complete their obligations to the Convention through co-financing in such a way as to ensure that the NAP is part of a “living” and dynamic process that feeds into an investment plan, with the ultimate aim of achieving the desired outcomes of sustainable land management and poverty alleviation for both global and national benefits. 

10. The GEF Secretariat has recently embarked on a Country Pilot Partnership, intended to assist 5-7 countries that have completed their NAPs to develop investment/partnership plans for sustainable land management. The Portfolio Approach proposed here addresses this vision. It recognizes that most LDC-SIDS do not have the capacity to embark directly in such a Partnership, and that a preliminary period of capacity building and mainstreaming is required before a viable and feasible investment partnership can be designed. 

Baseline Scenario 

11. The baseline has been highlighted through the UNCCD national reports, projects and studies, and is characterized by : generally low capacity in most LDC and SIDS to adopt sustainable land management approaches; considerable attention in the last 10 years to the preparation of NAPs and fulfillment of convention obligations in most arid land countries, with major lessons learnt in the process; a few innovative actions at the national level to mainstream NAPs; increasing attention to deforestation issues; and increasing agency collaboration to support land degradation mitigation. These trends are explained below in a general manner, while recognizing that there are regional specificities as well.

12. Although land management has been promoted for a considerable time, this has been done primarily on a sector-basis with very few attempts to reconcile often conflicting needs and interests of different sectors and stakeholders, thus leading to more conflicts and pressure on land and its natural resources. Integrated Rural Development projects in the 1980’s were an attempt to move into cross-sectoral decision making, but the results were too costly to replicate on a national scale, were never mainstreamed into national development frameworks, and were finally abandoned as being too complex to achieve success. Furthermore, key issues such as land tenure reform, market based incentives, and mainstreaming were rightly seen as central pillars of sustainable land management, but rarely addressed directly.  Most LDC and SIDS countries lack the capacity to integrate environmental and participatory considerations into land management. Most land use planning exercises are top-down, techno-driven products that are not accompanied by institutional reform and decentralization to allow effective development, implementation and enforcement of the plans. The last decade has seen innovations and new advances in sustainable agriculture, grazing and forestry, but this information does not reach most local or even national level practitioners in LDC and SIDS countries, not only due to lack of communication and dissemination tools, but also due to policy, legal and economic disincentives. 

13. The GEF Council in November 2003 approved the Strategic Approach to Enhance Capacity Building, recognizing that capacity building, either targeted within a focal area, or as a stand-alone synergistic activity, is necessary and must be based on several over-arching principles
. These include national ownership and leadership, based on multi-stakeholder consultation, self-assessment of needs, and integrated into wider sustainable development efforts. Most of the targeted countries in the Portfolio Approach have embarked on the process of developing their NCSA, NAPA, SNC, and Biodiversity Capacity Assessments. The Portfolio Approach aims to target capacity building primary for enhancing sustainable land management in LDCs and SIDS, but also to build synergies between other sectors.

14. To date, 45 affected country Parties have completed their NAPs. Another 57 Affected Parties are in different stages of completion of NAPs. Some are doing so with continuing bilateral assistance either directly, or through seed funding from the Global Mechanism, and through assistance from the UNCCD Secretariat. In addition, the UNDP Drylands Development Center’s Integrated Drylands Development Program has given more than $4.5 million of assistance to countries since 1992 for CCD- and UNCED-related activities. The IDDP program incorporates the principles of mainstreaming and capacity building into this assistance, built on lessons learnt through UNSO financing in the 1990s
. 

15. Following the entry into force of the UNCCD, and furthermore strengthened through WSSD and UNCCD COP 6, there has been a general affirmation that the Convention is a significant instrument for promoting sustainable development. This recognition has been important in raising awareness among non-dryland countries, of the importance of fully engaging in the UNCCD processes in order to achieve sustainable land management as it relates to soil conservation and deforestation issues. A renewed effort is underway, as demonstrated by the adoption of the GEF Trust Fund as a financial mechanism, for commitment to the implementation of the Convention.

16. The Facilitation Committee (FC) of the Global Mechanism consists of UNDP (current chair), WB, IFAD, UNCCDSec, GM, GEFSEC, UNEP, FAO, Regional Development Banks, and the CGIAR. The FC members have renewed their commitment to working better together to garner increased international attention for implementation of the UNCCD using sustainable land management as a tool to reduce poverty and achieve environmental sustainability. The AsDB through collaboration with various members of the FC has developed a medium-term investment programme to address land degradation for China. Lessons learnt from this exercise have been incorporated into the design of this Portfolio Approach. UNDP as the current Chair of the FC for 2004 has a direct responsibility to enhance all means and mechanisms at its disposal for support to the implementation of the Convention.

17. The recently approved Business Plan (2003-2006) of the Global Mechanism reaffirms the strategic priority of assisting countries to complete their NAPs, and adopts a collaborative approach with Facilitation Committee members to do so. UNDP and the GM have established a joint work programme for 2004-2006, which includes this Portfolio Approach.  

18. Several institutions have already amassed a collective body of experience and lessons learnt and the technical expertise and capacity to assist in the implementation of this project. The UNCCD Secretariat has developed a “Guide for National Reporting” and provides ongoing guidance for NAP elaboration; the GM has conducted a review of its mainstreaming efforts. Several CGIARs and regional institutions such as CILSS and OSS that have been providing technical backstopping to countries in monitoring UNCCD implementation and NAP elaboration. In particular, CILSS is currently developing a process for building capacities in West Africa for stocktaking of land degradation with USAID assistance. 

19. UNDP has a primary mandate to alleviate poverty, build capacity, and promote good governance, while building capacity for sustainable development, while achieving the Millennium Development Goals. Energy and Environment for Sustainable Development is one of 5 Practice Areas of UNDP, and it offers 6 Service Lines, one of which is Sustainable Land Management. UNDP Country Offices have developed technical expertise on assisting countries in NAP completion and resource mobilization, environmental governance and capacity development. UNDP sees its role as promoting awareness on the principles of mainstreaming SLM into policy frameworks, building capacities at national and local levels, and providing technical assistance for implementing and monitoring innovative on-the-ground initiatives in sustainable land management. UNDP is a primary agency assisting countries with NCSAs, NAPA, SNC, etc. and is often the only agency with a substantial field presence in the countries targeted in this project. It is therefore well placed to assist with the improvement of policy frameworks and capacity development in a synergistic manner.  

20. The GEF Council is currently debating several relevant and related issues. In the context of the discussions on country performance, the importance of targeted capacity building LDC and SIDS is being highlighted. Secondly, there is a felt need for enhancing country responsiveness, streamlining operations, and reducing administrative costs. Third, donors, and Implementing Agencies alike, are increasingly concerned with demonstrating portfolio impact. To address these concerns, this proposal argues that a portfolio approach to targeted capacity development for certain LDC and SIDS would be a significant improvement over the current individual project-based approach. 

PART II. Strategy 

21. There is a need to build capacities, to effectively mainstream SLM into PRSPs, NSSD, and other national development frameworks in order to achieve the MDGs, to integrate SLM in the rural development agendas, and to develop creditable investment plans and strategies that would motivate donors (national and international alike) to invest in the countries. However, very often the PRSPs (and their Medium-Term Expenditure Frameworks) do not take environment into account, and become the “competition” ground for sectoral interests. In such a context, environmental concerns take the back stage. Among the obstacles to environmental mainstreaming are : lack of information, lack of analytical and advocacy skills, lack of cross-cutting approaches to development, absence of an “interlocutor”, weaknesses of environmental stakeholders, and inability to translate technical jargon into policy decisions. Making the link between economic development, food security/poverty alleviation, and environmental sustainability is the key aim of mainstreaming SLM. 

22. The GEF Council has increasingly recognized the need for greater project effectiveness and impact, as well as the need for reduction in administrative burdens. Since May 2003 UNDP-GEF has tested several other approaches to facilitating and streamlining access by LDC and SIDS to OP 15, with mixed results. A “Portfolio approach” is proposed to address these various needs.

23. The Project would be available to assist 48
 LDC and SIDS countries that have not yet completed their National Action Programmes (NAP) to Combat Desertification, in order to develop individual, institutional and systemic capacity for sustainable land management
. GEF’s OP 15-Strategic Priority (SP) 1 is available to these countries for targeted capacity building through individual MSPs; however, the Portfolio Approach is a cost effective way of delivering a large number of relatively small projects to these countries in a timely manner
. Eligible countries will be able to access an expedited medium-sized project (MSP) under the Portfolio Approach. Already over half of the 48 countries have expressed their needs and interest. At the end of the project, each participating country will have begun a process of capacity development and mainstreaming, elaborated their NAP in a timely manner as part of the baseline, and produced a Medium-Term National Investment Plan for SLM and its Coordinated Resource Mobilization Plan (with projects identified for investment by specific interested Donors) for implementation of the NAP and other SLM-related frameworks. The projects will be designed and implemented in concordance with regional frameworks such as NEPAD in Africa, Barbados Plan of Action, Congo Basin Initiative, UNFF, IFP/IFF, SRAPs and RAPs. Collaboration will be established with the CPF, and networks established through the Joint Liaison Group of the Rio Conventions.

24. The Targeted Portfolio Approach would build on the baseline, by addressing three immediate objectives:

· Assistance to LDC and SIDS for improved capacities for sustainable land management and mainstreaming of SLM, 

· Leading to a Medium-Term National Investment Plan for SLM  and its Coordinated Resource Mobilization Plan (with specific projects identified for investment by specific IAs, EAs and interested Donors), all within the framework of finalization of NAPs

· While developing networks and disseminating tools, guidelines and other technical assistance for effective mainstreaming and capacity development.

25. A Targeted Portfolio Approach, built on lessons learnt from other GEF initiatives and Focal Areas, provides opportunities to the GEF for managing the Land Degradation Targeted Capacity Building window more strategically in LDC and SIDS. Other important benefits include :

· Improved support services to countries, and improved quality of project preparation,

· Cost savings and economies of scale; from the initial field testing of the OP 15-SP1 template it is evident that most countries will be requesting more or less similar forms of capacity building and tools for mainstreaming. A Portfolio Approach would provide the necessary economies of scale to develop such assistance in a cost effective manner.

· Targeted Capacity Building and Mainstreaming MSP proposals would enhance the participatory governance of natural resources,  build on synergies, lessons learnt, and promote policy harmonization across regions; in conjunction with the Country Pilot Partnerships would provide a creditable portfolio on which to make an overall evaluation of the success of this Strategic Priority by the end of GEF-3

· An Portfolio Approach will be in a position to conduct effective monitoring at the portfolio level, and provide clear reporting to the GEF

· Block approval of preparatory funding; a large part of the length of a GEF project cycle is in the time it takes to obtain approval of preparatory funding. With the Portfolio Approach, the Project Implementing Unit will be in a position to by-pass the need for individual approval of preparatory funds, and to field consultants or fund consultative preparatory workshops as needed and tailored to country needs and requests. 

· Streamlined submissions and expedited approval; by using an approved Template and an umbrella approach to OP 15-SP1, countries will be able to access GEF funding faster and in a timely fashion to meet deadlines and obligations.

· A Portfolio Approach will allow considerable savings in administrative costs, and reduced administrative burdens to both countries and Implementing Agencies, and reduced transaction costs to the GEF thus complying with Council requests for greater administrative efficiency. The overall cost savings to the GEF is estimated at $15,278,000, compared to a project-by-project approach (see Table 3). 

· Develop synergies between the Land Degradation Focal Area and the overall capacity building initiatives of the GEF, by ensuring that the results of the NCSA, NAPA, SNC and other processes are fully integrated into the Portfolio Approach (both at national and regional levels). 

26. UNDP, through its country presence and ongoing assistance in the areas of governance, poverty alleviation and capacity development, will ensure that the NAP process is mainstreamed and integrated with the processes of MDG reporting, PRSP development, and NSSD and NEAP preparation. Although the exact nature of this engagement will be determined during the preparation of each individual MSP, the objectives and strategy of this Portfolio Approach fall within the main priorities of most Country Programmes. UNDP will support policy development and strengthen national capacities and partnerships to ensure that there are lasting results.  

27. The Portfolio Approach will have: a) one main component that supports country-level activities through individual MSPs, and b) a second much smaller component that provides targeted technical support and knowledge management to meet the special needs of LDCs and SIDS. Given the similar needs and constraints of different sets of these countries, the Portfolio Approach will be a more cost-effective way of ensuring that LDCs and SIDS can gain rapid access to GEF resources, and that the quality of the design and implementation processes is improved, thereby maximizing the impacts of sustainable land management. The Targeted Portfolio Approach would have the following benefits : 

· streamlined and faster access to both preparatory and implementation funding using harmonized Council-approved criteria and templates, and therefore faster delivery of time-bound results, while at the same time strengthening in-country capacities to access the funds without relying excessively on international consultants; 

· more efficient and coordinated resource mobilization at the national level for investment in sustainable land management;  

· Reduced administrative burdens to both countries and Implementing Agencies, and reduced transaction costs to the GEF; more cost effective use of implementation fees; and economies of scale in developing capacity building tools, guidelines and manuals; 

· improved quality of design and programming for targeted capacity building and mainstreaming under the LD Focal Area for LDC and SIDS, building on synergies and lessons learnt for scaling up viable traditional land management practices as well as innovative and cost-effective practices, effective monitoring and reporting to the GEF on the Strategic Priority 1, and greater synergies between Focal Areas and the capacity development activities of the GEF

28. The project responds to the decision of the GEF Assembly and Council to make available GEF funding for SLM, and the designation of the GEF as a financial mechanism of the CCD Convention. It also addresses several of the concerns and being debated by the GEF Council namely, the importance of targeted capacity building in LDCs and SIDS in the context of the discussions on country performance; the need for enhancing country responsiveness, streamlining operations, and reducing administrative costs; and finally the need to demonstrate portfolio impact. It is also fully in line with the GEF’s Strategic Approach to Capacity Building; specifically Pathway III that aims to support targeted capacity building within the GEF’s focal areas.

Incremental Cost Assessment

29. Under the baseline scenario LDCs and SIDS -- due to their unique environmental, demographic, economic and political attributes -- will continue to face the persistent threat of land degradation with negative implications for other global environmental concerns as well, such as, climate change contributions through loss of carbon; sea level rise (especially for island SIDS); loss of biodiversity of key ecosystems; and pollution of international waters (long coastlines in relation to total land area). 
30. Most LDC and SIDS countries will continue to lack adequate capacities to actively engage in sustainable land management, and will continue to work individually to prepare and present MSP proposals under OP 15-SP1 for targeted capacity building, but these proposals will be submitted on an intermittent basis for approval; will be ad hoc in nature; will require considerable time/resources from IAs, Donors, GM, UNCCDSec for support and GEFSEC for approval; all of which will contribute to causing delays in project implementation. Most countries will therefore (a) experience delays and therefore GEF-3 delivery may be affected;
 and (b) most GEF-3 funds under Land Degradation may be channeled by default primarily to non-LDC countries for faster delivery. 
31. Baseline efforts to tackle land degradation in LDCs and SIDS, although piece-meal, constitute important steps towards mitigating land degradation. The LDC/SIDS countries eligible under the Portfolio Approach face serious trends of land degradation and deforestation (see Annex B-2). Only 17% of them are actively preparing NAPs, in some cases with very limited funding. Baseline activities related to SLM have been approximated at USD 150,000 in these countries (see Annex D); however, each MSP will be expected to provide a full costing of SLM-related activities. Additional baseline capacity building activities for environmental sustainability, sustainable land management, and mainstreaming, will also be costed at the national-level for each MSP. 

32. There is a need to draw on the experiences of these disparate baseline initiatives, identify gaps and key lessons, and build targeted capacity specifically for SLM in LDCs and SIDS. Countries need to be supported in developing medium to long-term strategies for addressing the threat of land degradation. This implies going beyond elaborating NAPs, to defining an integrated package of measures, which would range from foundational capacity building, to upstream mainstreaming of SLM principles into national development policies and strategies, and to identifying specific on-the-ground investments as part of a plan supported jointly by government and a coalition of donors. 
33. The incremental cost of promoting a medium to long-term strategic approach to SLM in LDC and SIDS that complements baseline activities is estimated at US$ 59,950,000. GEF is being requested to finance US$ 29 million of this, while co-financing is expected to be mobilized in the amount of US$ 30,950,000, the majority of which will be leveraged at the national level. GEF assistance would focus on funding the agreed incremental costs of accelerating country-driven actions on sustainable land management to achieve global environmental benefits within the context of sustainable land management.
 GEF funding will primarily be used for targeted capacity development and some mainstreaming and development of investment plans, while co-financing will primarily focus on NAP elaboration/completion and mainstreaming. Any further modifications in the scope, incremental cost analysis, and coverage of the Portfolio Project will be subject to emerging guidance from the GEF Secretariat and GEF Council. The detailed incremental cost assessment is provided in Section II-Part I. 
Project objectives, outcomes, and outputs

34. The overall goal of the Portfolio Approach is to assist LDCs and SIDS in promoting effective SLM for global and local benefits. The objective of the project will be to strengthen domestic (national and local level) capacity development and mainstreaming into national development strategies and policies, focus on the needs of 48 LDCs and SIDS,  while improving the quality of project design, implementation, outputs & impact; and ensuring broad-based political and participatory support for the process

Outcome 1: Cost-effective and timely delivery of GEF resources to target countries

Output 1.1: At least 48 MSPs, under an expedited approval cycle, are under implementation

Outcome 2: Individual and institutional capacities for SLM will be enhanced.

Output 2.1: Training workshops, and exchange visits held, for local and national stakeholder

Output 2.2: Awareness raising activities organized around relevant regional, national, sub-national environmental events

Output 2.3: Enhanced institutional structures and functions to better address SLM, at local and national levels

Outcome 3: Systemic capacity building and mainstreaming of SLM principles

Output 3.1: Timely completion of high quality NAPs

Output 3.2: SLM principles and NAP priorities integrated into national development strategies to achieve the Millennium Development Goals

Output 3.3: Countries will have developed a Medium-term Investment Plan

Outcome 4: Enhanced technical support at the global and regional levels to improve the quality of project design, implementation, outputs & impact; and ensure broad-based political support for the process
Output 1: Tools, guidelines and manuals for capacity development and mainstreaming on selected topics in SLM

Output 2: Global and regional knowledge networks and communities of practice, linked to existing networks, such as CAPNET, CPF, etc. 

Output 3: Effective monitoring and evaluation system

Output 4: Project Coordination Unit

Project strategy and approach

35. Since May 2003, UNDP-GEF has tested several approaches to facilitating and streamlining access by LDC and SIDS countries to GEF funding under the new Focal Area and Operational Programme. These included briefing notes to CCD Focal points and GEF Operational focal points; development of a “generic template” for MSPs under the Strategic Priority 1 of OP 15; dedicated and intensive training workshops, and special support missions requested by countries. The expectation that these approaches would lead to preparation of proposals without the need for lengthy preparatory process has in fact proven to be unrealistic for LDC and SIDS countries. Furthermore there is a general lack of awareness of the role that GEF has agreed to play in the new Focal Area of Land Degradation (desertification and deforestation), and the necessity to constantly update countries on emerging official guidance. 

36. The UNCCD calls for the preparation of action programmes through a process that should be closely interlinked with other efforts to formulate national policies for sustainable development. The Bonn Declaration of the UNCCD sets the deadline for the completion of the National Action Programmes (NAPs) by affected countries as end of 2005. In the baseline situation, countries are mobilizing to meet this deadline through GM, UNCCD, and other donor assistance. The GEF Council, in approving the Operational Programme 15 recognized that there is a need to go beyond simply developing action plans. There is a need for an approach where capacity building and mainstreaming is targeted at the achievement of a concrete Investment Plan for Sustainable Land Management that would instill confidence in potential donors to participate in its implementation.  In this process, the capacity of government and civil society would be increased so as to show tangible commitment to sustainable land management. Non-completion of NAPs has been chosen as a proxy indicator to show similarities in lack of individual, institutional and systemic capacities. Within this process, participating countries would  complete their obligations to the Convention in such a way as to ensure that the NAP (baseline) is part of a “living” and dynamic process that feeds into an investment plan, with the ultimate aim of achieving the desired outcomes of sustainable land management and poverty alleviation for both global and national benefits. 

37. Individual country activities will be designed in such a way as to complement relevant regional and sub-regional action plans and programmes, such as the SRAP and RAPs, as well as the NEPAD Environment Initiative, Congo Basin Initiative, COMIFAC and Yaounde Accords for African countries, the Barbados Action Plan for SIDS, UNFF’s IPF/IFF framework and CPF networks. Mechanisms of coordination will be established with relevant regional entities (see Section I – Part III for detailed explanation of how these linkages will be established). The project will also build on existing and ongoing assistance to NAP preparation (baseline), particularly as each country is in a different stage of the process (see detailed Implementation Arrangements in Section I-Part III and Section IV-Parts III, IV and V). 

38. Mainstreaming and capacity building will require the introduction of innovative tools, such as: the progression from EIAs to SEA (Sustainable Environmental Assessment); the use of Economic Valuation and other economic analytical tools, such as cost-benefit analysis, environmental accounting and the green GDP approach, economic valuation at macro and micro levels, and market based instruments (such as reform of taxes, subsidies, etc.). Other techniques like the multi-criteria analysis, environmental-poverty mapping, and the various forms of Integrated Assessments, are excellent tools for analysis of the baseline and priority-setting processes. The project will build capacities for the utilization of such tools. 

39. Furthermore, the projects will establish a mechanism for true cross-sectoral debate, embracing important “cross-cutting” issues such as environment. This can then inform and direct the PRSP process, not at the level of MTEF (budget), but at the highest level of political support and done in a participatory fashion to ensure national ownership. Strengthening environmental lobbies for SLM will be a crucial ingredient, so that technical issues can be translated to informed policy debate. In many countries, the processes for the development of the “National Sustainable Development Strategies” (NSSD) are crucial in fostering this mainstreaming. A number of countries have established National Sustainable Development Councils or Commissions (e.g. in the Pacific Islands) to ensure that these strategy discussions take place publicly and with solid government support. The project will work directly with these commissions and will not create new institutions.

40. The process of NAP elaboration is a major and significant part of the baseline of this GEF project. The GEF Alternative will channel these efforts so that the end result is consonant with a high quality, concrete, and investment-oriented plan of action. The value added of the GEF intervention is to focus on mainstreaming and harmonizing SLM throughout the existing menu of national development frameworks, including the NAPs and sectoral policies and programmes (agriculture, forestry, and livestock). Further to GEF Council Guidance in May 2004, and established precedence, GEF funding will not be used directly for NAP elaboration and completion. However, the GEF funded increment will be supporting the development of capacities for implementing the NAPs and other SLM frameworks, mainstreaming of the NAPs and SLM principles, and mobilizing investment resources for implementation.

41. Completion of the NAPs is an expected outcome of the GEF Alternative, using co-financing, and an important part of the baseline. However, countries have the sovereign authority to decide what form this will take. Various options, models and best practices are available, for example, Mali created a combined NEAP and NAP. Information on the various best practices will be collated and disseminated to the countries through the knowledge management activities of the Global Coordination Unit. However, the FES is built on three over arching strategic principles :

i) avoid duplication and build on synergies with ongoing efforts

ii) do not create “yet another document” that exists only on a shelf

iii) Respond to the national priorities as expressed in PRSP, MDG reports, UNDAF, sectoral policies, etc. 

42. Thorough stakeholder analysis, the MSPs will ensure that the target institutions and groups are broad based, reflecting the integrated and cross-sectoral nature of SLM, and that capacity building is not focused only on institutions housing the CCD focal point. However, we note that in many of these countries, the same ministerial institution is often in charge of CCD as well as environment and forestry (see Annex C). The MSP template clearly identifies stakeholder analysis and involvement plan as key elements for proposal approval. Such an analysis would include both intra-ministerial and inter-ministerial analysis, as well as analysis of public/civil and private sectors. The projects will target the right stakeholders, and will coordinate with work undertaken to prepare the NAP using co-financing, and will therefore contribute to ensuring that the NAP is not developed in a vacuum

43. In those countries where deforestation is a major issue, the project will ensure that the principles of Chapter 11 of Agenda 21 (Combating deforestation) are adhered to. UNDP will ensure that the logical framework of each MSP is commensurate with the threats/root causes analysis, and therefore, in countries where deforestation is identified as a key problem, that there are outputs related to the NFP processes, including linkages to the principles, actions and programs of the Intergovernmental Panel and Forum on Forests (IPF and IFF).  The IPF/IFF Proposals for Action are an important and internationally agreed set of principles concerning the forest sector that each MSP will have to enshrine.  However, they are not the only guiding principle for an OP 15 project, as SLM goes beyond sustainable forestry, to also include sustainable agriculture and sustainable grazing. Several eligible countries have sizeable areas of drylands (e.g. Guinea, Angola, Afghanistan, etc.). In at least 18 of the eligible countries (37%), forest cover is less than 20% of the land surface. Each MSP will therefore be in a position to harmonize relevant cross-sectoral principles and guidance tailored to its situation during all aspects of implementation of the project.

44. The Portfolio Approach will streamline the project cycle, while at the same time providing checks and balances that would allow effective controls and monitoring of the process for high quality implementation. There are no deviations from the normal approval processes and oversight by the GEFSEC. The Council has delegated responsibility for the approval of individual MSPs under the Targeted Portfolio Approach to the GEF CEO/Chairman, in line with established procedures.  The Council-approved template being approved as part of Work Program Inclusion (Annex A) is simpler and easier to use than a normal MSP template, however, it satisfies all the requirements of the GEFSEC review criteria. The simplified and expedited MSP template will allow the GEFSEC to review and approve each individual MSP in an expedited manner. MSPs will require endorsement by the country’s GEF Operational Focal Point, who will certify in the endorsement letter that the CCD focal point has approved the proposal (as per recommended format in Annex A). The GEF Operational Focal Point and the CCD Focal Point will ensure that relevant national committees have reviewed the proposal (including the National Desertification Committee, NSSD Commissions, and the Steering Committees of other GEF capacity building projects such as NCSA, NAPA, SNC, POP, etc.). If not all 48 countries apply, UNDP will undertake to reimburse the unspent funds to the GEF Trust Fund. The Portfolio Approach will report on progress to the GEF Council on an annual basis (November) in the form of an Information Note.

45. The regional component of the Portfolio Approach, while a small portion of the budget, is expected to be the “glue” that not only helps to ensure quality designs and implementation processes, but also a mechanism by which the overall impact of the portfolio can be assessed. Cost savings are expected from package subcontracts for technical assistance, and regional exchanges and meetings are expected to enhance greater awareness and impact. Capacity building manuals and tools will benefit from input from the “Guidelines for OP 15” to be developed by GEF Secretariat and the Inter-Agency Task Force, as well as from STAP-related activities in the Land Degradation Focal Area. In addition, OP 15-SP1 projects that have been submitted by countries not eligible directly under this Portfolio project, will be able to request technical support services for capacity building (any cost to be covered by their own MSPs), through the Portfolio Approach’s regional networking and outreach activities.

Key indicators, assumptions, and risks

46. Indicators. To track and evaluate the portfolio impact, a monitoring and evaluation system will be established with performance indicators aggregated across all MSPs at the outcome and output levels (see Section II- Part II for the detailed logical framework giving an indicative set of aggregated indicators, and Section I-Part IV for the M&E system). Individual MSPs will identify key project impact indicators, selected from a harmonized list prepared by the Global Coordination Unit, to track performance at the national level. 

47. Assumptions. The Portfolio Approach has been developed on the basis that these 48 countries will work with UNDP to develop capacities for SLM, to prepare NAPs through co-financing and medium-term national investment plans, and to mainstream SLM into national development processes. Close links will be maintained with the SLM-related activities being supported by other IAs to minimize overlap and ensure maximum collaboration. Another key assumption is that the Global Advisory Committee of the project provides timely strategic guidance. Stable or increasing donor and government commitment to addressing land degradation is a critical assumption for achieving the goal of medium-term investment plans with resource mobilization strategies. 

48. Risks. The primary risk to fully realizing project objectives comes from working in post-crisis countries, or in countries where “desertification” strictu sensu is not a priority issue. This risk has been factored into the project design, through the extra support being provided by the Global Coordination Unit targeted at a set of countries with similar and well-defined needs. A process-related risk is that of bypassing some key national actors resulting in duplications or insufficient policy integration, or that the development of the NAPs (and equivalent instruments) will be dissociated from the capacity building processes. These risks will be minimized by ensuring coordination between all GEF capacity development related activities (both in the countries as well as through the Global Advisory Committee), mainstreaming into UNDP-supported MDG reporting, PRSPs and other national development exercises, and by ensuring the medium-term investment plans use a cross-sectoral approach to enhancing NAP implementation and sustainable land management.  

Country Eligibility

49. The project will be available to provide assistance to 48 affected LDCs and SIDS – 14 in Africa, 21 in Asia, 13 in Latin America and the Caribbean – all of whom have ratified the UNCCD, and are eligible for funding under paragraph 9(b) of the GEF Instrument. The list of eligible countries is in Section IV– Part I. 

Country Drivenness

50. Requests have arrived from over half of the countries for assistance on capacity building, mainstreaming, and investment planning. In the case of Mauritius a PDF A was initiated in September 2003 and has already been granted and is under implementation. Countries eligible under Section IV-Part I will determine whether and what level of assistance they would require from the GEF, and express this need through their MSP request, accompanied by OFP endorsement letters. In the event that some countries eligible under Section IV-Part I do not request GEF funding, UNDP will undertake to account accordingly to the GEF Trust Fund.

Fit To GEF Operational Program and strategic priority

51. This Portfolio Approach furthers the objectives of Operational Program 15 and Strategic Priority 1 relating to Targeted Capacity Building for sustainable land management. Specifically, the Portfolio Approach’s outcomes are directly in line with two of the expected outcomes of OP 15, namely: (a) “Institutional and human resource capacity is strengthened to improve sustainable land management planning and implementation …”; and (b) “The policy, regulatory, and economic incentive framework is strengthened to facilitate wider adoption of sustainable land management practices across sectors …”.

52. The project will indirectly contribute to the third and final expected outcome of OP 15 in as much as it will lay the foundation, and put in place an enabling environment for sustainable land management. Subsequent country-by-country implementation of the medium-term investment plan, which is to be prepared as part of the project, will result in “improvement in the economic productivity of land under sustainable management, and the preservation or restoration of the structure and functional integrity of ecosystems”.

Sustainability (including financial sustainability)

53. The approach of setting in motion a longer-term process of capacity development, covering individual, institutional and system-level capacities, and mainstreaming SLM into national frameworks such as NSSD, MDG and PRSPs is designed to achieve sustainability. Capacity development at the national level will help to ensure that a wider set of stakeholders is involved and motivated to engage in sustainable land management. The Portfolio Approach will conduct capacity building for only 3-4 years, whereas it is recognized that capacity development needs are larger and require a longer term commitment than these resources will allow. The project therefore takes the approach that this will be an initial phase of capacity development, focusing on the key priority issues identified by the countries, and aimed primarily at establishing a common vision and understanding for addressing sustainable land management. 

54. The project will also ensure sustainability by tailoring the MSPs to each country’s requests. Although a streamlined template has been developed (Annex A), this template allows considerable flexibility to countries, to exercise their sovereign decisions, such as deciding what environmental framework will be developed or mainstreamed, what relative importance to place on various issues, and how define their capacity development needs in the area of sustainable land management. This strong level of ownership will ensure that the results of the MSPs are fully integrated and used by the country even after project completion.

55. Financial sustainability will be ensured because each country will develop a Resource Mobilization Plan developed through a process of donor coordination, while adopting the UNCCD COP 6 recommendation for countries to identify a “chef de file”.  The Resource Mobilization Plan will indicate upfront donors’ interest and commitment to sustainable land management, and will be developed in close cooperation with the Global Mechanism in the context of its Business Plan. 

Replicability

56. Replicability will be ensured through the development of globally replicable tools, guidelines, and manuals. The sharing of lessons and experiences, through the Portfolio Approach’s knowledge management activities, will be another means of promoting replication. Finally, the project will build the capacities of regional institutions and centers of excellence to conduct capacity development in sustainable land management; therefore creating a critical mass of expertise and knowledge in various regions and sub-regions for further application.

Stakeholder Involvement

57. The stakeholders involved to date in the preparation of the Full Sized Project include: representatives of countries (government and NGO) who have already submitted requests for preparatory funding; UNCCD Secretariat senior management and staff who have assisted with the development of the list of eligible countries, provided information and advice on baseline activities and coordination arrangements; Global Mechanism senior management and staff who have provided information on baseline activities and co-financing, including discussion of coordination of financing streams; GEF Secretariat staff who have closely followed the development of the Concept Note and Project Executive Summary, providing advice on eligibility and strategic direction. 

58. The Concept Note has been shared with members of the Facilitation Committee of the Global Mechanism, and members of the Inter-Agency Task Force on Land Degradation. Comments received have been integrated into the final design. The NEPAD Working Group has been informed of the Portfolio Approach and the possible coordination linkages between the two. UNDP will undertake to present the Portfolio Approach at the next meeting of the Working Group in order to seek agreement from that group that the proposed activities under this project that directly address UNCCD Convention issues, will be fully incorporated into the NEPAD synergistic framework.

59. During implementation of the project, the following stakeholders will be involved :

· At the global level, progress on the implementation of the project will be regularly provided to the GEF Council and the UNCCD COP

· At the regional level, relevant regional entities will be kept periodically informed. The Global Coordination Unit (GCU) will regularly inform the Task Force on Sustainable Land Partnerships of the Caribbean on progress with project activities. In the case of Africa, the Global Coordination Unit will regularly inform the NEPAD Secretariat on progress with project activities, and both CILSS and SADC will be consulted and informed. In the case of the Pacific, the Global Coordination Unit will regularly inform SPREP and the Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat. Furthermore, the Portfolio Approach intends to develop a roster of centers of excellence, from which countries can select technical assistance services (see Section I-Part III for more detailed descriptions)

· At the national level, each individual MSP will develop a Stakeholder Involvement Plan. National stakeholders are expected to include: local and national government officials, NGOs, community based organizations, private sector, donor partners and multilateral partners.

PART III. Management Arrangements 

Preparation and approval Strategy

60. The Portfolio Approach will be implemented during 4 years, including preparation and implementation of the MSPs. According to normal procedures, the Council has delegated responsibility for the approval of individual MSPs under the Targeted Portfolio Approach to the GEF CEO/Chairman based on the template (Annex A) approved as part of Work Program Inclusion. The GEFSEC will review and approve each individual MSP in an expedited manner (10 day review). MSPs will require endorsement by the country’s GEF Operational Focal Point, who will certify in the endorsement letter that the CCD focal point has approved the proposal (as per recommended format in Annex A). The CCD Focal Point will ensure that relevant national committees have reviewed the proposal (including the National Desertification Committee, NSSD committees, etc. and the Steering Committees of other GEF capacity building projects such as NCSA, NAPA, SNC, etc.).

Execution Arrangements

61. The execution arrangements for each individual MSP will be determined by the countries during the preparation of the MSPs. The regional/global component of the Targeted Portfolio Approach will be executed through UNOPS as the collaborating executing agency. UNOPS will be responsible for services related to implementation of the regional/global components, including recruitment of staff and consultants, travel, sub-contracts to regional institutions and regional workshops. The Global Coordination Unit will identify a suitable roster of expert institutions (regional, sub-regional and International Centers of Excellence and other relevant institutions) to be awarded subcontracts for most of the technical assistance related to MSP preparation, capacity building, mainstreaming, and resource mobilization. 

62.  The Global Coordination Unit will develop the roster and make it available to the countries during the preparation of their MSPs. Cost savings will be achieved through packaged subcontracts with selected roster institutions to provide technical services to a set countries requesting similar services. Examples of such institutions are: FAO, ICARDA, ICRAF, ICRISAT, IIED, University of Wageningen, GTZ, at the global level; CILSS, OSS, UEMOA, ENDA for Africa; CARICOM, CATIE, University of West Indies for the Caribbean; SPREP, UN University, UNESCAP, UNISDR, SACEP, SOPAC, PISF for Asia and the Pacific Islands. 

63. Furthermore, certain regional and sub-regional institutions will be requested to represent their constituencies in the Global Advisory Committee. Section IV-Part III provides an indicative description of the roles and responsibilities of regional and sub-regional organizations. These will be finalized by the Global Coordination Unit in the context of specific MOUs or sub-contracts. 

64. The project will also draw upon the technical expertise of selected countries in the region that have finalized their NAPs and are in the process of implementing them, and can provide good lessons learnt and models to build capacities of neighboring countries in their regions (e.g. several West African, Asian and Latin American countries). 

65. The GEF Secretariat will meet with UNDP as necessary to ensure that the agency’s programming meets targets and strategic priorities set out by the GEF Council. In addition, meetings will be held every 12 months for reviewing annual progress reports prior to the Global Advisory Committee meetings. 

66. UNDP Country Offices in participating countries will have a major role in ensuring integration of the various capacity building streams (NCSA, NAPA, SNC, BD) and mainstreaming activities (MDG, PRSP, NSSD, NEAP), in collaboration with country offices of other relevant agencies, such as World Bank and FAO. Furthermore, certain Country Offices that have technical capacities may be called upon to provide services by the countries, and those that cover regional institutions will also have a liaison role to play. UNDP-GEF’s Regional Coordination Units will ensure oversight and supervision of the technical quality of the MSP designs, their implementation, and monitoring of impacts and lessons learnt at the regional level. UNDP Country offices may be requested by the countries and/or by UNOPS and the Global Coordination Unit to assist with some execution services at the national level, such as fund disbursement, local recruitment and procurement. The overall organigram of the Portfolio Project is provided in Section IV-Part V.

67. A streamlined Global Project Coordination Unit will be established either in Pretoria, South Africa as a cost effective location to oversee the execution of the project for a duration of 3-4 years. This unit will be staffed with: one expert and one assistant. The responsibility of the GCU is as follows (see Section IV, Part III for terms of references) :

· Oversee the preparation of individual MSPs, by tracking the process, providing technical advice where necessary, coordinating with UNDP regional and country offices, and responding to demands from countries for preparatory workshops, and recruitment of suitable international and regional consultants. 

· Develop the roster of centers of excellence and make available to countries

· Arrange for appropriate subcontracts and other forms of technical assistance from suitable institutions

· Prepare and implement the knowledge management component of the project, including regional workshops, exchanges, networking and dissemination

· Supervise and arrange for portfolio-wide monitoring, evaluation and lessons learnt, including development of a harmonized set of “impact indicators” for use by each MSP to allow portfolio-wide monitoring.

· Prepare biannual and annual progress reports, and act as Secretariat to the Global Advisory Committee.

Co-financing Arrangements

68. UNDP and the GM in particular will work closely to achieve the GM Business Plan outcomes of NAP completion and development of resource mobilization plans for implementation. UNDP and GM have established a Joint Workplan that integrates the LDC-SIDS Portfolio Approach. GM has programmed a total of $726,500 of its resources to assist 35 of the 48 countries in developing their NAP, awareness raising and country finance partnerships.  Some of these funds are also within the context of the UNCCDSec/GM Joint Workplan. These funds are considered as co-finance for the individual MSPs, and will be integrated fully into the MSP designs. In particular, GM’s role in initiating and assisting NAP preparation in some countries (as per GM’s Business Plan) will be maintained and the country finance partnerships will contribute to development of the Medium-Term Investment Plans for NAP implementation. Additional UNDP Country Office resources and other donor funding will be leveraged as co-finance for NAP completion in the remaining countries.

69. In accordance with GEF Operational Strategy
, no GEF funding will be channeled through the CCD Secretariat or GM, nor will it cover the costs of participation of these entities in the Advisory Committee.

70. Other co-financing expected to be leveraged during the design of the MSPs are mainly targeted at the national level, and can come from: government, bilateral and multilateral donors, and private sector. An overall co-finance ratio if 1:1 is expected as a minimum. Potential sources include: Belgium, New Zealand, EU, Canada, etc. These funds will be fully integrated into the MSP process, and coordination arrangements will be developed at the national level. Other co-financing will be leveraged for regional/global activities, and potential sources include : Canada, EU. 

Core Commitments and Linkages

71. UNDP Country Offices will fully integrate the MSPs into their Country Programmes and Country Programme Action Plans (CPAP) in order to ensure mainstreaming of SLM.  The Portfolio Approach has relevance to several of UNDP’s Core priorities, including: support to achieving MDGs 1 and 7, enhanced governance and capacity building for poverty alleviation, and integration of environment as a cross-cutting issue. An estimated total of $500,000 of UNDP Core funding and another $500,000 in-kind are expected as contribution to the 48 MSPs. The project is also relevant to the Integrated Dryland Development Programme of DDC, particularly in the thematic priorities of mainstreaming and capacity development, and to the activities and priorities of Capacity 2015, in particular through mainstreaming of NAP concerns into NSSD and other capacity development activities at the national level. The project will also build on Public Sector Investment Programmes of UNDP, in particular in the Caribbean. Furthermore, it will build on ongoing core UNDP activities on capacity development and governance as relevant in each of the 48 countries (see summary of such activities in many of the 48 countries in Annex F). 

72. The project will also work closely with UNDP’s global project on strengthening capacity to generate, disseminate and adopt good practices in biodiversity conservation. Furthermore, the project will coordinate with and use information generated through existing and planned networks, such as the upcoming “Drought Preparedness Network” for Asia and the Pacific linked to the SRAP (a PDF A under preparation), and the NCSA support programme. 

73. The Second National Communications for Climate Change Global Support Programme has been developed largely along similar lines. Design lessons have been incorporated into this project, and linkages will be maintained during the life of both projects, as clear synergies can be established not only for national level mainstreaming and convention synergies, but also for sharing experiences on capacity development.

Steering committees and coordination arrangements

74.   A Project Global Advisory Committee would be established, chaired by the GEFSEC. Members of the Committee will include UNDP, World Bank, UNEP, UNCCDSec, and GM. Regional agencies (such as CARICOM, SPREP and/or Pacific Island Forum Secretariat, SACEP, CILSS, SADC) and any EAs that have major ongoing projects and programs in the target countries related to capacity development for sustainable land management will participate as appropriate in the Global Advisory Committee. Other donors contributing substantially to the co-financing of the project will also participate in the Global Advisory Committee. The Committee will meet once every year. The terms of reference of the Global Advisory Committee is provided in Section IV-Part III.

75. Each individual MSP project will establish a national project steering committee including all relevant sectoral agencies and departments involved with mainstreaming sustainable land management. Countries can choose to rely on their National CCD Committees, or other existing relevant committees, for this.  The national steering committee will also include: co-financing donors, UNDP, NGOs, and any other relevant stakeholder identified during MSP preparation. Terms of references for these committees will be developed as part of the MSP proposal.

76. In the interest of streamlining and reducing administrative costs, the Portfolio Approach design does not envisage Regional Steering Committees. However, in the case of the Caribbean, the Global Coordination Unit will regularly inform the Task Force on Sustainable Land Partnerships
 on progress with project activities. In the case of Africa, the Global Coordination Unit will regularly inform the NEPAD Secretariat on progress with project activities. In the case of the Pacific, the Global Coordination Unit will regularly inform PIFS, SPREP, SACEP and other relevant regional entities. 

77. A project execution committee will also be established, chaired by UNDP and consisting of UNOPS, and any regional/international organization that is providing substantial execution services. These meetings will be held on a regional and global basis as and when required.  The Global Coordination Unit will be the Secretary of the committee. This committee will be equivalent to a “tripartite” committee and will have oversight on execution of the regional/global component. 

Consultation, Coordination and Collaboration between IAs, and IAs and EAs

78. The Portfolio Approach is in line with the GEF’s Strategic Approach to Capacity Building inasmuch as it provides assistance for targeted capacity building within a focal area (Pathway III of the Strategic Approach). Eight of the 48 countries involved in this project are also undertaking National Capacity Self Assessments (Pathway I of the Strategic Approach), and the remainder are preparing proposals to do so. The project will build on the NCSA assessments underway. Annex E provides a preliminary analysis of data generated through the NCSA process in some of the 48 countries. It shows that with the limited resources available, the capacity assessments for the three conventions will be at the aggregate level and focus primarily on inter-convention synergies. Therefore, there will likely be a need for more detailed SLM capacity assessment by each individual MSP under the Portfolio Approach in order to complete and fine-tune the assessments prior to capacity development. The Expedited Template (Annex A) includes a section for conducting an analysis of information generated through the NCSA, and other GEF enabling activities in the countries. Furthermore, prior to OFP endorsement of each MSP, the proposal will to be reviewed by the NCSA national committee (in addition to the UNCCD national committee), to ensure synergies and coordination. The MSPs will work closely with GEF enabling activities for other Conventions, namely, SNCs, NAPAs, POPs, and Biodiversity Capacity Add-ons to identify opportunities for synergies in implementation, and share experiences on capacity development. Lessons learnt from the design and implementation of the Biosafety Frameworks has also been integrated into this project. Finally, in the event that any of these countries apply for and obtain MSPs under the International Waters Focal Area (IWRM pilot programme), then the two MSPs will be closely linked and correlated so that there is no duplication of effort, especially in cross-sectoral activities.

79. The GEF Country Pilot Partnerships are being undertaken in a few countries that have already completed their NAPs and show capacity to engage in a long-term visioning process. Lessons learnt and successes of the pilot phase of the Pilot Partnership initiative will be integrated into the implementation of the Portfolio Approach. 

80. The Portfolio Approach’s regional component will consider and negotiate, in its first three months, linkages to the UNCCD Thematic Programme Networks (TPN) based on their thematic relevance, value addedness in terms of knowledge management and dissemination, and status of establishment (not all TPNs are yet operational). 

81. The Portfolio Approach will also establish a close collaboration with FAO and UNEP on the LADA project (which will be in the phase of implementing its full sized project by then). The objective of LADA is to provide adequate information to decision-makers in order to identify priorities in the NAPs and to facilitate their implementation in terms of providing a monitoring and follow-up mechanism. LADA project will establish 6 sub-regional nodes to facilitate national level assessments. The possibility of collaborating with the proposed sub-regional nodes for M&E after the completion of the individual MSPs will be explored, for greater synergies and sustainability. Furthermore, the Project’s aggregated verifiable indicators will benefit from input from the LADA process. UNDP is a member of the Steering Committee of LADA.
82. The Portfolio Approach will take into consideration any existing GEF projects in the country portfolios, in an effort to ensure a consistent vision. Furthermore, it will coordinate with ongoing OP 15 projects in the region and sub-region, such as the proposed “Biodiversity conservation and land degradation in the Caribbean” project (UNEP)
, the Integrated Watershed and Coastal Area Management in SIDS of the Caribbean (UNDP/UNEP), and several upcoming NEPAD-related regional projects, so as to ensure synergies and avoid duplications. 
83. The GEF Council has requested that the GEFSEC and Agencies collaborate to develop detailed Guidance on OP 15. The Portfolio Approach would support, build upon and run in parallel with GEFSEC and Inter-Agency actions to provide clearer guidance on OP 15. In particular, clear linkages will be established with the MSP on “Global support to facilitate the early development and implementation of LD programs under the GEF OP 15” through the Inter-Agency Steering Committee of that project. The MSP will develop training modules and detailed operational guidelines on OP 15. This will include modules on the Capacity Building window, including “mainstreaming of SLM” and “integration of SLM”, for which UNDP is taking the lead. Therefore there will be cost- effective synergies in terms of development of these training materials between the two projects.

Part IV. Monitoring and Evaluation

84. The Portfolio Approach will provide greater tools to the GEF for monitoring and evaluating project performance and impact of projects under Strategic Priority 1 of OP 15. This will be done at two levels: portfolio and project.

Project level monitoring

85. Monitoring of each MSP will be done at the national level based on indicators and mechanisms established for each MSP, but following a harmonized structure to be developed by the GCU. The monitoring and evaluation plan will follow the standard requirements of all GEF projects (including annual PIRs), and the M&E requirements of the IA. This will include provisions for:

· collecting and reporting data on performance indicators identified in the logical framework;

· a description of how monitoring and evaluation activities will involve project participants and stakeholders;

· how monitoring and evaluation results will be used in project management.

86. The schedule of planned mid-term reviews, self-evaluations, and/or end-of-project evaluations, and the resources that will be allocated to monitoring and evaluation from both GEF and other financing will be developed in each MSP.

Portfolio impact monitoring and lessons learnt

87. The GCU will develop a methodology for monitoring the impact of the Portfolio Approach. This will be based on a series of verifiable indicators and risk assessment. The Portfolio Approach Logical Framework (Section II-Part II) provides performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. These will form the basis on which the project's Monitoring and Evaluation system will be built. These indicators will be fine-tuned in the first 3 months of project implementation and approved at the first Global Advisory Committee. Monitoring will be done following standard UNDP procedures, and including tools and methods as follows: 

88. Day to day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the Global Project Coordinator, based on the Portfolio Approach's Annual Workplan and its indicators. The Global Project Coordinator will inform UNDP-GEF of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely and remedial fashion. 

89. Measurement of impact indicators related to global benefits will occur according to the schedules defined in outlined in the indicative Logical Framework (Section II-Part II). The measurement of these will be undertaken through subcontracts or retainers with relevant institutions.

90. Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP-GEF through quarterly meetings with the Global Project Coordinator. Biannual and Annual progress reports will be provided by the Global Project Coordinator to UNOPS and UNDP-GEF, and will be shared with GEFSEC.

91. Lessons learnt will be continuously extracted and disseminated to all countries, for enhanced adaptive management. Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the project intervention zone through a number of existing information sharing networks and forums.  In addition:

· The GCU will establish a operate website that will be hyper-linked to the possible website expected under the UNEP/GEF OP 15 Regional project, as well as other relevant websites and networks. 

· The GCU and MSP project managers will participate, as relevant and appropriate, in UNDP/GEF sponsored networks, organized for Senior Personnel working on projects that share common characteristics.

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

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

Portfolio evaluation and reporting

93. A Project Inception Report will be prepared immediately following the Inception Meeting. The Inception Meeting will include UNDP, GCU and UNOPS. The Meeting will agree on a detailed First Year/ Annual Work Plan divided in quarterly time-frames detailing the activities and progress indicators that will guide the work of the GCU during the first year of the project. This Work Plan would include the dates of specific field visits, support missions from the GCU, UNDP-GEF and UNOPS, as well as time-frames for meetings of the project's decision making structures.  The Report will also include the detailed project budget for the first full year of implementation, prepared on the basis of the Annual Work Plan, and including any monitoring and evaluation requirements to effectively measure project performance during the targeted 12 months time-frame. 

94. The Inception Report will also include a more detailed narrative on the institutional roles, responsibilities, coordinating actions and feedback mechanisms of project related partners.  In addition, a section will be included on progress to date on project establishment and start-up activities and an update of any changed external conditions that may effect project implementation. 

Annual Monitoring will occur through annual meetings between UNDP, GCU and UNOPS. The Global Project Coordinator will prepare an Annual Project Report (APR) at least two weeks prior to the annual meetings for review and comments. The format of the APR is flexible but should include the following: 

· An analysis of project performance over the reporting period, including outputs produced and, where possible, information on the status of the outcome

· The constraints experienced in the progress towards results and the reasons for these

· The three (at most) major constraints to achievement of results

· AWP and other expenditure reports (ERP generated)

· Lessons learned

· Clear recommendations for future orientation in addressing key problems in lack of progress


95. On the basis of the APR, UNDP-GEF will prepare its annual report to the GEF on the Portfolio Approach, as part of the PIR exercise. This report will be presented to the GEF Council every November as an Information Note. The Report will also be presented to the CRIC and COP of the UNCCD, and also at relevant annual meetings with regional entities (NEPAD Secretariat, Caribbean Task Force, and SPREP). 

96. It is anticipated that the Global Coordination Unit will prepare and submit only one Annual Report, and that this will be a harmonized report that meets various needs (UNOPS, UNDP, GEF Secretariat, Council, COP, Global Advisory Committee, Regional Organizations, etc.). The GCU will devise an appropriate communication strategy in the first 3 months and present it to the Global Advisory Committee for approval in order to harmonize reporting mechanisms and materials. Other Reports to be prepared by the GCU are : 

· Quarterly Progress reports, which are short reports outlining main updates in project progress and focusing on achievement of outputs, and will be provided to UNDP-GEF and UNOPS. These reports will also include status of pipeline MSPs and expected submission dates
· Thematic reports and publications as required, especially in relation to the knowledge management component. All public publications will follow requirements of GEF and UNDP. 

· Project Terminal Report.

97. An independent Mid-Term Evaluation will be undertaken at the end of the second year of implementation. The Mid-Term Evaluation will determine progress being made towards the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction if needed. It will focus on the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; will highlight issues requiring decisions and actions; and will present initial lessons learned about project design, implementation and management. Findings of this review will be incorporated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final half of the Portfolio Approach’s term.  The organization, terms of reference and timing of the mid-term evaluation will be prepared by GCU after consultation with UNDP and UNOPS. 

98. An independent Final Evaluation will take place three months prior to project completion, and will focus on the same issues as the mid-term evaluation.  The final evaluation will also look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals.  The Final Evaluation should also provide recommendations for follow-up activities. The Terms of Reference for this evaluation will be prepared by the GCU in consultation with UNDP and UNOPS. 

99. Audit of the project will follow standard audit arrangements and regulations in place between UNDP and UNOPS. Auditors to the project will be officially designated.  Such auditors, and/or other officially appointed auditors shall undertake periodic management and financial audits of the project in accordance with UNDP auditing procedures for agency executed projects.

100. M&E Budget. The total budget for the monitoring and evaluation of the Portfolio Project (not counting the M&E budget of individual MSPs) is $300,000, out of which GEF is providing $200,000. 
Part V. Legal Context

101. This project document shall be the instrument envisaged in the Supplemental Provisions to the Project Document. The implementing agency for the regional/global component shall for the purpose of the Supplemental Provisions to the Project Document, refer to UNOPS.

102. All activities stipulated in the Project Document shall be implemented accordingly. However, should there be a need to make changes/modifications to any of the agreed activities, all signatories of the Project Document must concur, before such changes are made.

103. The following amendments may be made to the original Project Document, even if they are signed only by UNDP, provided the latter assumes that all other signatories of the Project Document have no objections to the amendments:

· Revisions in, or additions to, any of the Annexes of the Project Document with the exception of the Standard Legal Text for non-SBAA countries which may not be altered and the agreement to which is a pre-condition for UNDP assistance.

· Revisions which do not result in a major changes in the project’s immediate objectives or outputs, and which are attributable to a reordering of the activities or inputs in order to improve the realization of the objectives or the outputs.

· Necessary yearly revisions which are made to reorganize the provision of already scheduled inputs, to reflect an increase in the cost of expert services or other services due to inflation.

104. The executing agent designated on the cover page to this project document has been duly delegated by UNDP to carry out this project and accordingly will follow the Agency Execution accounting, financial reporting and auditing procedures set forth in the following documents as may be amended by UNDP from time to time. 

· The Accounting and financial reporting procedures set out in UNDP Programming Manual 

· The UNDP Audit Requirements set out in the UNDP Programming Manual and, the UNDP Government Execution Manual (GEM).

105. The above documents are an integral part of this project document although incorporated herein only by reference.  

Section II.  Strategic Results Framework, and Incremental Cost Analysis

PART I :  Incremental Cost Analysis

106. This section provides the programmatic incremental cost reasoning for the full-size Portfolio Approach. Individual MSP proposals will provide project-level incremental cost justification, including a full costing of national-level baseline activities, as per current GEF guidelines.

Broad Development Goals

107. Least Developed Countries are characterized by persistently high levels of poverty, largely rural-based populations, and heavy dependence on agriculture. Coupled with the prevalence of land degradation, these countries face significant structural constraints on the road to economic growth, human development and environmental sustainability. For those LDCs that are also considered land-locked, the problems of extreme poverty and reliance on agriculture are even more severe. 

108. Small Island Developing States also have unique characteristics and face their own set of specific challenges, given the small size of the countries (in terms of both physical area and economy), limited infrastructure, distance from large international markets, high vulnerability to natural disasters and low level of human resource development. Small size, coupled with land tenure systems, soil types, relief and climatic variation, limit the area available for urban settlement, agriculture, mining, commercial forestry, tourism and other infrastructure, and create intense competition between land use options. Consequently, the major long-term land management issue in SIDS is the degradation of the limited land area due to population pressure and deforestation.

109. Addressing land degradation is therefore an important priority for LDCs and SIDS, not only in terms of meeting the Millennium Development Goal on Environmental Sustainability, and other MDGs, but also for participating fully in and meeting their obligations to the UN Convention to Combat Desertification.

Global Environmental Benefits

110. Land degradation has a significant global dimension inasmuch as it undermines the structure and functions of ecological systems such as biogeochemical cycles (i.e. carbon, hydrological, and nutrient cycles) that are critical for the survival of human beings. This in turn has a local/ national level impact as the livelihoods and human development prospects of people are compromised. Recognizing the global, national and local costs of inaction and the special needs of LDCs and SIDS, the global environmental goal of this project is to assist these countries in promoting SLM for global and national benefits by undertaking foundational capacity building activities and mainstreaming SLM into national development strategies. 
Threats and underlying causes

111. The persisting threat of land degradation coupled with the unique environmental, economic, demographic, and political characteristics of LDCs and SIDS, imply that these countries will remain vulnerable to attendant impacts, unless underlying causes are addressed. 

112. The most common basic features of SIDS that are thought to lead to their greater environmental vulnerability include both natural and anthropogenic factors. These are: geographic isolation, ecological uniqueness and fragility of the environment (notably, steep slopes, vulnerable soils, almost complete loss of original forest cover), rapid human population growth and high density, the presence of limited land resources, high dependence on marine resources, exposure to extremely damaging natural disasters, low economic diversification and exposure to external and global changes in climate, trade and markets. The environmental challenges facing SIDS are the result of interactions between these basic features that characterize them, and a subset of the environmental hazards common in many countries around the globe such as high impact natural disasters, ecological sensitivity, and the less intensive, but more widespread of human activities. SIDS are small countries on continental land masses (e.g. Guyana), or are low-lying, prone to salinization, flooding and sedimentation, and susceptible to some very specific land degradation problems such as acid sulphate soils. (Source: GEO-3, UNEP). LDCs also present a special environmental situation since most of the 16 countries are in a post-conflict phase where resource depletion has occurred due to migrations and short-term exploitation. Annex B provides a synopsis of the threats and environmental attributes of these countries.

113. By applying sustainable land management practices countries can address the threat of land degradation. In most LDCs and SIDS, however, there are very limited capacities to adopt, promote and mainstream SLM practices into national development decision-making (as outlined in UNCCD National Reports, Projects and Studies). Critical barriers to realizing SLM include: limited capacity at the individual, institutional and systemic levels for SLM; agricultural and rural development continues to be sectorally based, restricting the ability to identify innovative and inter-sectoral strategies; most land use planning exercise are top-down and are not accompanied by institutional reform and decentralization to allow effective development, implementation and enforcement of plans; and land degradation issues are often not mainstreamed into socio-economic development decisions. Because of the latter, government budgetary allocations are weak, and policy recommendations relating to economic growth often conflict with the goal of mitigating land degradation. 

114. There are important regional similarities and differences in capacity needs between countries and at the same time thematic similarities between sets of countries. For example, several countries across the spectrum such as Central African Republic, Equatorial Guinea, Afghanistan, Belize, and Guyana have relatively high areas of cropland per capita, whereas others (e.g. Guinea, Mauritius, PNG, Bangladesh, Jamaica, Trinidad & Tobago) have very low area of cropland per capita (Annex B-1). Furthermore, some of these countries, such as Afghanistan, Timor Leste, Rwanda, Liberia and Sierra Leone, are in post-crisis situations requiring additional technical support.

115. Given their unique characteristics, LDCs and SIDS are in need of international support to help address land degradation through the promotion of SLM practices. The very same characteristics make it particularly challenging for them to access financial support. Furthermore, some of these countries are in post-crisis situations requiring additional technical and financial support.

Baseline programming

116. In terms of the global commitment to addressing the issue of land degradation, there has been a general affirmation that the UNCCD is a significant instrument for promoting sustainable development. This recognition has been important in raising awareness among non-dryland countries, of the importance of fully engaging in the UNCCD processes in order to achieve sustainable land management as it relates to soil conservation and deforestation issues. This is of particular significance to the Portfolio Approach given that almost all of the target countries are in semi-humid and humid ecosystems. The commitment to mitigating land degradation was further strengthened through WSSD and UNCCD COP 6 at which the GEF was designated as a financial mechanism of the Convention. 

117. The UNCCD thus provides the international framework for donor and affected country parties to jointly undertake specific programmes and activities. An important step in this process has been the elaboration of National Action Programmes in support of CCD objectives. To date, 45 affected country Parties have completed their NAPs. Another 57 affected parties are in different stages of completion of NAPs; of this group, fifty countries are considered LDCs and SIDS. The elaboration of NAPs has been supported through various sources: direct bilateral assistance; seed funding from the Global Mechanism; assistance from the UNCCD Secretariat; support from the UNDP Drylands Development Center’s Integrated Drylands Development Program (more than $4.5 million of assistance to countries since 1992 for CCD- and UNCED-related activities). It is important to note that this latter program is one of the main ones that incorporates principles of mainstreaming and capacity building into its assistance for NAPs, as a response to lessons learnt through UNSO financing in the 1990s
. The GM has also been supporting NAP-related activities through its previous business plans. 

118. Another important international framework is the UNFF and its program of work, enshrined under the IPF/IFF Programmes of Action. Although non-binding, this framework represents an agreed international undertaking to address priority issues in combating deforestation around the globe. 

119. In terms of tools, methodologies and guidelines, several institutions have already amassed a collective body of experience and lessons learnt and the technical expertise and capacity to assist in the implementation of this project. The UNCCD Secretariat has developed a “Guide for National Reporting” and provides ongoing guidance for NAP elaboration; the GM has conducted a review of its mainstreaming efforts. Several CGIARs and regional institutions such as CILSS and OSS have been providing technical backstopping to countries in monitoring UNCCD implementation and NAP elaboration. In particular, CILSS is currently developing a process for building capacities in West Africa for stocktaking of land degradation with USAID assistance. There is however, an outstanding need to target these tools and methodologies to the specific needs identified by LDCs and SIDS.

UNDP Country-level baseline activities

120. UNDP Country Offices, in line with their mandate to alleviate poverty, promote good governance, and develop capacity for environmental sustainability, have developed technical expertise on assisting countries in NAP completion and resource mobilization. More broadly, country offices are supporting national counterparts in areas such as environmental governance, developing national strategies for sustainable development, and strengthening individual and institutional capacities for environmental sustainability. For instance, a key element of Liberia’s Country Cooperation Framework (CCF) for 2000-2002 is to strengthen the capacity of the recently established National Commission on the Environment so that it can effectively carryout its mandate of coordinating and overseeing environmental management and policy analysis. In Angola, UNDP is developing the capacity of NGOs and CBOs to participate in decisions relevant to drought and land degradation as part of a regional project. In Rwanda, UNDP’s environmental activities for 2000-2003 are geared towards integrating environment and energy sustainability objectives in macroeconomic and sector policies. In the Pacific Island countries UNDP’s 2003-2007 multi-country programme will focus on building capacity to formulate integrated approaches to improved resource management in order to address priority environmental problems. (Annex F provides an indicative listing of UNDP’s capacity building activities. It is expected that these activities will be detailed and fully costed in each MSP.)

121. These efforts constitute important steps towards mitigating land degradation. There is a need to draw on the experiences of these disparate baseline initiatives, identify gaps and key lessons, and build targeted capacity building and mainstreaming measures specifically for SLM in LDCs and SIDS. Countries need to be supported in developing medium to long-term strategies for addressing the threat of land degradation. This implies going beyond simply elaborating NAPs and National Reports to defining an integrated package of measures, which would range from foundational capacity building, to upstream mainstreaming of SLM principles into socio-economic policies and strategies, to identifying specific on-the-ground investments as part of an investment plan supported jointly by government and a coalition of donors. In the absence of such an approach there is a high likelihood that LDCs and SIDS will not be able to access GEF-3 resources allocated to land degradation to develop such integrated strategies, due to inherent capacity weaknesses. Most importantly, the baseline situation of continuing land degradation and “negative synergies” with biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigation and international waters preservation goals will continue in these 48 LDCs and SIDS.

Alternative

122. The Alternative strategy aims to address these weaknesses of the baseline by taking the following strategic approach: (1) target needs of LDCs and SIDS for promoting SLM; (2) elaborate National Action Programmes (NAPs) as one element of the baseline process; (3) develop capacities for SLM; (4) mainstream SLM into upstream national development processes; and (5) build on NCSA findings and identify synergies in implementation with National Adaptation Programs of Action, Second National Communications, and Biodiversity Capacity Add-ons, (see Annex C, GEF capacity development related activities in LDCs and SIDS).

123. This strategic approach will be implemented through a Targeted Portfolio Approach with two main components: one that relates to national-level integrated package of measures in support of SLM, and the other to global technical support services aimed at enhancing the quality and impact of national activities. Specifically, the project has the following immediate objective, outcomes and outputs:

124. The objective of the project will be to strengthen domestic (national and local level) capacity development and mainstreaming into national development strategies and policies, focus on the needs of 48 LDCs and SIDS,  while improving the quality of project design, implementation, outputs & impact; and ensuring broad-based political and participatory support for the process.

Outcome 1: Cost-effective and timely delivery of GEF resources to target countries

Output 1.1: MSPs, under an expedited approval cycle, are under implementation

Outcome 2: Individual and institutional capacities for SLM will be enhanced.

Output 2.1: Training workshops, exchange visits held

Output 2.2: Awareness raising activities organized around relevant regional, national, sub-national environmental events

Output 2.3: Enhanced institutional structures and functions, in line with needs of SLM

Outcome 3: Systemic capacity building and mainstreaming of SLM principles

Output 3.1: Timely completion of high quality NAPs

Output 3.2: SLM principles and NAP priorities integrated into national strategies to achieve the Millennium Development Goals

Output 3.3: Countries will have developed a Medium-term Investment Plan

Outcome 4: Enhanced technical support at the regional and global level to improve the quality of project design, implementation, outputs & impact; and ensure broad-based political support for the process

Output 1: Tools, guidelines and manuals for capacity development and mainstreaming on selected topics in SLM

Output 2: Global and regional knowledge networks and communities of practice

Output 3: Effective monitoring and evaluation system

Output 4: Project Coordination Unit

Increment

125. An initial listing of baseline activities related to NAPs is provided in Annex D. Each MSP will be expected to provide a full costing of NAP-related and co-financed activities. Additional baseline capacity building activities for environmental sustainability, sustainable land management, and mainstreaming, will also be costed at the national-level for each MSP.  The NAP elaboration process is an important part of the baseline, and one likely outcome of the GEF Alternative under the MSPs, without which the GEF increment would not be effective. However, the countries have many options to choose from. For example, a) they can draft a new document called a NAP that builds on already existing relevant frameworks such as national forest policies; b) revise an existing document to incorporate SLM issues, and present that as a NAP to the CCD; or c) amalgamate the principles and approach of the UNCCD into the ongoing preparation of another existing document (taking for example the model of Mali that created a combined NEAP and NAP). The choice is country driven and cannot be prescribed by the project. However, the Portfolio Project is built on several over arching strategic principles :

· avoid duplication and build on synergies with ongoing efforts

· do not create “yet another document” that exists only on a shelf

· respond to the national priorities as expressed in PRSP, MDG reports, UNDAF, etc. 

126. The incremental cost of the alternative scenario that promotes a medium to long-term strategic approach to SLM in the target LDCs and SIDS is estimated at USD 59,950,000. Of this USD 29,000,000 is being requested from GEF, primarily for targeted capacity development, mainstreaming and resource mobilization. Co-financing is being mobilized for the remaining USD 30,950,000, which will primarily contribute to NAP preparation and completion mainstreaming, and development of investment plans. The GM will provide co-financing in the amount of USD 726,500 since as part of its recently approved Business Plan (2003-2006) it has reaffirmed the strategic priority of assisting countries to complete their NAPs, and adopting a collaborative approach with Facilitation Committee members to do so. The remaining co-financing is being mobilized as follows: Governments USD 5,000,000; UNDP USD 1,000,000; Regional organizations USD 350,000; Others USD 23,363,960. 
PART II : Portfolio level Logical Framework analysis

	Project Strategy


	Objectively verifiable indicators
	Sources of verification
	Assumptions

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	
	

	Overall goal: To assist LDC and SIDS in promoting SLM for global and local benefits

	Objective : to strengthen domestic (national and local level) capacity development and mainstreaming into national development strategies and policies, focus on the needs of 48 LDCs and SIDS,  while improving the quality of project design, implementation, outputs & impact; and ensuring broad-based political and participatory support for the process
	Political and security conditions allow target countries to work with UNDP to design and implement projects

	Outcome 1: Cost-effective and timely delivery of GEF resources to target countries
	- Savings in processing time of MSPs
	At least 3 years for developing and submitting 48 MSPs 
	By end of year 1 48 MSPs approved
	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project; mid-term and final evaluations
	

	Output 1.1: MSPs, under an expedited approval cycle, are under implementation
	- Number of approved MSPs
	none
	20 MSPs approved within 6 months, and 29 approved within 12 months of start-up
	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project
	No change in GEF policy on expedited project approval cycle

	Outcome 2: Individual and institutional capacities for SLM will be enhanced at the national level. 


	- Existence of an organizational entity with a clear strategy for promoting SLM

- Entity has ability to effectively implement strategy

- Good match between individuals’ skills and job requirements

-  SLM and land degradation issues debated in national and local public fora such as media, parliament, etc. (should this last one be moved to Outcome 3?)


	- 0 or 1

- 0 or 1

- 0 or 1

- 0 or 1
	- 3: by the end of SLM-TPA project

- 2: by the end of the SLM-TPA project*
- 2: by the end of the project*

- 3: by the end of the project
	Final evaluation.

These indicators will be tracked using a scorecard approach for each country, for example the first indicator could be tracked as follows: 

0 = no entity

1 = entity has outdated strategies for SLM

2 = entity has irregular mechanism for updating strategy

3 = entity has relevant, participatory, updated strategy
	

	Output 2.1: Training workshops, exchange visits held
	- Number of workshops and visits
	none
	At least 25 workshops and at least 25 visits held on average per year
	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project; workshop reports
	

	Output 2.2: Awareness raising activities organized around relevant regional, national, sub-national environmental events
	- Number of events
	Some GM supported events at national level
	At least 12-15 such events organized per year
	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project
	

	Output 2.3: Enhanced institutional structures and functions, in line with needs of SLM
	- Studies and recommendations on institutional enhancements.

- Institutional reform process in countries


	Some ad hoc processes under way
	At least 25 countries begin process of reform by end of project
	
	Government commitment to implementing recommendations

	Outcome 3: Systemic capacity building and mainstreaming of SLM principles into development planning
	- SLM agenda is being effectively championed / driven forward at country level


	0 or 1
	3: by the end of the project
	Final Evaluation

The indicator could be monitored using a scorecard approach as follows:

0= There is no SLM agenda; 

1= There are some persons or institutions actively pursuing an SLM agenda but they have little effect or influence;

2= There are a number of SLM champions that drive the agenda, but more is needed;

3= There are an adequate number of able "champions" and "leaders" effectively driving forward an SLM agenda
	

	Output 3.1: Timely completion of high-quality NAPs through co-financing
	- Number of NAPs submitted to UNCCD
	5 NAPs under preparation but not submitted
	48 NAPs submitted by end-2005
	UNCCD Secretariat reports
	Eligible countries honor their commitment to UNCCD

	Output 3.2: SLM principles and NAP priorities integrated into national and sectoral strategies to achieve MDGs
	- Number of national strategies that integrate SLM principles and NAP priorities

Ministers of finance, planning and economic politically supportive of mainstreaming SLM
	Very few countries have mainstreamed SLM in full
	At least 48 national development strategies integrate SLM principles by end of SLM-TPA project

At least 25 finance sector ministries or other higher bodies acknowledge SLM
	Annual Report of SLM-TPA Project; MDG Report; I-PRSP and PRSP documents

Parliamentary records, public speeches, news media accounts
	Tools and mechanisms for mainstreaming have been adopted and adapted to the countries

	Output 3.3: Countries will have developed a Medium-term Investment Plan
	Number of medium-term investment plans
	None


	Fifty by end of project


	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project; terminal reports/ evaluations of individual MSPs
	Global Mechanism commitment to resource mobilization in these countries is stable or increases.

	
	- Donor consultations, government and other commitments to funding specific projects under the Investment Plans
	Some countries have identified a “chef de file”
	All 48 countries have an investment plan, with donor & government commitments for at least 25% of projects under the plan; and donor interest expressed in remainder of plan.
	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project; terminal reports/ evaluations of individual MSPs
	Donor commitment to mitigation of land degradation is stable or increasing

Government Budgetary means are stable or improving

	Outcome 4: Enhanced technical support
	Technical queries and process-related issues are responded to/ resolved in a timely and cost-effective manner, and quality of preparation and implementation is enhanced through knowledge management
	Project-by- project technical support total $15,000,000 (see Table 3)
	By end of project, technical support needs are met at a total cost of US$ 1,500,000
	Survey of project teams; Final evaluation
	Overall Executing Agency delivers satisfactorily Global Advisory Council for SLM-TPA Project meets regularly, provides strategic guidance and resolves coordination-related issues in a timely manner

	Output 1: Tools, guidelines and manuals for capacity development and mainstreaming on selected topics in SLM
	- Match between expressed needs and guidance documents

- capacity of sub-regional organizations enhanced


	A brief Handbook being prepared under the UNEP/GEF project
	- All eligible country requests are met through guidance documents

- At least 10 different tools, manuals


	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project
	

	
	- Number of OP15-SP1 projects in non-LDCs/ SIDS that request technical support
	none
	- At least 10 countries outside the project’s target group request support
	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project
	

	Output 2: Global and regional knowledge networks and communities of practice
	- Number of participants in networks


	Ongoing relevant networks, such as LADA, TPNs, and other project related networks


	- At least 300 practitioners


	Network Facilitators’ reports
	Target countries have IT support, capability and infrastructure to participate in communities of practice

	
	- Number of queries that are satisfactorily responded to


	Weak networking
	- 100% by end of project


	
	

	
	- Number of regional meetings 
	none
	- At least 3 regional meetings by end of project
	
	

	
	- Compilation of lessons learnt; Technical publications
	FAO has prepared various documents on land management
	- Report on lessons learnt within 6 months of project completion
	
	

	Output 3: Effective monitoring and evaluation system
	- Projects are on target vis-à-vis work plans

- Periodic reporting to Council, CRIC/ CoP, relevant regional fora
	none
	- All projects are within 1-2 months of timeline
	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project
	

	Output 4: Project Coordination Unit
	- Establishment & operation of Unit
	none
	- Unit is operational within 1 month of start-up of the SLM-TPA Project
	Annual Progress Report of SLM-TPA Project
	


	Outputs and Indicative Activities at the regional and global levels (Outcome 4 : Enhanced technical support)
	Proportion of GEF to other funding (in %)

	Output 4.1: Tools, guidelines and manuals for capacity development and mainstreaming on selected topics in SLM

	Activity 4.1.1 : Identify technical backstopping needs for individual countries and establish sub-contracts with regional, sub-regional and international organizations to provide this support
	80-20

	Activity 4.1.2 : Identify capacity needs of participating sub-regional and regional organizations for SLM and strengthen such capacities
	20-80

	Activity 4.1.2 : Identify needs of countries for guidance on SLM and develop at least 10 different tools, guidelines and/or manuals related to SLM
	100

	Activity 4.1.3 : Disseminate guidance through regional, sub-regional and international organizations providing technical backstopping, including regional workshops
	80-20

	Output 2: Global and regional knowledge networks and communities of practice

	Activity 4.2.1 : Establish one global electronic network, and at least three regional networks, using existing institutional structures for greater sustainability
	50-50

	Activity 4.2.2 : Link national efforts to regional and global networks, identify and develop specific communities of practice, and provide incentives for knowledge management
	50-50

	Activity 4.2.3 : Link networks to other relevant existing networks, such as CPF, LADA, etc.
	20-80

	Output 3 : Effective monitoring and evaluation system

	Activity 4.3.1 : Identify and develop a harmonized set of project level impact and performance indicators, and disseminate to countries
	80-20

	Activity 4.3.2 : Identify and develop Portfolio level impact and performance indicators
	100

	Activity 4.3.3 : Develop and implement a Portfolio level M&E system
	80-20

	Activity 4.3.4 : Organize independent M&E missions, as per standard UNDP and GEF requirements, integrating needs of contributing donors as required
	90-10

	Output 4: Project Coordination Unit

	Activity 4.4.1 : Establish Project coordination unit and office
	100

	Activity 4.4.2 : Conduct regular backstopping and oversight missions, to coordinate with UNDP regional and country offices, and respond to demands from countries
	100

	Activity 4.4.3 : Oversee the preparation of individual MSPs, by tracking the process, provide guidance to regional and national project staff on a regular basis, including recruitment of suitable consultants
	80-20

	Activity 4.4.4 : Develop the roster of centers of excellence and make available to countries, and arrange for appropriate subcontracts and other forms of technical assistance from suitable institutions
	80-20

	Activity 4.4.5 : Prepare and implement the knowledge management component of the project, including regional workshops, exchanges, networking and dissemination
	80-20

	Activity 4.4.6 : Supervise and arrange for portfolio-wide monitoring, evaluation and lessons learnt, including development of a harmonized set of “impact indicators” for use by each MSP to allow portfolio-wide monitoring
	100

	Activity 4.4.7 : Prepare biannual and annual progress reports , and act as Secretariat to the Global Advisory Committee, and the Project Execution Committee
	100


Section III. Financing modality and total budget

part i. Financial modality

127. The Portfolio Approach is expected to have a total cost of US$59,950,000. Of this amount, GEF is request to provide $29,000,000 or 48%. The budget of the project, broken down by output and source of financing is provided in Tables 1 and 2. The majority of the total budget (93%) is allocated to the 48 individual MSPs. The remainder covers regional technical assistance, knowledge management and the Global Coordination Unit.

128. Individual MSPs are expected to establish the foundation and enabling environment for developing medium-term investment plans for SLM; in as much as donor confidence will be enhanced through this Portfolio Approach, resource mobilized under the investment plans are considered as resources leveraged by this project. A conservative estimate of US$100,000,000 is made of resources mobilized directly through the investment plans.  

129. All Co-finance for individual MSPs is estimative, and will be confirmed at the time of submission of each MSP. GEF financing will not exceed 50% of any single MSP. Co-financing can be in-kind or cash. Sources include: Government, Bilateral donors, multilateral donors, and regional organizations. The Global Mechanism and UNCCD Secretariat are expected to contribute a total of $ 726,500 for NAP completion and medium term Investment Plans/Country Finance Partnerships in 35 out of the 48 countries subject to confirmation. Activities for Mainstreaming can include cost of activities undertaken to integrate environment into PRSP, MDG, and other national development frameworks, as well as cost of NEAPs, Forest Sector reforms, and NSSD with relevance to land degradation. However, cost of NBSAP, NCCC, NAPA, POP, NCSA and other GEF funded strategic action plans cannot be considered as baseline (in order to avoid double-counting).

130. The MSP template (Annex A) has stipulated a cost norm, with a maximum of $500,000 of GEF funding, not counting co-financing. This cost norm is consistent with previous experience and assessment of the absorptive capacity of LDC-SIDS. However, each country will have to justify its budget request based on a thorough analysis of its needs and logical framework. Following standard practice for MSPs, UNDP as the IA will be accountable for assuring that the project cost estimates are reasonable and feasible. Large countries (e.g. DRC, Angola, Bangladesh, etc.) may request a premium funding higher than the maximum of $500,000 but only upon satisfactory explanation. The GEFSEC will assess the budget estimate at the time of submission of the MSP. For this reason, the budget table below assumes a planning average figure of $540,000 from GEF for each MSP. 

131. UNOPS will execute the regional/global components of the project. The total GEF funding for this component is $2,400,000. Table 4 provides a breakdown of this budget. The remainder of the funds (representing $680,000 for preparation of MSPs, and $29 million for implementation of the MSPs) will be made available to countries through the regular UNDP-GEF channels for MSPs. 

132. Each MSP will determine the capacity development and technical backstopping needs. The global Coordination Unit will facilitate the arrangement of overall sub-contracts at the regional level for more cost effective delivery of such services. Funds for the sub-contracts will come from the regional/global component; however, additional funding will be made available from the individual MSPs for ensuring adequate coverage and stakeholder participation at the local and national levels. 

Table 1 :  Portfolio Approach -  Total Project Budget

	Component
	GEF 
	Co-finance
	Total

	
	
	Government Co-finance
	Other co-finance
	

	Individual MSPs (48)  - indicative averages and planning figures only 

	Capacity Building


	470
	40
	370
	880

	Mainstreaming


	50
	20
	50
	120

	Completion of NAP


	0
	30
	30
	60

	Medium Term Investment Plan and its Resource Mobilization
	20
	10
	50
	80

	SUB-TOTAL MSP 
	540
	100
	500
	1,140

	SUB-TOTAL 48 MSPs
	25,920
	5,000
	25,000
	55,920

	Regional/global activities

	Preparation of 48 MSPs (consultants, workshops)
	680
	0
	0
	680

	Technical assistance for capacity building (subcontracts with relevant centers of excellence, workshops)
	1,000
	0
	350
	1,350

	Knowledge Management, networking, and electronic exchanges
	500
	0
	150
	650

	Monitoring and evaluation for impacts and lessons learnt
	200
	0
	150
	350

	Global Advisory Committee meetings
	0
	0
	200
	200

	Global Coordination Unit

	700
	0
	100
	800

	SUB-TOTAL Regional
	3,080
	0
	950
	4,030

	GRAND TOTAL


	29,000
	5,000
	25,950
	59,950


Table 2. Detailed description of estimated co-financing sources

	Co-financing Sources

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

	Governments
	Government
	In-kind and cash
	5,000,000
	To be committed through each MSP

	Regional organizations
	Other
	In-kind
	350,000
	To be confirmed by CEO endorsement

	UNDP
	IA
	Grant (500,000)

In-kind (500,000)
	1,000,000
	Some to be confirmed by CEO endorsement, the remainder to be confirmed through each MSP

	Global Advisory Committee members
	Multilateral
	In-kind
	200,000
	To be confirmed when the Committee is established after CEO endorsement

	Global Mechanism of the UNCCD
	Multilateral
	grant
	726,500
	Planned and committed for 35 out of the 48 countries; to be confirmed through each MSP

	CIDA, EC
	Bilateral
	grant
	23,673,500
	To be confirmed; discussions already underway with CIDA and EC. National level funds may come from other sources as well, and are to be confirmed through each MSP.

	Sub-Total Co-financing
	30,950,000
	


Cost effectiveness

133. The Portfolio Approach is estimated to save the GEF a total of US$ 15,278,000, in comparison with a project-by-project approach (see Table 3).These savings are expected to be achieved because of three factors:

· Savings in preparatory costs – the regional component of the Portfolio Approach can exercise economies of scale, by fielding teams of consultants (regional, national) or by establishing sub-contracts with relevant regional agencies, to assist with the preparation of MSPs. 

· Savings in technical assistance – once a similar set of capacity development needs are identified among countries, economies of scale can be achieved by establishing sub-contracts with relevant agencies to deliver the services

· Savings in IA fees – because of the cost efficiencies it expects to obtain through the Portfolio approach, UNDP will be requesting less than half of the IA fees, than if it were to submit each MSP individually. 

134. Furthermore, the Portfolio Approach expects to have time efficiencies. Regional teams working in parallel, and supported by UNDP Country Offices will be developing the 48 MSPs in a relatively short period. Furthermore, the expedited procedures will reduce the length of time of approval and reduce the gap between approval and effective implementation. It is estimated that the length of time until submission of the last MSP will be 1 year, as opposed to a project-by-project approach where it could take even up to 3 years to deliver the 48 MSPs.

135. An option considered, but declined, was to scale down the Portfolio, by beginning in one region and expanding to other regions later. While commendable in terms of implementing an operationally simpler Project, however, the result would be that those countries not to be included in the Portfolio in the first phase will continue to request GEF assistance under OP 15 – SLM 1 for exactly the same outcomes/objectives. It would then be difficult to explain to them (and to Council) why some countries can go the easy, streamlined route, while others cannot. Furthermore, the savings in cost efficiencies from a phased approach will not be significant. 

Table 3: Cost Comparison (GEF funds only)

	Cost Item/activity
	Umbrella Approach
	Project-by-project approach

	Preparation of 48 MSPs 
	3-4 regional and national consultant teams; preparatory meetings where needed =  $680,000
	48 PDF As = $1,200,000

	Technical assistance for capacity building during MSP implementation
	Packaged subcontracts to relevant institutions to provide services (to develop and administer training material) =  $1,000,000
	Each MSP project searches, selects and subcontracts institutions and expertise individually (48 x $300,000) = $14,400,000

	Remaining cost of 48 MSPs 
	(48 x $ 540,000) = $25,920,000
	(48 x $ 530,000) = $25,440,000

	Coordination, Knowledge Management, exchanges 
	$1,400,000
	0

	Total project costs at Work Program Entry
	$29,000,000
	$41,040,000


	Total fees 

	$3,770,000
	48 MSPs x $146,000 =  $7,008,000

	Total Cost to GEF
	$32,770,000
	$48,048,000

	Cost Savings
	15,278,000


PART II. Table 4 :  Total budget and workplan for Regional/global Component (UNOPS execution)

	EXPECTED Outcomes

 
	Outputs 
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	PLANNED BUDGET and Workplan



	
	
	
	Source of Funds 
	Budget Description
	Oct-Dec

2004

US $000
	2005

US $000
	2006 

US $000
	Jan - Sep

2007

US$000
	Total

US$000

	Outcome 4: Enhanced technical support
	Output 1: At least 10 different tools, guidelines and manuals for capacity building on selected topics in SLM
	UNOPS
	GEF 


	Sub-contracts, consultancies, regional workshops, publications and dissemination
	0
	450
	250
	200
	900

	
	
	UNOPS
	Other
	Workshops, publications
	0
	250
	100
	0
	350

	
	Output 2: One global and three regional knowledge networks and communities of practice
	UNOPS
	GEF
	Electronic platform, visits and exchanges, publications and dissemination
	0
	100
	300
	100
	500

	
	
	UNOPS
	Other
	visits and exchanges, publications and dissemination
	0
	150
	0
	0
	150

	
	Output 3: Effective monitoring and evaluation system in place and functioning
	UNOPS
	GEF
	Consultancies, sub-contracts, missions and meetings
	0
	100
	0
	100
	200

	
	
	UNOPS
	Other
	Consultancies
	0
	50
	50
	50
	150

	
	Output 4: Global Coordination Unit established and functioning
	UNOPS
	GEF
	Full time professional staff, full time support staff, missions
	50
	250
	250
	250
	800

	
	
	UNOPS
	Other
	Staff time, missions, 
	10
	30
	30
	30
	100

	
	
	All agencies
	Other
	Global Advisory Committee
	50
	50
	50
	50
	200

	Sub-total
	
	
	GEF
	100
	900
	800
	600
	2,400

	
	
	
	Other
	60
	530
	230
	130
	950

	Grand total


	3,350


Section IV.  Additional Information
PART I.  List of Eligible Countries able to access funding from the LDC SIDS Portfolio Project

Eligibility criteria: 

1. LDC and/or SIDS

2. Countries that have not completed NAPs 

3. Countries that are eligible for GEF funding

	LDC
	SIDS

	AFRICA (14)
	

	Angola
	Comoros

	Burundi
	Mauritius

	Central African Republic
	Sao Tome and Principe

	Democratic Republic of Congo
	Seychelles

	Equatorial Guinea
	

	Guinea
	

	Guinea Bissau
	

	Liberia
	

	Rwanda
	

	Sierra Leone
	

	
	

	ASIA (21)
	

	Afghanistan
	Cook Islands

	Bangladesh
	Fiji

	Bhutan
	Kiribati

	Cambodia
	Maldives

	Myanmar
	Marshall Islands

	Timor Leste
	Micronesia

	
	Nauru

	
	Niue

	
	Palau

	
	PNG

	
	Samoa

	
	Solomon Islands

	
	Tonga

	
	Tuvalu

	
	Vanuatu

	
	


	LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARRIBEAN (13)

	

	Haiti
	Barbados

	
	Belize

	
	Dominica

	
	Dominican Republic

	
	Grenada

	
	Guyana

	
	(Haiti)

	
	Jamaica

	
	St. Kitts/Nevis

	
	St. Lucia

	
	St. Vincent and the Grenadines

	
	Suriname

	
	Trinidad and Tobago

	
	

	Total:  16
	32

	48


PART II. Letters of request, and confirmation of co-financing

By the time of circulation to Council for CEO endorsement, UNDP has received letters of request to access funds through the Portfolio Project, from the following countries (all letters available on request):

· Africa : Angola, Burundi, Central African Republic, Comoros, DR Congo, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Liberia, Mauritius, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sierra Leone (expecting : Equatorial Guinea and Sao Tome)

· Asia & Pacific : Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, Cook Islands, Fiji, Micronesia, Nauru, Samoa, Solomon Islands,  (expecting : Kiribati, Marshalls, Palau, Timor Leste, Tonga, Tuvalu)

· Caribbean : Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Grenada, Haiti, Saint Vincent and Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago (expecting : Guyana, St. Kitts, St. Lucia)

Formal endorsement letters from these countries will be provided when the individual MSPs are submitted for approval.

In addition, the following letters have been attached: 

· UNDP letter confirming co-financing for $1,000,000

· CILSS

· SADC

· CARICOM

PART III.  Terms of Reference for Global Advisory Committee

INTRODUCTION

A Targeted Portfolio Approach, built on lessons learnt from other GEF initiatives and Focal Areas, provides opportunities to the GEF for managing the Land Degradation Targeted Capacity Building window more strategically in LDC and SIDS. The Portfolio Project will be available to assist 48 LDC and SIDS countries that have not yet completed their National Action Programmes (NAP) to Combat Desertification, in order to develop individual, institutional and systemic capacity for sustainable land management. GEF’s OP 15-Strategic Priority (SP) 1 is available to these countries for targeted capacity building through individual MSPs; however, the Portfolio Approach is a cost effective way of delivering a large number of relatively small projects to these countries in a timely manner. Eligible countries will be able to access an expedited medium-sized project (MSP) under the Portfolio Approach. Already over half of the 48 countries have expressed their needs and interest. At the end of the project, each participating country will have begun a process of capacity development and mainstreaming, elaborated their NAP in a timely manner as part of the baseline, and produced a Medium-Term National Investment Plan for SLM and its Coordinated Resource Mobilization Plan (with projects identified for investment by specific interested Donors) for implementation of the NAP and other SLM-related frameworks. The projects will be designed and implemented in concordance with regional frameworks such as NEPAD in Africa, Barbados Plan of Action, Congo Basin Initiative, UNFF, IFP/IFF, SRAPs and RAPs. Collaboration will be established with the CPF, and networks established through the Joint Liaison Group of the Rio Conventions.

Such an innovative approach, however, requires close coordination with other GEF agencies, UNCCD, and the GEFSEC. Furthermore, there is a need for cross-regional exchange and knowledge management. To this end, a Global Advisory Committee will be established for the duration of the project’s life. In order to ensure maximum cost effectiveness, and minimum duplication, the GAC will be built on, and link to the following existing structures: 

1. GEF’s Inter-Agency Task Force on Land Degradation

2. PIC SPREP/CROP working group on Land and Water

3. Caribbean Task Force on Sustainable Land Management

4. NEPAD Secretariat / Environment (SINEPAD)

COMPOSITION

The GAC will be chaired by the GEFSEC, and will meet once a year. Members of the Committee will include: UNDP (Convener), UNOPS, World Bank, UNEP, UNCCDSec, GM, regional representation (such as CARICOM, SPREP and/or Pacific Island Forum Secretariat, SACEP, CILSS, SADC), and other donors contributing substantially to the co-financing of the project. IFAD, FAO, ASDB, IADB and AfDB will be invited to participate as required. The Global Coordination Unit will act as Secretary.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The GAC will have the primary responsibility to:

· review the progress at the portfolio level to ensure conformity with GEF and UNCCD strategies and priorities

· enhance inter-agency cooperation and coordination in the 48 countries

· promote sub-regional and regional coordination

· promote cross-regional knowledge management

· review annual progress reports and monitor portfolio level impacts

· advise on new developments, and new opportunities for synergies between the Portfolio and regional programmes and strategies

OPERATIONAL ISSUES

The GAC will be convened by UNDP and meet physically once a year, on the margins of the CRIC, COP and/or GEF Council meetings. Cost of participation of regional and sub-regional organizations will be met through the project budget. All other members of the Committee will participate at their own costs. 

The Global Coordination Unit will have the responsibility of preparing progress reports and disseminating them to the members on a timely basis; and organizing the logistics of the meetings. 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR Project Execution Committee                                                                                    

 ”LDC and SIDS Targeted Portfolio Approach for Capacity Development and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management”

A project execution committee will be established, chaired by UNDP and consisting of UNOPS, and any regional/international organization that is providing substantial execution services. Meetings of the project execution committee will be held on a regional and global basis as and when required. The Global Coordination Unit will be the Secretary of the committee. The committee will be equivalent to a “tripartite” committee and will have oversight on execution of the regional/global component funded by GEF and executed by UNOPS. 

Specifically, the project execution committee shall:  

· Review and report on progress and developments under major subcontracts, specifically, (1) review of progress of activities and current financial position/situation under subcontracts (2) identify any bottlenecks or potential problems and propose recommendations.   The committee shall convene on an urgent ad hoc basis should major alterations to a subcontract workplan be requested by the subcontracted regional/international organization, particularly if the proposal has significant financial implications

· Assess status of day-to-day operations and project execution effectiveness, specifically, functioning of Global Coordination Unit, communications among GCU, UNOPS, UNDP/GEF and subcontracted regional/international organizations  

· Conduct yearly evaluation of performance/delivery of the Project Coordinator and Operations Assistant (using the UNOPS Performance Review and further to consultation with the Global Advisory Committee),

· Evaluate UNOPS execution of the regional/global component, including review of financial and administrative performance, reporting delivery rates, timely reporting, and where necessary specifically requested audits and evaluations
· Joint supervisions missions will be conducted by UNOPS and UNDP-GEF to monitor progress as and when requested by UNDP. Costs will be covered from the M&E budget
· Make recommendations to Global Advisory Committee if relevant (e.g., if there are any potential deviations from annual workplan or strategic direction of the project).  
TERMS OF REFERENCE  FOR THE PROJECT COORDINATOR                  

 ”LDC and SIDS Targeted Portfolio Approach for Capacity Development and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management”

Project Background

Land degradation – which at a local level affects the economic well being of people, and at a global level the integrity, stability functions and services of ecological systems – can be mitigated through the adoption of sustainable land management (SLM) practices. 

The GEF has become a financial mechanism of the UNCCD, and Land degradation is a new Focal Point of the GEF. The GEF Operational Programme for Sustainable Land Management (SLM) recognizes the need for targeted capacity development for SLM, which includes mainstreaming SLM into national development frameworks, integrating SLM into rural development agenda, and developing creditable investment plans and strategies that would motivate donors (national and international) to invest in the countries. 

LDCs and SIDS have several characteristics in common: relatively low human and institutional capacities for integrated and sustainable land management; and high levels of poverty, serious environmental degradation, and inadequate capacities in land management. 

The Targeted Portfolio Approach to be implemented under this project builds on lessons learnt from other GEF initiatives and provides opportunities to the GEF for managing the Land Degradation Targeted Capacity Building window more strategically in LDC and SIDS. The Portfolio Project will be available to assist 48 LDC and SIDS countries that have not yet completed their National Action Programmes (NAP) to Combat Desertification, in order to develop individual, institutional and systemic capacity for sustainable land management. The project will be available to provide assistance to 48 affected LDCs and SIDS – 14 in Africa, 21 in Asia, 13 in Latin America and the Caribbean – all of whom have ratified the UNCCD, and are eligible for funding under paragraph 9(b) of the GEF Instrument.

Eligible countries will be able to access an expedited medium-sized project (MSP) under the Portfolio Approach. At the end of the project, each participating country will have begun a process of capacity development and mainstreaming, elaborated their NAP in a timely manner as part of the baseline, and produced a Medium-Term National Investment Plan for SLM and its Coordinated Resource Mobilization Plan (with projects identified for investment by specific interested Donors) for implementation of the NAP and other SLM-related frameworks. 

The role of the Global Coordination Unit is to oversee the preparation of individual MSPs, by tracking the process, providing technical advice where necessary, coordinating with UNDP regional and country offices, and promoting knowledge management and disseminating lessons learnt across countries and regions. The GCU will respond actively to demands from countries for assistance that can be more effectively provided at a regional scale, such as preparatory workshops, and recruitment of suitable international and regional consultants. 

The Project Coordinator, based from the Global Coordination Unit, Pretoria, accountable to the Project Execution Committee, and taking into account guidance from the Global Advisory Committee, shall be responsible for the coordination, management and supervision of the LDC-SIDS Targeted Portfolio project at the global and regional levels, while also being responsible for tracking, coordinating and technically backstopping the national projects. He/she shall be responsible for all substantive and managerial reports, and overall supervision of the smooth functioning of the Global Coordination Unit. The Project Coordinator will apply his/her technical expertise in environmental management, structured learning and capacity building, and hands-on project management expertise to ensure timely and satisfactory delivery of the expected project outputs during the four year project implementation period. 

The Project Coordinator will liaise actively with the UNDP Country Offices, and the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordination Unit, to ensure that the regional and global activities provide substantive input to more efficient delivery of and impact from the national level activities (i.e. individual country MSPs). He/she will maintain a close working relationship with the Global Mechanism and the UNCCD Secretariat.

Responsibilities 

Under the supervision of UNOPS and the Senior Technical Advisor for Land Degradation of UNDP-GEF HQ, the Project Coordinator will have the following responsibilities:

1. Coordinate, manage and supervise the execution of regional and global activities (50% of time)

· Develop the annual work plan for regional and global activities based on the project document, under the overall direction of the Project Execution Committee, and in close consultation and Global Advisory Committee

· Coordinate and monitor activities outlined in the work plan  

· Develop roster of expert institutions (regional, sub-regional and International Centers of Excellence and other relevant institutions) and make roster available to countries  

· Award subcontracts for technical assistance from regional, sub-regional and international centers of excellence related to MSP preparation and implementation, capacity building, mainstreaming and resource mobilization, and as requested by countries

· Develop Terms of Reference for technical assistance subcontracts with regional institutions; oversee progress and delivery of expected outputs under subcontracts; ensure that work schedules are adhered to and assure quality control  

· Develop and implement the knowledge management component of the project, including regional workshops, exchanges, one global and three regional knowledge networks, and dissemination 

· Lead the development of at least 10 different guidelines, manuals and other programmatic tools to assist countries in implementing their activities, including guidance on NAP preparation (in collaboration with UNCCD Secretariat), on mainstreaming of NAPs, and a manual for capacity development for Sustainable Land Management

· Establish and implement portfolio-wide system for monitoring and evaluation and lessons learnt, including development of a harmonized set of “impact indicators” for use by each MSP,

· Leverage and manage additional co-financing resources for the regional/global components of the project; 

· Develop project outreach and public relations materials, including material and side events at the UNCCD COPs/CRIC

2. Provide assistance to development and implementation of individual country MSPs (30% of time) 
· Maintain a tracking list for submission, technical assistance to, and evaluation of all individual country MSPs, 

· Assist UNDP-GEF regional coordinators and UNDP Country Offices in meeting submission, delivery and reporting requirements 

· Assist UNDP Country Offices in leveraging additional co-financing for specific national proposals 

· Provide technical guidance and support to improve the quality of national project design, implementation, outputs and impact

· Assist proponents, country offices and UNDP-GEF regional units in identifying opportunities for follow-on projects after project completion

3. Manage GCU and its relations with UNDP, GEF, and Global Advisory Committee (20% of time)

· Contribute to specific UNDP and GEF-wide lessons learnt exercises as necessary
· Prepare biannual and annual substantive and operational reports, and evaluation documents as required by the Project Execution Committee, and in accordance with standard procedures of UNDP-GEF, including an annual report to the GEF Council.

· Serve as Secretary to the Global Advisory Committee and Project Execution Committee   
· Manage Global Coordination Unit operational logistics and staff 

Qualifications

The candidate must fulfill the following requirements:

· Post-graduate degree in Environmental Management, Geography, Agronomy, Economics or a directly related field 

· Minimum ten years professional working experience in fields related to land use and management, land degradation, and land related policies

· At least ten years experience at a senior project management level for a development project(s), including at least 4 years experience in managing a complex project

· At least 3 years experience directly with capacity development

· Experience working with international environment NGO community, bilateral, multilateral donors, and international organizations, including proven success in resource mobilization

· Experience with the GEF, preferably including at both project formulation and implementation levels, is advantageous 

· Demonstrated experience in a wide range of developing countries, in particular LDCs and SIDS

· Demonstrated leadership, diplomatic, coordination, communication and negotiating skills
· Excellent knowledge of English; working knowledge of French.  

· Willing to travel extensively

Duty Station and duration

The Project Coordinator will be based in Pretoria. The duration of the assignment is 3 years, with a possible extension of one year depending on the rate of advancement of individual national projects and availability of resources.

TERMS OF REFERENCE

Administrative Assistant                                                                                                              

 ”LDC and SIDS Targeted Portfolio Approach for Capacity Development and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management”
Under the direct supervision of the Project Coordinator, the Administrative Assistant will provide financial management, administrative and programmatic assistance to the Global Coordination Unit. The Administrative Assistant will support the Project Coordinator in the day-to-day operations of the Global Coordination Unit, and will liaise regularly with the UNOPS PM on financial and administrative matters.  

Specifically, the Administrative Assistant shall: 

· Prepare internal and external correspondence from the office of the Project Coordinator

· Establish and maintain a project filing system 

· Develop and maintain budget and expenditure tracking records 

· Develop and maintain roster database, and global network

· Assist in the preparation and dissemination of documents for meetings, and meeting follow-up 

· Assist in travel arrangements of the Project Coordinator, and Steering Committee members where necessary

· Assist in organizing project activity meetings (logistics, travel, cost estimates)

· Assure proper day-to-day functioning of the GCU by maintaining office supply inventory, office maintenance services, proper running and upkeep of Unit hardware, communications equipment, etc. 

· Answer queries and requests for information on project’s processes, objectives, and UNDP-GEF project cycle

· Undertake other duties as may be requested by the Project Coordinator.

Qualifications:

· College degree in business administration, or demonstrated financial management experience

· Minimum five years experience in an international development agency/organization, government office, research or training organization. Experience in a UN agency and knowledge of financial regulations and procedures of the UN System an asset; knowledge of GEF an asset

· Proficiency on computer and various software, including creation and maintenance of financial spreadsheets and databases

· Excellent organizational, interpersonal, oral and written communication skills

· Ability to work under general guidance and independently

· Excellent knowledge of English; working knowledge of French 

PART IV.  Indicative roles and responsibilities for regional and sub-regional organizations 

There are several regional and sub-regional organizations that are active in Africa, Caribbean, Asia and the Pacific, in the areas of UNCCD implementation, sustainable land management, integrated land and water management, and forest management.  The exact role of these organizations in the project implementation will be determined once the Global Coordination Unit is operational, and further to consultations within the Advisory Committee. However, for the moment, the following key organizations operating among the 48 eligible countries have been identified.

Africa:

· Comité Permanent Inter-États de Lutte Contre la Sécheresse dans le Sahel /Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel (CILSS)

· Communauté Economique et Monétaire de l’Afrique Centrale (CEMAC)

· South African Development Community/Environment and Land Management Sector Coordination Unit (SADC)

· Economic Community of West African States/Communauté Economique des Etats de l’Afrique de L’Ouest (ECOWAS/CEDEAO)

Caribbean:

· Caribbean Community Secretariat (CARICOM)

· Instituto Interamericano de Ciencias Agrícolas (IICA), 

· Caribbean Natural Resources Institute (CANARI), 

· The Caribbean Network For Integrated Rural Development (CNIRD), 

· Centro Agronomico Tropical de Investigacion y Ensenanza (CATIE )

· Caribbean Forest Conservation Association 

· University of the West Indies (UWI)

· Organization of American States (OAS)

Asia:

· SACEP (South Asia Co-operative Environment Programme)

· SAARC (South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation) Secretariat

· UNU (United Nations University)

· UNESCAP (UN Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific)
· UNISDR (UN International Strategy for Disaster Reduction)
Pacific:

· South Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP)

· Pacific Island Forum Secretariat (PIFS)

· South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission (SOPAC)

· Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC)

· University of the South Pacific (USP)

Potential roles of Regional Agencies in LDC SIDS Portfolio Project

The roles of regional agencies will be determined after detailed negotiation with the Global Coordination Unit, as well as country driven requests for services to be rendered during the implementation of the MSPs. However, as an indicative measure, the following types of support activities have been identified:

1. MSP preparation and implementation phases (in collaboration with UNDP  country offices)

a. provide expertise from in-house for assistance and technical supervision of the preparation of MSPs, 

b. identify and contract external expertise, including south-south cooperation
c. leverage and mobilize additional co-financing 

d. track and monitor development of MSPs, including quality control

e. track submission process (through Global Coordination Unit) 

f. monitor implementation of MSPs, including participation in evaluation missions

2. Regional knowledge management (in collaboration with Global Coordination Unit, and UNDP Regional Centers) :

a. Awareness raising activities organized around relevant global, regional, sub-national environmental events and existing programmes

b. tools and guidance tailored to the region, on mainstreaming, prioritizing, investment planning

c. synthesis of lessons learnt and dissemination

d. regional capacity building (to capture cost efficiencies where possible)

e. regional/portfolio level monitoring and evaluation of impacts

3. Advisory Committee (in collaboration with Global Coordination Unit and UNDP-HQ)

a. Identify one regional agency to represent each region on the Committee

b. Role of the committee is Advisory in nature, and meant to ensure better coordination between UN Agencies, as well as regional entities.

c. The committee is expected to meet once a year (probably on the margins of CRIC and COP)

4. Provide specific services as requested by individual countries for implementation of MSPs (in collaboration with UNDP Country Offices); such as :

a. Inventories and stocktaking of land degradation

b. Capacity needs assessments for SLM

c. Training workshops, and exchange visits for local and national stakeholders

d. Institutional assessments, and enhancing institutional structures and functions to better address SLM, at local and national levels

e. SLM principles integrated into national sustainable development strategies and NAP to achieve the Millennium Development Goals

f. Assist in development of prioritization of actions/programmes and of a Medium-term Investment Plan for SLM

PART V. Overall Organigram

(see diagram on next page)
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PART VI. STAP Review and Response

STAP expert review 

Scientific and Technical Review of the Proposal for the GEF Project “LDC and SIDS Targeted Umbrella Project for Capacity Building and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management” (SLM Targeted Portfolio Approach – SLM-TPA)

This STAP Roster review
 is on the “LDC and SIDS Targeted Umbrella Project for Capacity Building and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management (SLM)”, hereafter called the SLM Targeted Portfolio Approach (SLM-TPA) project.  It focuses primarily on the scientific and technical quality to be provided by GEF assistance in the project towards meeting GEF’s Business Plan for Strategic Priority 1 of OP15. An overarching question posed by this review is whether a Portfolio Approach is an appropriate way to deliver global environmental benefits in the SLM area.
The GEF funding is requested to build capacity for sustainable land management in 16 Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and 33 Small Island Developing States (SIDSs), through assisting these countries to undertake national-level activities regarding capacity development – such as completing National Action Plans for SLM - and assisting some additional technical support. Almost all these countries present an array of SLM issues – soil erosion, deforestation, soil fertility loss, acidification and similar – typical of semi-humid and humid ecosystems. So, they are not so representative of the more conventional dryland land degradation situations, where other projects are mostly concentrated. Additionally, they have the problems of countries with a poor human and financial resource base. Some aspects of the project have not yet been fully developed – for example, the responsibilities and ToRs of the Global Advisory Committee – but their lack is not sufficient to prevent this review. 
                                                                         

Scientific and technical soundness of the project

First, it has to be said that the project is primarily about setting-up a mechanism to grant national-level applicants of the 48 countries efficient access to funds for GEF Medium-Sized Projects (MSPs). UNDP-GEF argues that a TPA is a less costly and more timely way of delivering the UNCCD Bonn Declaration that all participating countries should have completed their National Action Plans (NAPs) by 2005. UNCCD then assumes that these NAPs would then provide the springboard for the better allocation of resources to SLM. 

There is little by way of scientific and technical information in the proposal.  The SLM-TPA is predicated on a number of assumptions related partly to GEF operational procedures and partly to the circumstances of LDCs and SIDSs:

(1) The ‘Umbrella’ TPA under which these 48 resource-poor countries can shelter will provide for the overall project goal - the development of capacities and the mainstreaming of SLM issues for effective mitigation of land degradation 

(2) The 48 countries have particular environmental and resource constraints that necessitate the SLM-TPA.

(3) SLM-TPA will enable the 48 LDCs and SIDS to meet the 2005 Bonn Declaration of the UNCCD.

(4) NAPs will mainstream national-level SLM issues so that human and financial resources will automatically flow to reversing land degradation.

(5) The MSPs to be developed will have scientific and technical credibility and the SLM-TPA mechanism will provide the desired scrutiny and the necessary monitoring.

On (1) above, UNDP states that the ‘Umbrella’ TPA is likely to be better than other approaches that had ‘mixed results’ (Project Summary, page 2).  Later, on page 5 under ‘project strategy and approach’ the proposal mentions that these other approaches included early briefing notes to CCD focal points, the development of a “generic template” for MSPs, training workshops; and special support missions. Presumably, individual MSPs are a further possibility.  It is reasonable that the Project Goal is better supported by a TPA that has a mix between standardized guidance and MSP Expedited Proposal (Annex D) procedures on the one hand, and country-specific targeted interventions under Objective 2 of the proposal. Therefore, the assumption is likely to be true that the development of capacities and the mainstreaming of SLM issues for effective mitigation of land degradation will more likely occur with this portfolio approach.

On (2) above, this is dealt with under ‘Identification of global environmental benefits’ below. Suffice to say at this stage, the proposal could have been substantially strengthened through the legitimate use of supporting environmental evidence for the baseline and alternative.

Assumption (3) is problematic. An implied time-scale has been set out in the Project Logical Framework (Annex B) – the target under Objective 1-Outcome 1 is to have 20 MSPs expedited and approved within 6 months and another 29 approved within 12 months. Further, under Output 3.1, 49 NAPs are promised by the end of 2005.  There is no time dimension to Output 3.2, in which SLM principles and NAP priorities are integrated into national strategies. It is this second that will really achieve some progress towards delivering SLM. NAPs are just a step in the whole process, and they could be entirely ignored especially in some of the more difficult post-conflict countries. The proposal, for example, states that there will be a six month preparation period from the start of the project, presumably after which the NAP initiation support will only then start. Given the human resources of the intended Global Project Co-ordination Unit (2 persons), it would not seem feasible that the targets could be met.  This reviewer feels that the targets for delivery are unrealistic, inadequately specified, confused and unrelated to the resources to be devoted to the management of the project.  The 2005 target date for NAPs was proposed by CCD and GM some time ago; it would seem that if this project were to deliver some of the target by 2005, then others could reasonably come later. Spreading the human resources of this project so thinly during the first year to end-2005 does not seem to be an effective way of working – better is it to succeed in a smaller number of countries than to try and fail in all countries. 

Assumption (4) is also problematic, especially in LDCs and SIDSs. However, the TPA includes follow-up capacity-building. Provided that these country-specific interventions are not dropped and that MSPs continue to flow after NAPs have been published, it is reasonable to accept an assumption now that mainstreaming of SLM is likely to occur. It will not in all cases (especially post-conflict situations) but the underpinnings will be there for a longer time-scale than the 3.5 years of the TPA. 

On (5), this reviewer would prefer to have seen some generic criteria to assure the scientific and technical credibility of the review of MSPs. The proposal has a suitable but modestly-staffed co-ordination unit; it has a template for MSPs; but it does not have environmental and scientific criteria for accepting MSPs and for monitoring their progress. Of course, some guidance is available in NAP production guidelines. There is little published guidance on other interventions in SLM. For example, are the tools and guidelines to include suitable participatory processes? Recognition of local knowledge? Attention to gender? We do not know – and there is a danger they could simply reproduce the discredited transfer-of-technology approaches that have failed so many times in the past.  It would be good, therefore, to take the NAP guidelines and make them specific to the conditions of LDCs and SIDSs. It would also be good to lay out the sort of interventions that could be supported under Objective 2 (improving the quality of project design etc.). This would then enhance the rationale for this Umbrella TPA approach (effectively lumping together countries with similar sets of problems and constraints) and it would ensure suitable oversight over the quality of the projects to be funded. 

Identification of the global environmental benefits and/or drawbacks of the project 

Identifying the incremental benefits for OP15 land degradation projects is a somewhat problematic and inexact science. Annex A provides an ‘incremental cost reasoning’, while noting that the individual MSPs to be eventually written and supported by SLM-TPA will have their own project-level incremental cost justification. The Incremental Cost Analysis (ICA) proceeds by separating broad development goals from global environmental benefits. This is a reasonable way forward under the circumstances, since addressing SLM is inevitably a locally-based activity with primarily local to national benefits (i.e. not strictly amenable to GEF support).  

The baseline for the project-wide
 ICA captures continuing land degradation and the special threats faced by LDCs and SIDSs unless concerted action is taken by the international community. Therefore, the incapacity of these 49 countries to adopt, promote and mainstream SLM into national-level decision-making (as evidenced by the failure to complete NAPs) is both the justification for the baseline and for the intervention. LDCs and SIDSs, it is argued (second page, Annex A), have unique characteristics that limit their ability to address land degradation. The primary argument is of lack of capacity to undertake the necessary work.  Apart from the small danger of circular reasoning in this argument, this reviewer would have liked to see some support for the baseline in terms of the particular environmental processes of the 49 countries.  Annex F has a statistical summary of environmental variables, from which a baseline could be commenced. Annex H does have a ‘baseline analysis’ for the eligible countries but this is in terms of NAP completion and institutional engagement, rather than the special environmental features of the countries. Annexes I and J give further baseline evidence in terms of capacity building and capacity development by individual country.  It would have been good in the main document to give some generic support for the baseline in terms of the particular environmental attributes of LDCs and SIDSs.  These two categories of countries do, indeed, feature some distinctive elements. SIDSs that are islands generally have steep slopes, vulnerable (erodible) soils, almost complete loss of original forest cover and high population densities. SIDSs that are small countries on continental landmasses (e.g. Belize, Guyana) are low-lying, prone to salinisation, flooding and sedimentation, and susceptible to some very specific land degradation problems such as acid sulphate soils (FAO: Thionic fluvisols) that can eradicate all land use. LDCs are more variable and the list of sixteen span arid to humid environments.  However, most of these are in post-conflict situations, where resource-depletion has occurred because of migrations and short-term exploitation (e.g. Angola, Guinea).  In addition all 49 countries could be presented as extreme cases of negative synergy of global environmental problems: climate change contributions through loss of carbon; sea level rise (especially for island SIDSs); loss of biodiversity of key ecosystems; pollution of international waters (long coastlines in relation to total land area); and so on. The environmental argument could be extremely compelling – but it is not made in this proposal.  If such a baseline argument were to be delivered, then the justification for the SLM-TPA would be greatly strengthened. GEF is, after all, an environmental facility – so it is reasonable that there is an environmentally-justified project-wide baseline. Creating a baseline almost exclusively based on lack of capacity to do NAPs is not the strongest argument for the project in this reviewer’s opinion, and should only be a subsidiary supporting factor for the baseline.
 

The alternative scenario has five supporting elements (page 3 of Annex A). The most compelling is the first – to target the needs of LDCs and SIDSs. These needs should not just be the lack of capacity again, but should include the particular circumstances of the countries in their land degradation.  This is essentially the same argument as in the previous paragraph under ‘baseline’. However, if lack of capacity is addressed, then the synergetic linkages with national programmes of action will be considerably strengthened and the alternative scenario well supported.

       

How the project fits within the context of the goals of GEF

This reviewer is satisfied that the proposal supports the new focal area, land degradation, and the new Operational Program Sustainable Land Management. The developmental and capacity-building links are robust and well defined. The link to poor rural land users is less well made and is only implicit in the fact that 16 LDCs are to receive targeted support. The project would be a welcome early contribution to the implementation of the UNCCD and an early enactment of the recommendations from the Second GEF Assembly, Beijing, October 2002. 

          

Regional context

This project is ‘global’ in the sense that it picks the lack of capacity of two major groupings of countries (SIDSs and LDCs) in Africa (14), Asia and Pacific (21) and the Caribbean (15). So, the regional context is not relevant, other than in the sense that SLM-TPA identifies those country situations that are especially problematic for SLM delivery.

        

Replicability of the project                                              

The project is itself intended to deliver a measure of replicability, or possibly standardization.  Already, there is a template for MSP Expedited Proposals (Annex D) that will enable some standardization of information and requirements. The Project Co-ordination Unit, UNOPS (as the collaborating EA) and UNDP should ensure that they draw early lessons from SLM-TPA with the view to extending the approach to other needy groups of countries and possibly other focal areas.

Sustainability of the project

The proposal states that the project’s design is specifically to achieve sustainability. A capacity-building approach in countries that have very little capacity or human resources to achieve SLM is the only way forward. The TPA is for 3.5 years and capacity building will require a much longer-term commitment. However, if the approach works, this will no doubt be the forerunner of other such projects with GEF and/or bilateral donor assistance. 

                                                                                    

Secondary issues

Linkages to other focal areas
                                    

These should be made, as the basis for a more robust incremental benefit analysis – see identification of global environmental benefits above. LDCs and SIDSs have lost substantial parts of their natural habitats, steep slopes and coastlines. Control of land degradation could have major benefits for biodiversity conservation and the equitable sharing of its benefits. Equally, it has potential benefits for international waters and climate change. The proposal as it stands does not mention these aspects. It could legitimately make these links which would have the added benefit of having them brought to the project implementers attention as highly desirable aspects to prioritise as activities come on-stream. 

Linkages to other programmes and action plans at regional or sub-regional levels  

The proposal is specifically designed to deliver NAPs in countries that are unable currently to write these. The proposal also promises links to a variety of stakeholders, as appropriate. These include the Task Force on Sustainable Land Partnerships of the Caribbean, NEPAD Secretariat, SPREP (Pacific) and other relevant regional entities. In effect, the TPA will be a magnet for these other programmes, since it will constitute a source of funding through MSPs to deliver SLM. Therefore, it is not anticipated that linkages will be a problem, except in the sense that there are so many that potentially could link that the project may be over-burdened in sustaining appropriate communications with so many partners.

Other beneficial or damaging environmental effects                  

None are noted.

Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project 

      

GEF attaches the greatest importance to stakeholder involvement. The proposed project is closely linked to relevant stakeholders at national level in the 49 countries. UNDP has had requests for assistance in completing NAPS from at least 9 named countries, via the Global Mechanism, CCD Secretariat or UNDP country offices (all key international stakeholders). Primary stakeholders in SLM should be the local communities. They are not specifically identified as a target for benefits, while national-level government agencies are the main beneficiaries of capacity building. However, it is hoped and expected that through the MSP Template (Annex D) such stakeholders can be brought explicitly into the project. It is suggested that the Template makes it clear that the section on ‘Public Involvement Plan’ should include ‘stakeholder involvement’ as per normal GEF formats, and that these stakeholders should primarily be from local communities, ethnic groups, men and women, rich and poor.  With the exception of local people and communities, this reviewer is impressed by the attention to stakeholder involvement, and the concentration of effort in the proposal to embrace a wide range of institutions.

         Capacity-building aspects                                               

This is an institutional strengthening and capacity-building project. The project will develop planning capacities for SLM interventions. Capacity-building is a strong aspect of this project. 

         Innovativeness of the project.                                          

 The innovation of this project primarily arises from its focus on efficient delivery of resources for supporting SLM. It has been difficult to engage small and poor countries because of their lack of trained staff and the poor development of their institutions (including legal frameworks) for SLM.  The TPA is argued by UNDP as the most appropriate way for effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness.  While this approach is not unique, it is new in the field of SLM and should be tried and carefully monitored. This reviewer believes that TPA is the right way to proceed. This is especially so in the context of LDCs and SIDSs with their specific environmental problems, high densities of population, great pressure on natural resources and the obvious need to meet the aspirations of human populations, many of which have seen (and continue to see) conflict and poverty. 

Conclusions and Recommendations

This ‘Umbrella’ project is an ambitious attempt to kick-start OP15 activities amongst a particular and problematic group of countries – the LDCs and SIDSs.  In terms of GEF priorities and the efficient use of financial resources, this review fully supports the concept of SLM-TPA for the 49 countries and the methods by which suitably targeted MSPs can be developed in order to advance the goal of sustainable land management. Since the TPA is to assist some of the most intractable land degradation problems (in LDCs, especially those in post-conflict situations) and most difficult environmental situations (especially in SIDSs), this project should receive priority for international support. 

There is good evidence that, through the MSPs to be developed, the project offers good long-term solutions for SLM under the specific environmental, human resource and economic conditions of the 49 targeted countries. Suggestions for enhancing the proposal technically are made below. In addition to the intention to complete the NAP process for these countries, a good feature of the project is the follow-up in terms of enhanced technical support and the development of country-specific tools, guidelines and manuals for capacity building.    

This STAP review commends the project to the GEF as an appropriate use of funds entrusted and an eminently suitable vehicle to progress with OP15 activities in a large group of countries at relatively modest cost per country. The Portfolio Approach is the appropriate way to deliver global environmental benefits in the SLM area to the 49 targeted countries.
Summary Recommendations on Points that Could Usefully be Strengthened

1. Scientific and technical soundness of the project.  

The targets for delivery of NAPs and other interventions under the project appear to be unrealistic, inadequately specified, confused and unrelated to the resources to be devoted to the management of the project. The targets in Annex B should be reconsidered and matched with the Project Co-ordination Unit specifications (Annex M, para 32).  Given the inevitable time needed to start TPA, it would seem unreasonable to keep an end-2005 target date for NAPs. Additionally, delivery targets for other Outcomes should be specified. 

Generic criteria should be provided to assure the scientific and technical credibility of the review of MSPs. The proposal does not have environmental and scientific criteria for accepting MSPs and for monitoring their progress. Some attention to the screening process to be adopted under SLM-TPA would strengthen the proposal.  

2. Identification of the global environmental benefits.  

In the main document, the proposers are urged to give some generic support for the project-wide baseline scenario in terms of the particular environmental attributes of LDCs and SIDSs. Annex F statistical summary is a starting point but the environmental variables have not been tied to the baseline.  Attention to this will also strengthen the alternative scenario.

3. Replicability of the project. 

The Project Co-ordination Unit, UNOPS (as the collaborating EA) and UNDP should ensure that they draw early lessons from TPA with the view to extending the approach to other groups of countries. The intention to do this could be strengthened in the proposal, so that the mid-term evaluation could scrutinise TPA for application to other circumstances.

4. Linkages to other focal areas, programmes and action plans at regional levels. 

Linkages to other focal areas should be made, as the basis for a more robust project-wide incremental benefit analysis.  This should be mirrored in individual projects (MSPs) in order to trap synergies for individual countries.

5. Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project 

The MSP Template (Annex D) should be clarified so that the Public Involvement Plan section will include stakeholder involvement, especially down to community and local levels.

Professor Michael Stocking

STAP Roster Expert (Land Degradation)

University of East Anglia, Norwich UK

7th April 2004

Response to STAP Review

UNDP wishes to thank the STAP reviewer for the indepth and clear analysis and recommendations provided. UNDP acknowledges the STAP reviewers conclusion that : “In terms of GEF priorities and the efficient use of financial resources, this review fully supports the concept of SLM-TPA for the 49 countries and the methods by which suitably targeted MSPs can be developed in order to advance the goal of sustainable land management”.

Responses are provided on each of 5 main points raised, as well as various secondary comments:

Point 1: Scientific and technical soundness of the project: a) targets for delivery
UNDP believes that the targets provided for delivery of the MSPs, although optimistic, are nevertheless realistic. UNDP intends to streamline the project start-up phase, in keeping with our approach for simplification and harmonization. Furthermore, as the Global Coordination Unit is a very light infrastructure, it will not take long to establish, and UNOPS has at its means the capacity for rapid recruitment. UNDP estimates that the normal start-up phase for a regular project (3-6 months) can be reduced to 2-3 months in this case.  

Less predictable is the rate at which each country will prepare its MSP. Both UNDP and UNOPS already have a roster of consultants (national, regional, international) that can be called upon to assist countries in preparing their MSPs. And with the mechanisms at hand (Expedited template; UNDP Country Office support), we expect that the preparatory phase can start by August 2004, and at least 20 MSPs to be submitted for approval within 6 months of start-up, i.e. end of 2004. 

Considering that the GM funding will already have been disbursed and activities commenced, priority will be given to countries that are at a very early stage of NAP preparation, so as to give them enough time to complete the NAPs before end of 2005. 

A correction has been made on the total duration of the project. It is now set at 4 years, to capture the fact that if the last MSP is submitted at the end of the first year, then it will still require 3 years of implementation monitoring. Delivery targets for all Outcomes have now been specified in the revised Annex B (Logframe). 

b) Generic scientific criteria. 

The STAP reviewer raises a good point that has not been adequately captured in the PES. The PES discusses indicators related specifically to capacity development and mainstreaming (with an indicative list of indicators provided in Annex B). It also states that the Global Coordination Unit is expected to fine tune these into both “portfolio level” indicators, and a “harmonized list of project level” indicators from which each individual MSP will select to integrate into their logframes. But in addition, the individual MSPs will be approved and monitored on the basis of several levels of criteria and guidelines:

· Standard GEF Review Criteria for all MSPs 

· Additional criteria and guidance to be obtained through the “Guidelines on Operational Programme 15” currently under development by the GEF Secretariat 

· Additional guidance forthcoming from two STAP-sponsored studies on Land Degradation

These inputs will also be sought for development of the manuals and tools to be generated as part of Component 2. The PES section on Outcome 2 and on M&E  have been revised to reflect this detail.

Point 2: Baseline scenario in terms of the particular environmental attributes of LDCs and SIDSs 
The STAP review points out a very important issue. UNDP fully recognizes that there are regional and national specificities in the baseline scenario, and that putting all 49 countries into a generic group does disservice to the complexity of issues faced by these countries. The PES has been revised to provide more specific information on the baseline, and thereby fine-tuning the portfolio level incremental cost reasoning, but still keeping the central argument that there are enough similarities between the countries, or sets of countries, as to warrant a Portfolio Approach and capture cost savings. In addition, the baseline scenario of continued environmental deterioration with attendant implications on all GEF focal areas in the target countries has been clarified at a generic level for the LDCs and SIDS groups. The global environmental costs of inaction have been stressed as a fundamental basis for pursuing the project approach. Statistical information for each country, already available in Annex F, has been referred to. This revision has been reflected both in the summary IC statement in the PES, as well as in Annex A. Statistical information already available in Annex F has been referred to. This revision has been reflected both in the summary IC statement in the PES, as well as in Annex A. 

Point 3: Replicability of the project 
This Portfolio Approach has been developed in response to a very specific need. A similar approach has been used for the Second National Communications Global support programme. UNDP will draw lessons learnt from these and other similar exercises for consideration by the GEF Secretariat and Council.

Point 4: Linkages to other focal areas should be made 
The STAP reviewer has a very good point. The PES intends to establish synergies with focal area related enabling activities and other GEF-sponsored capacity building actions. Furthermore, in countries where there already are existing GEF projects in other Focal Areas, linkages and coordination will be established through the various mechanisms outlined in Annex M. The incremental cost reasoning as well as the MSP template has been strengthened by additional reference to global benefits expected in other focal areas.

Point 5: Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project

Indeed, the intention is that the capacity building is not just for government officials. This point has been made clear in Annex D. 

Secondary issues: Linkages to other programmes and action plans at regional or sub-regional levels. The STAP reviewer raises a legitimate concern that “… there are so many that potentially could link that the project may be over-burdened in sustaining appropriate communications with so many partners.” It is anticipated that the Global Coordination Unit will prepare and submit only one Annual Report, and that this will be a harmonized report that meets various needs (UNOPS, UNDP, GEF Secretariat, Council, COP, Global Advisory Committee, Regional Organizations, etc.). The GCU will devise an appropriate communication strategy in the first 3 months and present it to the Global Advisory Committee for approval in order to harmonize reporting mechanisms and materials. 

PART VII. Response to Council Comments 

“LDC-SIDS Targeted Portfolio Project for Capacity Development and Mainstreaming of SLM”

	Council comments

Organized by issues
	Council members who raised the issue
	Responses 
	Revision in proposal

	1. Strategic Importance

Pleased that the GEF family is taking quick steps to build up a pipeline on the land degradation focal area, and there is much in this project to welcome.

We welcome the intention of the GEF to streamline its activities in different countries. The portfolio approach proposed by UNDP could produce interesting lessons on how to support a number of countries in a coherent and simultaneous way.

The proposed portfolio approach seems to be reasonable.

The idea of preparing a cluster of NAP for similar countries is probably a good idea, and should bring some saving.


	United Kingdom

Germany

Swiss

France
	We are grateful that the Council Member recognizes and supports the strategic importance of this Portfolio Approach for streamlining, coherence and cost effectiveness.

The Portfolio Project will ensure that by the end of GEF-3, the portfolio of GEF OP 15 projects includes LDC and SIDS countries. Without such an Approach, and with the fast rate at which LD funds have been pipelined primarily by non-LDCs and no -SIDS, there would have been very little chance that some funding in GEF-3 would have remained for LDC SIDS. Hence the urgency of approving the Portfolio Project at this time.  

Furthermore, the project’s objectives are in line with, and stem from, Council guidance as well as the text of the Operational Programme 15. 


	none

	2. Convention Operation vs Implementation

Previous Council discussions on non-proliferation of GEF support to convention operations (as opposed to implementation) clearly preclude the use of GEF funds to support UNCCD convention operation activities, including the preparation of NAPs.

It has numerous references to NAP preparation, from the introduction to the interested parties commentary section, annexed to the UNDP paper. 

Project should be amended to focus on the implementation elements.

It would be important to review the results from the [coherence] analysis as it pertains to the GEF funding operational activities prior to approving this project. 

We would like to propose that the project be amended such that the activities funded therein have a greater linkage to implementation activities. 

Table 1 earmarks GEF funds for the completion of NAPs. In our view, these are enabling activities that should be covered by baseline, not GEF funding. The GEF contribution should focus on mainstreaming land management into national development strategies as outlined in OP 15.
	United Kingdom

Canada

Germany
	Based on the precedence set with the decision on the MSP for Africa’s National Reports, this Portfolio project has been amended so that no GEF funding will be spent on NAP preparation. Co-financing already identified through GM for NAP completion is in the amount of $726,500 covering 35 countries. We anticipate and encourage other donors to co-finance NAP completion in the remainder of countries, and urge Council Members to assist in this regard.

The UNCCDSec will provide policy advice as per their mandate, and close coordination with GM co-financing will be established. However, in accordance with Council guidance, no GEF funding will be channeled through the CCD Secretariat or GM, nor will it cover the costs of participation of these entities in the Advisory Committee.


	The project proposal has been amended in all sections to show that GEF funding is not being allocated to NAP preparation. The template in Annex A in particular now gives clear guidance on how GEF funding should be used.

Clarification of the role of UNCCD Secretariat and Global Mechanism provided in Section I-Part III on Implementation Arrangements, and in particular in para.69



	3. Approval process

Providing an Implementing Agency with the power to approve MSPs submissions represents a new initiative. We continue to have concerns about whether the GEF Secretariat will have sufficient human resource capacity to ensure adequate oversight of this project, most notably the approval process, and would like some assurances with respect to this concern.
	Canada
	The Approval Process of the individual MSPs has NOT changed or deviated from normal approval processes for MSPs. This is not a collection of Enabling Activities (as in the UNEP Biosafety model). It is a package of MSPs, each of which go through the normal review process by GEF Secretariat, and are posted on the GEF Web for Council scrutiny, prior to CEO Endorsement. 

The MSP proposal template, however, has been streamlined, and was attached as Annex D to the FES. This template is expected to reduce the length of time that it will take for the GEFSEC staff to review and clear the MSPs. Each MSP will undergo standard M&E requirements of both GEF and UNDP. In conclusion, the Portfolio Approach does NOT give the IA the power to approve MSPs, and therefore does not constitute a new initiative. 

Without the Portfolio Approach, the GEFSEC staff would still have to review and approve each individual MSP, but without the cost/time savings of a streamlined template. GEFSEC has given assurances that due to the streamlined nature of the template, they will have sufficient human resource capacity to ensure adequate oversight. In addition, the Project’s Advisory Committee is not a new institution requiring additional human resources from GEFSEC, but will be amalgamated to the existing Inter-Agency Task Force on Land Degradation.


	Clarification in paragraphs 44 and 60  that there is no deviation from the normal approval process and oversight by GEFSEC of MSPs. 

	4. Country Ownership 

Project does not adequately address country ownership. 

The demand from the countries seems very low, as 9 only have expressed their request to benefit from the project.


	Germany

Canada

France
	The FES states that 48 countries are eligible for accessing streamlined MSPs through the Portfolio Approach. Whether these 48 countries will do so is entirely subject to country demand and sovereign decisions. The FES states that the approval and endorsement of each MSP is subject to provision of an OFP endorsement letter, as well as a confirmation letter form the CCD focal point. If not all 48 countries apply, UNDP will undertake to reimburse the unspent funds to the GEF Trust Fund. UNDP will provide, on a yearly basis, a report to the Council on coverage and progress. 

The FES mentioned 10 countries as an indication of the strong level of interest in the Approach, even prior to the Council having approved such an Approach. Since the May 2004 Council, UNDP has received 30 letters from relevant Ministers and/or OFPs expressing interest and requesting to be included in the Portfolio Approach. By the time of CEO endorsement, we expect more.  These letters are on file, but will not be appended to the FES for CEO endorsement because formal OFP endorsement is required at the time of submission of each MSP. 


	Clarification in paragraph 44 of the reimbursement to the Trust Fund in the event that not all 48 countries request assistance through the Portfolio Approach.

	5. One-size fits all

The situation among the various SIDS and LDC countries involved varies greatly.  We therefore do not believe that a one-size fits all approach will work.
	Canada
	Fully Agree. That is why the FES has highlighted where appropriate, some of the regional and country-by country differences in situation, threats, and root causes, etc.  Also, Annex B summarizes some of the macro statistics for each country, showing how different they are (additional statistics on LD have been incorporated). The Portfolio Approach is not meant to be imposing a standard blue-print on the countries. It is not modeled after the Biosafety Programme. It is not producing an Enabling Activity. Each MSP will have its own specific analysis, logical framework, outcomes, activities, risks, assumptions, etc. Each MSP will be of different budgetary size and scope, tailored to the needs and design elements specific to the country.

However, we believe that there are enough similarities between the countries to warrant a Portfolio Approach that will capture economies of scale and portfolio-wide knowledge management between the countries. 


	Additional information provided in Annex B-2 to show degree of land degradation in the 48 countries.

	6. Priority to dryland countries
Targets countries that do not fall into the climactic categories related to desertification as defined by the UNCCD convention.

Countries are mostly in humid climate, which means that GEF will be focusing on countries, where there is no risk of desertification. Our view is that UNCCD was aimed in priority on dry climate where land degradation brings desertification. 
	Germany

Canada

France
	GEF is a country driven process, and cannot restrict funding based on type of ecosystem. 

The GEF OP 15 was established to address both desertification and deforestation, and not just in dryland countries. The aim of the project is to build capacity and mainstream SLM among LDC and SIDS. Data provided in Annex B-2 shows that all of the 48 eligible countries are affected by some form of land degradation. The project aims to build capacities to prevent and mitigate land degradation. 
	Additional information provided in Annex B-2 to show degree of land degradation in the 48 countries. 

	7. Deforestation and forest related issues.

The strict focus on CCD-activities and CCD-framework leaves aside all aspects of deforestation.  

The NAP should therefore not be the only framework addressed.

Broader approach would facilitate the integration of deforestation/reforestation issues into the process and better, more sustainable project results. Encourage the consideration of national forest programmes or equivalent such that NAPs are not the only framework addressed.  
The project will no longer be able to target the right stakeholders and institutions and will result in vacuum-NAPs.

The extension of capacity building to NFP-processes will necessitate the formulation of additional outputs related to NFP-processes.

Implementation of the proposals for action of the Intergovernmental Panel and Forum on Forests IPF and IFF under outcome 3.


	Germany

Canada

Germany
	We agree that deforestation is an important issue. The FES states that the issues of deforestation are important in many of the eligible countries.  Often the term “desertification” is in fact defined by the countries as “land degradation (due to deforestation)”. 
The OP 15 clearly states that GEF should work towards harmonizing SLM throughout the existing menu of national development frameworks, including sectoral policies and programmes, including agriculture, forestry and livestock. This principle is enshrined in the mainstreaming outcome of the MSPs. Therefore, the NAP, being prepared through co-financing, is not the only framework being addressed by the MSPs. The reason why “non-completion of NAP” was chosen as a criterion for eligibility under the Portfolio Approach is that it is an indirect indicator of lack of capacity. After 10 years and much donor support, these countries have not developed a NAP and share a common lack of capacity and understanding of sustainable land management. 

The FES clearly states that the preparation of the NAP is one likely outcome of the GEF Alternative under the MSPs. However, the countries have many options to choose from. For example, a) they can draft a new document called a NAP that builds on already existing relevant frameworks such as national forest policies; b) revise an existing document to incorporate SLM issues, and present that as a NAP to the CCD; or c) amalgamate the principles and approach of the UNCCD into the ongoing preparation of another existing document (taking for example the model of Mali that created a combined NEAP and NAP). The choice is country driven and cannot be prescribed by the co-financier in the context of collaboration with the project. However, the FES is built on several over arching strategic principles :

iv) avoid duplication and build on synergies with ongoing efforts

v) do not create “yet another document” that exists only on a shelf

vi) Respond to the national priorities as expressed in PRSP, MDG reports, UNDAF, etc. 

We agree that a thorough stakeholder analysis is needed to ensure that the target institutions and groups are broad based and do not focus only institutions housing the CCD focal point. Annex C shows that the same ministerial institution is often in charge of CCD as well as environment and forestry. The MSP template clearly identifies stakeholder analysis and involvement plan as key elements for proposal approval. Such an analysis would include both intra-ministerial and inter-ministerial analysis, as well as analysis of public/civil and private sectors. The projects will target the right stakeholders, and will coordinate with work undertaken to prepare the NAP using co-financing, and will therefore contribute to ensuring that the NAP is not developed in a vacuum.

The FES clearly states that capacity building activities will be identified by each MSP and will be specific to the situation in the country. For those where deforestation is the primary issue, capacity building will cover these factors. The logical framework of the Portfolio Approach cannot prescribe detailed outputs. Similarly, the indicative outcomes and outputs in the MSP template (Annex A) cannot be prescriptive otherwise it will become a blue-print (one size fits all) approach. However, UNDP and GEFSEC will undertake to ensure that the logical framework of each MSP is commensurate with the threats/root causes analysis, and therefore, in those countries where deforestation is a major issue, that there are outputs related to the NFP processes, including linkages to the principles, actions and programmes of the Intergovernmental Panel and Forum on Forests (IPF and IFF).  

The IPF/IFF Proposals for Action are an important and internationally agreed set of principles concerning the forest sector that each MSP will have to enshrine.  However, they are not the only guiding principle for an OP 15 project, as SLM goes beyond sustainable forestry, to also include sustainable agriculture and sustainable grazing. Several eligible countries have sizeable areas of drylands (e.g. Guinea, Angola, Afghanistan, etc.). In at least 18 of the eligible countries (37%), forest cover is less than 20% of the land surface. Each MSP will therefore be in a position to harmonize relevant cross-sectoral principles and guidance tailored to its situation during all aspects of implementation of the project.

FES has referred to several regional processes and programmes of relevance. An exhaustive list was not done because of space limitations. However, to highlight our agreement with the Council member that forest issues are very important in most of the countries eligible under this Portfolio Approach, the text has been modified to clearly show the linkages to forest issues, to Chapter 11 of Agenda 21: Combating deforestation; to the IPF/IFF Proposals for Action; to Congo Basin Forest Partnership and CPF (for both of which UNDP is a partner); COMIFAC and Yaounde Accord (which UNDP has assisted); etc. 


	Clarification and fine-tuning of the strategic principles of the Portfolio Approach in terms of mainstreaming, particularly provided in paragraphs 40 to 43.

Additional information on the principles of mainstreaming provided in paragraph 41

Specific reference in the MSP template (Annex A) to forestry sector has been added.

Reference to Congo Basin initiatives, UNFF and IPF/IFF, and collaboration with the CPF network has been mentioned in para 37

	8. Size and breadth 

Concerns with the size and breadth of the project. Canada has indicated its preference to begin more modestly in one region and expand to other regions.


	Canada


	UNDP and GEFSEC are convinced that the cost savings and portfolio benefits can only be achieved with a project that covers all 48 countries.  The FES has provided justification in this regard. Operational lessons learnt and applied form the Biosafety project, as well as the fact that the two projects are VERY different, should allay the concerns of the Council Member.

Scaling down the Portfolio might be commendable in terms of implementing an operationally simpler Project; however, the result would be that those countries not to be included in the Portfolio will continue to request GEF assistance under OP 15 – SLM 1 for exactly the same outcomes/objectives. It would then be difficult to explain to them (and to Council) why some countries can go the easy, streamlined route, while others cannot. 

Similarly, phasing the Portfolio while also commendable, assumes that we have no experiences to build on, will result in loss of cost efficiencies, and leaves us with the very difficult task of choosing which countries should go first.

 
	Greater justification given for in section on “Options considered” (paragraph 135) as to why the current design is maintained.



	9. Co-finance confirmation

A confirmation of real co-financing levels be provided prior to the commencement of the project
	Canada
	We agree that confirmation of co-finance is a very important issue, and will signal country ownership, donor support and buy-in, as well as assurance of partnerships up front. UNDP would like to urge donor members of Council to actively support this process at the national level. 

One of the strict requirements of approval of each MSP by GEFSEC is confirmation of co-financing for the MSP. The minimum level has been established at 1:1 ratio with GEF funding. Confirmation of GM co-financing for most MSP is already available.

The Portfolio Approach has provided confirmation of co-financing from UNDP, and letters of interest from SADC, CILSS, SPREP and CARICOM. Discussions are underway with both CIDA and EC on co-financing of the regional/global activities.


	None

	10. Process vs scientific  and technical soundness

Too much emphasis on process issues, thereby making it difficult to make observations on the scientific and technical soundness of the project
	Canada
	The special nature of this Portfolio Approach requires that the FES focus on process issues. The FES states that each individual MSP will meet the criteria and requirements for technical and scientific soundness. The STAP reviewer of the FES has recognized this distinction. Each MSP will be reviewed by STAP before submission. 
	None

	11. Project Advisory Committee
Integrate the Global Advisory Committee into an already existing structure instead of creating a new one – i.e. the Collaborative Partnership on Forests
	Germany
	We fully agree with the council member’s concerns of not creating new institutions at the regional and global levels. The project’s Advisory Committee has a mandate to ensure coordination between UNDP and the Agencies during the life of the project so that activities on the ground are coherent and build on agency actions. It would consist of the relevant GEF’s IA and EA, Convention Secretariat, Global Mechanism, as well as the regional entities most concerned with the Portfolio. The Global Support Unit of the project will establish links and network with existing partnerships such as the CPF, LADA, and others, but it will not create a new institution. 


	None

	12. Managing conflict in post-crisis countries
Capacity building in these countries should integrate aspects of managing conflicts and the trade-off between different land-use options
	Germany
	We fully agree that capacity building is a key pre-requisite for countries in post-crisis situations. We would expect that the design of the MSPs would clearly identify “conflict management/resolution” as an area for capacity building in these countries. 

Trade offs between different land use options is a principle that is enshrined in OP 15, and will clearly be addressed in the MSPs. 


	None

	13. High Quality design and expertise
It is not clear from the project proposal how the executing agency will secure the necessary high quality advice for the capacity building process in so many countries representing so different political, socio-economic and structural situations 

The approach should not become an easy way of getting funds while neglecting the quality of the process and the results. Care must be taken to achieve also improvements in the quality of the results at the same time. This could be done by strengthening the quality of the inputs provided by the expert institutions. Thus we highly welcome the proposed immediate objective No 2
	Germany

Swiss
	The Portfolio Project will work with several types of existing expertise :

· national experts and consultants familiar with CCD matters

· regional experts and consultants

· regional institutions (such as CILSS, SPREP, OAS, etc.)

· south-south exchange and cooperation 

· international expertise (accessed through various rosters, such as LEAD International network Fellows, FAO,  UNU, etc.).

We fully agree with Swiss comments about the need for ensuring high quality design. Although the NAPs have a set deadline, there is no other such deadline for achieving capacity building and mainstreaming (except the stated life of the MSP), and each project will be tailored to the country’s needs. UNDP will bring all necessary inputs in place to ensure that project delivery is of high quality. UNDP’s field experience in assisting countries with better governance, poverty alleviation, and environment/energy related activities will be drawn upon to ensure such high quality outputs.  Expert institutions will be tasked and monitored to provide high quality support.


	None

	14. Size of each MSP
It seems doubtful that the problem of land degradation can be handled the same way in an island of 9000 persons and in a country of 125 millions. There is a question of explanation of the average cost of 300-500.000 $ per country. 
A proposal could be to accept the project only for the islands, and to slim it according to the size of those countries.


	France
	We fully agree that the problem of land degradation should be addressed differently, depending on each country’s situation. One size does not fit all.

The MSP template (Annex A) has stipulated a cost norm, with a maximum of $500,000 of GEF funding, not counting co-financing. This cost norm is consistent with previous experience and assessment of the absorptive capacity of LDC-SIDS. However, each country will have to justify its budget request based on a thorough analysis of its needs and logical framework. Following standard practice for MSPs, UNDP as the IA will be accountable for assuring that the project cost estimates are reasonable and feasible. Large countries (e.g. DRC, Angola, Bangladesh, etc.) may request a premium funding higher than the maximum of $500,000 but only upon satisfactory explanation. The GEFSEC will assess the budget estimate at the time of submission of the MSP.


	Para 130 has added text explaining that UNDP and GEFSEC will monitor budget requests.




[image: image4.png]SIGNATURE PAGE

Country: Global

UNDAF Outcomels) indicaor(s): MYEF Gosl: Mansging Enerey ssd Envirorsent for Sustsnable
Development

Expected Outcome(s) ndicator ()

Pt et KM g o) desersiation and land degradstion

Expected Oupu(sylndicator(s): ‘Capacity Development for poliy and gover fon nd
implementation of Natonal Action Programmes to Combat
Deserifcaion

Implementing partner uxops

Other Patners: NEX: Regional organizations

Programme Peiod
Programme Componcnt

UNOPS managed budger $2400.000

Proes Tite: Giobel - LDC i SIDS Tageied P Alkcatod esrces:
Approac for Capsey Deselopment snd Maistsuing of - GEF 2400000
Stsiainable Land Management r—
Projet D (S 1120 Biluralsdonors $950.000

Projoct Durstion: 3 years
Mansgemen: Arangement.NEX, AGEX

UNOPS will xeute e rionslosl-

Total Porolo udget - $39.950,100 components o e pojet. The ool GEF
‘G 25000000 Runding fo this componcatis 52.400000. Table
Goveraments $5,00000 inkindsnd cach) 3 provids  rekdow of s budiet.
UNDP 000,000 (i kind ad cah)
UNCCDGM  $736500
Bilnls 523673500
Ober $550.000 n-ind)

e S S

oy e —— Date_ oot
St o et Do )
i ueios cXfin £ Prages §

Agreedby:  Frank Pinto B2 [ LRl

Executive Coordinator, UNDPIGEF __—

Page 77





List of Annexes:

ANNEX A:  Template for Expedited MSPs

ANNEX B:  SLM parameters and trends by country

ANNEX C:  Compilation of GEF Capacity initiatives in the 48 countries

ANNEX D:  Baseline situation for NAP completion

ANNEX E:  Baseline situation for capacity building from NCSA findings

ANNEX F:  UNDP baseline of capacity development Initiatives 

LDC and SIDS Targeted Portfolio Approach

for Capacity Development and Mainstreaming

of Sustainable Land Management

ADDITIONAL ANNEXES TO PROJECT DOCUMENT

ANNEX A : Template for Medium Sized project proposals

ANNEX B : Information on Land degradation trends and status on the eligible countries

ANNEX B-1 : SLM parameters and trends by country

ANNEX B-2:  Land Degradation Statistics for Relevant Countries

ANNEX C: GEF activities related to Capacity Development in Eligible LDC-SIDS countries for Umbrella Project

ANNEX D : Baseline analysis - Support to NAP elaboration

ANNEX E : Baseline situation for capacity building; preliminary NCSA findings

ANNEX F:  Indicative Listing of UNDP’s Country-Level Baseline Capacity Development Activities in LDC and SIDS countries
Annex A.
Expedited Medium Size Project proposal 

under the

LDC-SIDS Portfolio Project for Sustainable Land Management

Request for GEF Funding
	Financing Plan (US$)

	GEF Project/Component

	Project
	     

	Sub-Total GEF
	     

	Co-financing**

	GEF Agency
	     

	Government
	     

	Bilateral
	     

	NGOs
	     

	Others
	     

	Sub-Total Co-financing:
	     

	Total Project Financing:
	     

	Financing for Associated Activity If Any:                                  


Agency’s Project ID:      
GEFSEC Project ID:      
Country:      
Project Title:      
GEF Agency: UNDP

Other Executing Agency(ies):      
Duration: (three to four years)

GEF Focal Area: Land Degradation FORMDROPDOWN 

GEF Operational Program: OP 15

GEF Strategic Priority: SP 1

Estimated Starting Date:      
Country Eligibility: [country] ratified the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification on [date] and is eligible for funding under paragraph 9(b) of the GEF Instrument

Record of  endorsement on behalf of the Government:

	(Enter Name, Position, Ministry)
	Date: (Month, day, year)

	Operational Focal Point Endorsement
	

	CCD national Focal Point and date of approval
	


Contribution to Key Indicators of the Business Plan:      
	This proposal has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the standards of the GEF Project Review Criteria for a Medium-sized Project.



	Name & Signature
IA/ExA Coordinator
	     
Project Contact Person

	Date: (Month, Day, Year)
	Tel. and email:     


BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT    (2.5 pages max)

Environmental context    (0.5 page max)

Describe the land degradation status, extent, types (forest, savanna, steppe, soils, etc.), trends, and priority zones.

Describe the impacts of land degradation on local (poverty), national (economic, political) and global environmental benefits (biodiversity, climate change and international waters).

Socio-economic context    (0.5 page max)

Describe general socio-economic characteristics of agriculture, livestock and forestry sectors.

Describe poverty and livelihood characteristics in the country.

Policy, institutional and legal context     (0.5 to 1 page max)

Describe policies, institutions and legislation relevant to land degradation issues, including those relevant to the agriculture, livestock and forestry sectors; land use planning and land tenure policies and laws; national development frameworks such as NEAPs, PRSPs, MDGs; and strategic action plans related to environmental conventions (e.g. BSAP, NCCC, NAPA, POPs NIP) etc. 

Causes of land degradation (0.5 page max)

Briefly describe in general terms the causes of land degradation in the country (including both desertification and deforestation), and the barriers (constraints) to sustainable land management sustainable land management, focusing on technical, institutional, policy, legislative, and other capacity needs for sustainable land management.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION   (3.5 pages max)

Baseline course of action   (0.5 page max)

Describe the status of elaboration of NAP, its participatory process up to now, the outputs achieved so far, including any recent donor assistance, and steps remaining for completion of the NAP. If the NAP has not been initiated, then describe processes related to national reporting undertaken by the country to date. If the country is considering an alternative strategic framework that would be equivalent to the NAP, then please explain the rationale, and the steps taken to involve the CCD focal point and meet UNCCD guidance on its preparation and presentation.

Briefly describe any projects or programs that are currently addressing the issue of lack of capacity for land degradation mitigation; what they have already achieved and hope to achieve in the near future.

Briefly describe any projects or programs that address mainstreaming of environmental issues into national development frameworks, including processes related to the MDGs, PRSP, NSSD, NEAP, IPF/IFF Proposals for Action, Barbados +10, etc..

Capacity and mainstreaming needs for SLM (1 page max)

Evaluate effectiveness of the current baseline, and describe gaps and additional capacity needs for sustainable land management, for all relevant stakeholder groups, including local land users, community based organizations, local authorities and extension workers, NGOs, research and academic community, provincial and national level decision makers. Analyze and integrate information that is generated through other GEF capacity development initiatives (e.g. NCSA, NAPA, SNC, POPs, Biodiversity capacity assessment) or other GEF projects if available.

Describe mainstreaming needs for sustainable land management, with a focus on mainstreaming into national development frameworks and processes (including government budgetary processes).  Place any additional information in an Annex.

Project rationale and objectives  (0.5 page max)

Give a clear statement of the long term Goal to which the project will contribute (one paragraph). 

Identify at the Objective of the project (what it will actually achieve and how it will generate both global and national benefits) - (the goal and objectives should match those stated on the project Logical Framework). 

Describe what would happen in the future if there was no GEF funding to complement the baseline activities. This will give an indication of the value-added of GEF incremental funding.

Describe any additional global benefits, especially indirect benefits related to other Focal Areas.

Expected project outcomes, and outputs   (0.5 page max)

Briefly describe project outcomes and outputs expected at completion of the project (this should be a summary of the project Logical Framework, including objectively verifiable indicators, which should be attached as Annex). There can be at least 3-5 outcomes for the project, and at least 2-3 outputs per outcome. Identify underlying assumptions and possible risks to the success of the project.

Linkages to IA activities and programs  (0.5 page max)

Describe how the project is relevant to the IA’s country programming framework. 

Describe IA co-financing (if any).

Describe how the project will coordinate and build synergies with other relevant GEF projects in the country, especially those that are cross-cutting with land degradation, and those that have capacity assessment and capacity building activities (including NCSAs, NAPAs, SNC, POPs and BD Capacity Assessments) and any other forthcoming under the Capacity Development Initiative (especially under the NEPAD framework for Africa).

Stakeholder Involvement Plan  (0.5 page max)
Identify and describe the stakeholders who will be involved in the project as executing or co-executing agents or as collaborators in the project activities; groups who will benefit from the project; local groups likely to be affected by project outcomes; and other groups in civil society who may have an interest in the project. 

Describe how the project will ensure cross-sectoral integration between relevant ministries, civil society, private sector, etc. (e.g. forestry, agriculture, livestock, lands, planning, finance, energy and mines, etc.). Explain what capacity development needs for SLM are targeted for each of the stakeholder groups including local communities.
Describe the mechanisms that have been planned to sustain local participation. Describe the key social and participation issues of the project, such as needs of vulnerable groups; and potential adverse social impacts as a result of the project.

FINANCIAL PLAN   (1 pages max)

Streamlined Incremental Costs Assessment  (0.5 page max)

Define which of the ongoing (baseline) activities mentioned above will directly contribute to the project objectives. According to the GEF (C.20/6/Rev.1) baseline activities that are essential to achieving the GEF Objectives, as defined in the logical framework, can be counted as co-financing. These can be in-kind or parallel cash funding.

Describe how the GEF financing is expected to build on these baseline activities (i.e. to be incremental) to achieve the objectives of the project. 

Summarize the additional and complementary activities to be funded by any other donor (including the Global Mechanism). 

Project Budget  (0.5 page max)

The following are estimated average costs for the generic types of activities. Countries should adapt these estimates to their own situation. The principle of cost-sharing will be adopted for simplifying the incremental cost analysis and as suggested by OP#15. The exact ratio of GEF to other funding for each MSP is therefore negotiable and will depend on the level of baseline activities, and the packaging of components required, however it will not be less than the ratio of 1:1. Furthermore, GEF funding will not exceed $500,000 per MSP.



Recommended Cost benchmarks (in 1,000 US dollars)

	Component
	GEF 
	Co-finance

	Total

	
	
	Govt Co-finance
	Other co-finance

	

	Capacity Development for SLM


	260-430
	10-40
	230-370
	500-840

	Mainstreaming


	30-50
	10-20
	30-50
	70-120

	Completion of NAP 


	0
	5-30
	10-30
	15-60

	Medium Term Investment Plan and its Resource Mobilization


	10-20
	5-10
	30-50
	45-80

	TOTAL MSP 
	300-500
	30-100
	300-500
	630-1,100


Note: Co-finance should be broken down by source.

Explanation for deviations from criteria and norms (if applicable) – (0.5 page)

If the project design deviates substantially from the recommended outputs or cost benchmarks, including substantial increase above $500,000, explain the reasons for such deviation.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS  (1 page max)

Institutional framework and project implementation arrangements (0.5 page max)

Identify national execution agency or agencies. Select appropriate regional execution agency for technical assistance (select from short list provided by the Portfolio Project).

Identify overall execution arrangements, and manner of oversight from the GEF Implementing Agency.  

Briefly describe the expected project implementation process, including the project implementation plan (Workplan), Project Management Unit, manner of building links and cooperation with other relevant projects, national steering committee structures for the project, and linkages to relevant regional entities (e.g. NEPAD Secretariat, SPREP, CILSS, SADC, Caribbean Task Force on SLM) as appropriate.

Explain how the project will coordinate and build on co-financing provided through the Global Mechanism/UNCCD. 

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (0.5 page max)

The monitoring and evaluation plan should follow the standard requirements of all GEF projects, and the M&E requirements of the IA. It should also include provisions for:

· collecting and reporting data on impact and performance indicators identified in the logical framework;

· a description of how monitoring and evaluation activities will involve project participants and stakeholders;

· how monitoring and evaluation results will be used in project management.

The schedule of planned mid-term reviews, self-evaluations, and/or end-of-project evaluations, and the resources that will be allocated to monitoring and evaluation from both GEF and other financing should be summarized in a Table in the Annex.

RESPONSE TO GEF SECRETARIAT REVIEW

Provide a concise response to all points raised by GEF Secretariat after first submission (if any). 

Addendum 1:  Indicative Types of Activities and Outputs, and Recommended Sequencing 

The following is a generic listing of types of outputs and activities. Each country’s needs will vary. Some countries may have developed equivalent action programmes that can be modified to address SLM. Some countries may have already done some of the recommended activities for completion of the NAP through co-financing, in which case they would reduce the number of activities needed. In some countries, the capacity building needs  for SLM may include policy formulation activities. In choosing the right kind of capacity development activity, it should be noted that the MSP is very likely the first phase in a country’s requested assistance from the GEF. Other projects can follow on after this initial phase (e.g. continuing the capacity building but in a more focused manner; or moving to an investment/demonstration project). 

	Outcome and outputs
	Output indicator
	Indicative timeframe

	Outcome 1: Completion of National Action Programmes to Combat Desertification (co-financing)
	Deadline Dec 2005

	1.1 Elaboration of NAP by the National Team, including country analysis, problem analysis, prioritization of actions

	· Draft NAP
	1 month

	1.2 Validation of NAP through local, provincial and national workshops
	· Final NAP

· Workshop reports and proceedings
	2-4 months

	1.3 Formal adoption of NAP by Government, and discussions on the allocation of a national budget for NAP implementation
	· NAP as an official national framework document to combat desertification

· Deposition of NAP to UNCCD Secretariat

· Record of NAP adoption 
	1-3 months

(formal government adoption may go beyond Dec 2004 deadline)

	1.4 Formal Publication and duplication. Dissemination of NAP to wider public through awareness and media programs, including translation and simplification of text.
	· NAP documents made available to various stakeholders

· Media reports

· Text in local languages
	3-6 months (may go beyond Dec 2004 deadline)

	Component 2: Capacity Development for Sustainable Land Management
	Deadline: within 4 years of project start-up

	2.1 Stocktaking of the land degradation situation in the country, in key thematic areas, through consolidation of available information; assessment of impacts; and identification of root causes.
	· Thematic reports

· Maps

· Summary report on stocktaking
	2-3 months

	2.2 Consultations with key stakeholders (inter-sectoral; govt/civil society; etc.) for ensuring participation by representatives of stakeholder groups in assessments and decision making.
	· Stakeholder analysis (with special attention to gender and marginal groups)

· Record and evidence of stakeholder participation (Stakeholders consultation reports)
	1 month

2-3 months

	2.3  Assessment of capacity development needs (individual, institutional and systemic) for SLM , including integration of results from NCSAs, NAPAs, etc. 
	· Assessment reports
	5-6 months

	2.4 Capacity development and enhancement of human resources for SLM at local, provincial and national levels, through targeted workshops, seminars, field days to projects, electronic networking and other methods (may be combined with NAP consultation/validation workshops) – topics include: land suitability analysis; integrated land use planning and management; land tenure analysis; ecosystem stability analysis; drought preparedness and contingency planning; information management for SLM; etc.
	· Number of people trained in sustainable land management

· Number of projects identified for sustainable land management
	12-36 months

	2.5 Capacity development on valuation of ecosystem services; tools for cost/benefit analysis of implementation needs; environmental accounting and the green GDP approach, economic valuation at macro and micro levels, and market based instruments (such as reform of taxes, subsidies, etc.; progression from EIAs to SEA (Sustainable Environmental Assessment); other techniques such as multi-criteria analysis, environmental-poverty mapping, and the various forms of Integrated Assessments, and other tools for analysis of the baseline and priority-setting processes
	· Economic analysis of SLM needs

· various other analyses as needed
	6-36 months

	2.6  Identification of best practices for promoting sustainable land management in the country; determination of priorities for the country (priority sites, priority themes and issues)
	· Best practices report
	2-3 months

	2.7 Gender Analysis and gender sensitization workshops
	· Gender analysis

· gender sensitization workshops
	2-3 months

3-6 months

	2.8 Detailed institutional analysis, and institutional capacity development for sustainable land management
	· Institutional analysis

· Initiation of institutional reform in key sectors
	2-3 months

6-10 months

	2.9 Analysis of existing policies and legal instruments, and capacities for policy change, and recommendations on reduction of policy disincentives, in order to promote sustainable land management (e.g. in relevant sectors such as : forestry, agriculture, livestock, soil conservation, renewable rural energy, etc.)


	· Policy and legal analysis

· Policy and legal reform recommendations and dissemination
	2-3 months

10-16 months

	2.10 Capacity development for monitoring and evaluation of impact of SLM projects
	· Number of people trained

· Evidence of institutional capacity enhancement
	3-5 months

10-14 months

	Outcome 3: Mainstreaming and harmonization of sustainable land management
	Deadline: within two years of project start-up

	3.1 Incorporation of issues and options from capacity development and awareness raising processes (e.g. Step 2 below) and other  environmental assessments and Action Plans (e.g. NCSA, POPs and NAPA processes) into national development frameworks (such as PRSP, NAP, NEAP, NSSD, etc.).
	· Harmonization and Integration workshops
	1 month

	3.2 Harmonization of sustainable land management priorities between existing environmental frameworks, such as BSAP, NCCC, NAPA, NEAP, Forest Sector Plans, etc. by revising or developing annexes to these frameworks
	· Harmonized environmental frameworks
	2-3 months

	3.3 Mainstreaming of sustainable land management into national development frameworks, such as NEAP, PRPS, MDG, Bilateral and Multi-lateral cooperation frameworks, etc.
	· PRSP, MDG and other reports show evidence of mainstreaming

· Potential for increased funding stream for SLM enhanced
	5-7 months

	3.4 Harmonization of NAP with other environmental frameworks (e.g. NBSAP, Forestry Plans) in the country
	· Record of joint meetings

· Harmonization chapter of NAP
	1 month

	3.5 Identification of other mechanisms for harmonization and mainstreaming, such as design of National Environmental Trust Funds
	· Other mechanisms identified, and established where appropriate
	5-10 months

	Component 4: Resource Mobilization for SLM 
	Deadline: within 3 years of project start-up

	4.1 Identification of funding needs (for both: further targeted capacity development and on-the-ground investments)
	· Needs analysis report
	2-3 months

	4.2 Identification of project concepts and ideas for financing by bilateral, multilateral, private and NGO donors, using information provided through the other components; identification of incentives for private sector involvement
	· Participatory process of consultations

· Agency partnerships and collaboration
	3-5 months

	4.3 Project concepts prioritized into a detailed Medium-Term Investment Plan (to be coordinate with GM’s Country Finance Partnerships where appropriate)
	· Number of project concepts validated and prioritized
	1-2 months

	4.4 Analysis of sources of funding, including national and provincial resources, and additional donor funding available – building on available data bases such as GM’s FIELD
	· Sources of funding report
	2-3 month

	4.5 Donor round table, or other appropriate method, on resource mobilization for SLM
	· At least two projects receive provisional funding
	1 month

	4.6 Bilateral discussions with donors on resource mobilization for NAP implementation
	· Discussions held between government and at least 5 donors, facilitated jointly by UNDP and GM
	2-3 months

	4.7 Identification of other sustainable funding mechanisms, such as design of National Desertification Funds
	· Identification and establishment of Fund
	6-9 months


Addendum 2:  Recommended process for obtaining country endorsement, and format for OFP endorsement letter

The MSP proposal has to clearly address the priorities of the country as it meets its obligations and responsibilities for implementation of the UNCCD and other relevant frameworks, such as those related to UNFF. Therefore, the proposal must be reviewed by the CCD National Committee (if established) and recommended for approval to the CCD Focal Point, prior to obtaining the GEF national Operational Focal Point (OFP) endorsement letter.

If the NCSA process has already started in the country, then the proposal has to undergo additional review by the National Steering Committee (or equivalent) of the NCSA project.

The GEF OFP endorsement letter should include the following statement:

“ The proposal has been reviewed and technically approved by the CCD Focal Point, and the NSCA National Steering Committee (if applicable). The Government of [country] considers that the project meets its capacity development priorities for UNCCD implementation and sustainable land management, and hereby endorses the proposal for submission by [the IA] to the GEF for expedited approval.”

Annex  B-1:  SLM parameters and trends by country
	COUNTRY
	LDC OR SIDS
	ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC PARAMETERS

	
	
	Arable Land

(Thousand Hectares)
	Hectares of Cropland Per Capita

(1994)
	Population

(thousands)
	Surface Area

(sq km)
	Forest

Cover

(2000)
	Annual Change in Forest Cover

1990-2000 (%)
	Population 

Living Below $1/Day
	Post Conflict Situation

(1993-2004)

	
	
	1970
	1999
	
	2002
	2025
	
	
	
	
	

	AFRICA (14)

	Angola
	LDC
	2900
	3000
	0.33
	13,936

	28,213
	1,246,700
	56%

19% Drylands
	-0.2%


	--
	Yes

	Burundi
	LDC
	960
	770
	0.19
	6,688
	12,390
	27,834
	3.7%
	-9.0% Change in Total Forest

-21.9% Change in Natural Forest
	58.4%

	Yes

	Central African Republic
	LDC
	1770
	1930
	0.63
	3,884
	5,886
	622,984
	36.8%

20% Drylands
	-0.1%
	66.6%
	Yes

	Comoros
	SIDS &LDC
	75
	78
	--
	727
	1,200
	2,235
	4.3%
	-4.3%
	--
	Unstable

	Democratic Republic of Congo
	LDC
	6440
	6700
	0.18
	54,275 

	114,876
	2,344,858
	59.6%
	-0.4%
	--
	Yes

	Equatorial Guinea
	LDC
	125
	130
	0.59
	483 

	889
	28,051
	62.5%
	-0.6%
	--
	No

	Guinea
	LDC
	680
	885
	0.12
	8,381 

	14,120
	245,857
	28.2%

14% Drylands
	-0.5%
	--
	Yes

	Guinea Bissau
	LDC
	245
	300
	0.32
	1,257

	2,170

	36,125
	60.5%

6% Drylands
	-0.9%
	--
	Yes

	Liberia
	LDC
	126
	190
	0.17
	3,298 

	7,638
	111,369
	31.3%
	-2.0%
	--
	Yes

	Mauritius
	SIDS
	100
	100
	0.10
	1,300
	1,400
	2,040
	7.9%
	-0.6
	--
	No

	Rwanda
	LDC
	522
	866
	0.22
	8,148 

	12,883
	26,338
	12.4%
	-3.9% Change Total Forest

-15.2% Change in Natural Forest
	35.7

	Yes

	Sao Tome and Principe
	SIDS &LDC
	1
	2
	--
	200
	200
	964
	28.3%
	--
	--
	Yes

	Seychelles
	SIDS
	1
	1
	--
	100
	100
	455
	66.7
	--
	--
	Yes

	Sierra Leone
	LDC
	400
	484
	0.13
	4,814 

	9,052
	71,740
	14.7%
	-2.9%
	57%
	Yes

	ASIA AND PACIFIC (21)

	Afghanistan
	LDC
	7870
	7910
	0.44
	23,294 

	45,193
	652,090
	2.1%

94% Drylands
	--


	--
	Yes

	Bangladesh
	LDC
	8837
	8100
	0.07
	143,364 

	210,823
	143,998
	10.2%
	+1.3%
	36%
	Yes

(Low Intensity)

	Bhutan
	LDC
	89
	140
	0.08
	2,198 

	3,843
	47,000
	64.2%
	--
	--
	No

	Cambodia
	LDC
	2693
	3700
	0.39
	13,776 

	22,310
	181,035
	52.9%
	-0.6%
	--
	Yes

	Cook Islands
	SIDS
	1
	4
	--
	21


	--
	240
	95.7%
	--
	--
	No

	Fiji
	SIDS
	67
	200
	0.34
	832 

	954
	18,274

	44.6%
	-0.2% Change in Total Forest Cover

-1.4% Change in Natural Forests
	--
	No

	Kiribati
	SIDS &LDC
	--
	--
	--
	98
	--
	726
	38.4%
	--
	--
	No

	Maldives
	SIDS
	2
	1
	--
	300

	--
	298
	3.3%
	+54.4%
	--
	No

	Marshall Islands
	SIDS
	--
	--
	--
	52

	--
	181
	--
	--
	--
	No

	Myanmar
	LDC
	9970
	9548
	0.23
	48,956 

	60,243
	676,578
	52.3%
	-1.4%
	--
	Yes

	Nauru
	SIDS
	--
	--
	--
	13

	
	21
	--
	--
	--
	No

	Niue
	SIDS
	5
	5
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	No

	Palau
	SIDS
	0
	10
	--
	20
	--
	459
	76.1%
	--
	--
	No

	PNG
	SIDS
	17
	60
	0.10
	5,032 

	8,023
	462,840
	67.6%
	-0.4%
	--
	Yes

	Samoa
	SIDS &LDC
	53
	55
	
	159
	--
	2,831
	37.2%
	-2.1%
	--
	No

	Solomon Islands
	SIDS &LDC
	40
	42
	0.16
	479 

	943
	28,896
	88.8%
	-0.2%
	--
	No

	Timor Leste
	SIDS
	--
	--
	--
	998
	--
	15,007
	34.3%
	-0.6%
	--
	Yes

	Tonga
	SIDS
	20
	17
	--
	99
	
	650
	5.5%
	--
	--
	No

	Tuvalu
	SIDS &LDC
	--
	--
	--
	10
	
	26
	--
	--
	--
	No

	Vanuatu
	SIDS &LDC
	15
	30
	--
	202
	
	12,189
	36.7%
	+0.1%
	--
	No



	CARIBBEAN (14)

	Barbados
	SIDS
	16
	16
	--
	300
	300
	430
	4.7%
	--
	--
	No

	Belize
	SIDS
	39
	64
	0.40
	236 

	324
	22,696
	59.1%
	-2.3%
	--
	No

	Dominica
	SIDS
	7
	3
	--
	100
	100
	751
	61.3%
	-0.7%


	--
	No

	Dominican Republic
	SIDS
	820
	1071
	0.24
	8,639 

	10,924
	48,511
	28.4%
	-0.3%
	<2%
	Yes

(Low Intensity)

	Grenada
	SIDS
	5
	1
	--
	100
	100
	344
	14.7%
	+0,9%
	--
	No

	Guyana
	SIDS
	360
	480
	0.60
	765 

	703
	214,969
	78.5%
	-0.3%
	<2%
	Yes

	Haiti
	SIDS &LDC
	505
	560
	0.13
	8,400 

	11,549
	27,750
	3.2%
	-5.7%
	--
	Yes

	Jamaica
	SIDS
	145
	174
	0.09
	2,621 

	3,264
	10,990
	30%
	-1.5%
	<2%
	Yes

(Low Intensity)

	St. Kitts/Nevis
	SIDS
	8
	7
	--
	38
	38
	261
	11.1%
	-0.6%
	--
	No

	St. Lucia
	SIDS
	5
	3
	--
	100
	200
	622
	14.8%
	-4.9%


	--
	No

	St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	SIDS
	6
	4
	--
	100
	100
	388
	15.4%
	-1.4%
	--
	No

	Suriname
	SIDS
	30
	57
	0.16
	400
	500
	163,265
	90.5%
	--
	--
	No

	Trinidad and Tobago
	SIDS
	57

	75
	0.10
	1,306 

	1,437
	5130
	50.5%
	-0.8%
	12.4%
	No


ANNEX B-2:

Land Degradation Statistics for Relevant Countries

	COUNTRY
	Land Degradation

Moderate to very severe

in km2
	% Total Area Degraded

Moderate to very severe

	Forest Cover

(2000)
	% Annual Change in Forest Cover

(1990-2000)

	AFRICA (14)
	
	
	
	

	Angola
	291
	23%
	56%

19% drylands
	-0.2%

	Burundi
	26
	93%
	3.7%
	-9.0% Change in Total Forest

-21.9% Change in Natural Forest

	Central African Republic
	28
	9%
	36.8%

20% drylands
	-0.1%

	Comoros
	N/A
	N/A
	4.3%
	-4.3%

	Democratic Republic of Congo
	360
	16%
	59.6%
	-0.4%

	Equatorial Guinea
	0
	0%
	62.5%
	-0.6%

	Guinea
	55
	22%
	28.2%

14% drylands
	-0.5%

	Guinea Bissau
	27
	76%
	60.5%

6% drylands
	-0.9%

	Liberia
	12
	11%
	31.3%
	-2.0%

	Mauritius
	266
	26%
	7.9%
	-0.6

	Rwanda
	26
	99%
	12.4%
	-3.9% Change  in Total Forest

-15.2% Change in Natural Forest

	Sao Tome
	N/A
	N/A
	28.3%
	N/A

	Seychelles
	N/A
	N/A
	66.7%
	N/A

	Sierra Leone
	38
	53%
	14.7%
	-2.9%

	ASIA AND PACIFIC (21)
	
	
	
	

	Afghanistan


	543
	84%
	2.1% 

94% drylands
	N/A

	Bangladesh
	137
	95%
	10.2%
	+1.3%

	Bhutan
	14
	31%
	64.2%
	N/A

	Cambodia
	153
	85%
	52.9%
	-0.6%

	Cook Islands
	N/A
	N/A
	95.7%
	N/A

	Fiji
	0
	0%
	44.6%
	-0.2% Change in Total Forest Cover

-1.4% Change in Natural Forests

	Kiribati
	N/A
	N/A
	38.4%
	N/A

	Maldives
	N/A
	N/A
	3.3%
	+54.4%

	Marshall Islands
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Micronesia
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Myanmar
	667
	99%
	52.3%
	-1.4%

	Nauru
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Niue
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Palau
	N/A
	N/A
	76.1%
	N/A

	Paupa New Guinea
	15
	3%
	67.6%
	-0.4%

	Samoa
	N/A
	N/A
	37.2%
	-2.1%

	Solomon Islands
	30
	100%
	88.8%
	-0.2%

	Timor Leste
	N/A
	N/A
	34.3%
	-0.6%

	Tonga
	N/A
	N/A
	5.5%
	N/A

	Tuvalu
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Vanuatu
	N/A
	N/A
	36.7%
	+0.1%

	CARRIBEAN (14)

	Barbados
	N/A
	N/A
	4.7%
	N/A

	Belize
	7
	29%
	59.1%
	-2.3%

	Dominica
	N/A
	N/A
	61.3%
	-0.7%

	Dominican Republic
	47
	100%
	28.4%
	-0.3%

	Grenada
	N/A
	N/A
	14.7%
	+0,9%

	Guyana
	32
	15%
	78.5%
	-0.3%

	Haiti
	27
	100%
	3.2%
	-5.7%

	Jamaica
	11
	100%
	30%
	-1.5%

	St. Kitts/Nevis
	N/A
	N/A
	11.1%
	-0.6%

	St. Lucia
	N/A
	N/A
	14.8%
	-4.9%

	St. Vincent
	N/A
	N/A
	15.4%
	-1.4%

	Suriname
	29
	18%
	90.5%
	N/A

	Trinidad and Tobago
	5
	100%
	50.5%
	-0.8%


ANNEX C: GEF activities related to Capacity Development in

Eligible LDC-SIDS countries for Umbrella Project

	Country
	GEF Activity
	National Executing Agency or Focal Point
	Status 
	GEF amount

	AFRICA
	
	
	
	

	Angola
	NCSA
	TBD
	Idea
	TBD

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	TBD
	Under preparation
	200,000

	
	SLM
	CCD Focal Point, Ministry of Urban Affairs and Environment
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Burundi
	NCSA
	Director General of INECN, Ministry of Territorial Planning Environment (OFP)
	EA Brief formulation
	200,000

	
	NAPA
	Department of Environment (CCC Focal Point) of Ministry of Territorial Planning Environment
	Under preparation
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Department of Environment (CCC Focal Point) of Ministry of Territorial Planning and Environment 
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	General Directorate (CCD Focal Point) of Ministry of Territorial Planning and Environment
	NAP process advanced
	TBD

	
	BD Capacity Assessment
	National Institute for the Environment and Nature Conservation (INECN)
	Under implementation (May 2001)
	189,000

	Central African Republic
	NCSA
	Ministry of Water, Forests, Environment and Tourism, OFP
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	TBD (CCC focal point)
	Under preparation
	200,000

	
	SNC (UNEP)
	Ministry of Water, Forests, Environment and Tourism (CCC focal point)


	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD Focal point, Coordinator of CND, Ministère de l'Environnement, du Développement Durable et de l'Economie Sociale
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Ministry of Water, Forests, Environment and Tourism, OFP and CBD focal point
	Under implementation (December 2000)
	271,000

	Comoros
	NCSA
	Direction Generale de L’Environnement, OFP
	PDF A under implementation
	23,400

	
	NAPA
	CCC focal point, Directorate of Environment, Ministry of Social Affairs, Telecommunications and the Environment
	Under implementation (mid-03)
	200,000

	
	SNC (UNEP)
	CCC focal point in the Directorate of Environment, Ministry of Social Affairs, Telecommunications and the Environment
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD Focal point, National Research Institute for Agriculture, Fisheries and Environment
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Ministry of External Affairs, Cooperation and Francophonie
	Proposal submitted to GEFSEC (February 2004)
	274,000

	Democratic Republic of Congo
	NCSA
	OFP in Ministry of Land, Environment and Tourism
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	NAPA
	General Secretariat for Environment and Nature  Conservation,  Sustainable Development Department (SDD)
	Under implementation (December 2003)
	200,000

	
	SNC
	CCC focal point in Ministry of Land, Environment and Tourism
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Ministry of Land, Environment and Tourism 
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	National Biodiversity Unit of the Ministry of Land, Environment, fisheries and forestry
	Under implementation (February 2003)
	105,725

	Equatorial Guinea
	NCSA
	TBD (probably OFP)
	Idea
	

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	TBD
	Under preparation
	

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Ministry of Forests, Fisheries and Environment
	NAP process started but pending
	TBD

	Guinea
	NCSA
	OFP, Manager of 
National Environment Directorate
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	NAPA
	CCC focal point, National Environment Directorate
	Under implementation (Nov. 2003)
	200,000

	
	SNC
	CCC Focal point of National Environment Directorate
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD Focal point and Chief of the Rural Forestry Division, Department of Water and Forests, Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock 
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	CBD focal point in the National Directorate of Environment
	Under implementation  (October 2002)
	210,000

	Guinea Bissau
	NCSA
	General Director of Environment and Secretary of State of Energy and Natural Resources (OFP)
	PDF A formulation
	25,000

	
	NAPA
	TBD (CCC focal point)
	Under preparation
	200,000

	
	SNC
	CCC focal point, Direction de l’Environnement, Ministère des mines, de la géologie et de l’environnement
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Ministry of Agriculture, Forests, Hunting and Livestock 
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	CBD focal point Ministry of Natural Resources and Energy
	Under implementation (October 2001)
	240,500

	Liberia
	NCSA (UNEP)
	National Environmental Commission (Office of OFP)
	EA under implementation (Nov 03)
	190,000

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	Environmental Protection Agency
	Pending approval (Dec 03)
	200,000

	
	SNC
	National Environmental Commission, Director
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Assistant Minister for Mineral and Environmental Research, Ministry of Lands, Mines and Energy
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Mauritius 
	NCSA (UNEP)
	Ministry of Economic Development, Financial Services and Corporate Affairs (Office of OFP)
	EA under implementation (Feb 03)
	127,500

	
	SNC (UNEP)
	Director, Meteorological Services
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Director of Forests, Forestry Service
	NAP process not yet started; PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	Rwanda
	NCSA
	TBD (OFP)
	Idea
	

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	CCC focal point, Ministry of Lands, Environment, Forestry, Water and Natural Resources
	Pending approval (Mar 04)
	195,000

	
	SNC (UNEP)
	CCC Focal Point, Ministry of Lands, Environment, Forestry, Water and Natural Resources
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point and Director of Environment, Ministry of Lands, Environment, Forestry, Water and Natural Resources
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Sao Tome and Principe
	NCSA
	Secrétariat national pour l’Environnement,  l’Administration du Territoire et la Conservation de la Nature
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	NAPA (WB)
	Cabinet of Environment, Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment
	Pending approval (Mar 04)
	200,000

	
	SNC
	National Meteorological Institute, Director
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Director, Ministry of Environment
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Sierra Leone
	NCSA
	OFP, Secretary of State
Ministry of Foreign Affairs & International Cooperation
	PDF A formulation
	25,000

	
	NAPA
	Meteorological Department, Ministry of Transport and Communication
	Under preparation
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Meteorological Department, Director and CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Chief environment Officer, Ministry of Lands, Housing, Country Planning and the Environment
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	Seychelles
	NCSA
	Ministry of Environment
	EA under implementation
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Policy Planning and Services Division, Ministry of Environment (Director and CCC focal point)
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Director General, Nature Conservation, Division of Nature, Ministry of Environment
	NAP process yet to start
	TBD

	ASIA
	
	
	
	

	Afghanistan
	NCSA (UNEP)
	TBD
	PDF A formulation
	25,000

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	TBD
	Idea
	TBD

	
	SLM
	TBD
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Bangladesh
	NCSA
	Ministry of Environment and Forests, Secretary and OFP
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	NAPA
	Department of Environment, Ministry of Environment and Forests
	Under implementation June 2003
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Ministry of Environment and Forests, Secretary and CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD Focal point, Bangladesh Secretariat
Ministry of Environment and Forests
	NAP process started but delayed
	TBD

	Bhutan
	NCSA
	Deputy Minister                                           National Environment Commission 
	EA under implementation
	199,100

	
	NAPA
	National Environment Commission
	Under implementation February 2004
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Policy Coordination f National Environmental Commission (Director and CCC focal point)
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	TBD
	NAP process yet to start
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Ministry of Agriculture
	Under implementation (May 2002)
	165,000

	Cambodia
	NCSA
	Ministry of Environment (special Project Management Unit)
	EA under implementation (Feb 04)
	200,000

	
	NAPA
	Ministry of Environment
	Under implementation June 2003
	199,500

	
	SNC
	Ministry of Environment, Undersecretary of State for Environment and CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Deputy-Director of Planning, Statistics and International Cooperation
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries
	NAP process advanced
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Ministry of Environment
	Operationally completed  (Dec 2002)
	97,373

	Cook Islands
	NCSA
	Director, Environment Service
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Environment Service
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point,  Environment Service
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Cook Islands Government (Office of the International Environment Advisor)
	Under implementation (February 2003)
	201,000

	Fiji
	NCSA
	Ministry of Local Government, Housing, Squatter Settlement, and Environment (OFP)
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	Department of Environment

Ministry of Local Government, Housing and Environment (CCC focal point)
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Principal, Research Officer for Land Use
Land Resource Planning and Development
Ministry of Agriculture, Sugar and Land Resettlement
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Department of Environment, Ministry of Local Government, Housing and Environment (CBD focal point)
	Under preparation
	237,500

	Kiribati
	NCSA
	Ministry of Environment & Social Development
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	NAPA
	Ministry of Environment and Social Development
	Under implementation  February 2004
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Environment and Conservation Division

Ministry of Environment and Social Development (CCC focal point)
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	TBD
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Minister of Environment and Social Development
	Under implementation (April 2003)
	198,000

	Maldives
	NCSA
	National Council for the Protection of the Environment (NCPE)
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	NAPA
	CCC focal point, Environment Section, Ministry of Home Affairs, Housing and Environment
	Approved 24  October 2003
	200,000

	
	SNC
	CCC focal point, Ministry of Home Affairs, Housing and Environment
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	TBD
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Marshall Islands
	NCSA
	Office of the President
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	Office of Environmental Planning and Policy Coordination, Environmental Protection Authority (CCC focal point)
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Director
Office of Environmental Planning and Policy Coordination
Office of the President
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Environmental Protection
	Under implementation (March 2003)
	220,000

	Micronesia
	NCSA
	TBD (OFP)
	PDF A formulation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	Department of Economic Affairs
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	TBD
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Department of Economic Affairs
	Under implementation (November 2002)
	166,000

	Myanmar
	NCSA  (UNEP)
	TBD
	PDF A formulation
	25,000

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	TBD
	Under preparation
	TBD

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Director
Forest Department
Ministry of Forestry
	NAP process under way
	TBD

	Nauru
	NCSA
	TBD
	Idea
	TBD

	
	SNC
	Department of Industry and Economic Development (CCC focal point)
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Secretary for Economic Development
Department of Economic Development
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Niue
	NCSA
	Department of Community Affairs
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	SNC (UNEP)
	Meteorological Service and Climate Change, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Executive Officer
Ministry of External Affairs
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Environment Unit, Department of Community Affairs (DCA)
	Under implementation (February 2002)
	280,000

	Palau
	NCSA
	Office of Bureau of Planning and Statistics (OBPS) under the Ministry of Administration
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	Office of environmental response and coordination, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Chief of the Division of Foreign Affairs
Ministry of State
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	Papua New Guinea
	NCSA
	Department of Environment and Conservation  (OFP)
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	Department of Environment and Conservation, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Secretary
Department of Environment and Conservation
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	Samoa
	NCSA
	Division of Environment and Conservation, Ministry of Natural Resource and Environment
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	NAPA
	Department of Lands, Survey and  Environment (DLSE), CCC focal point
	Under implementation March 2003
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Department of Lands, Survey & Environment, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Secretary for Foreign Affairs
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	NAP process yet to start
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Division of Environment and Conservation
	Under implementation (January 2002)
	215,000

	Solomon Islands
	NCSA
	Environment and Conservation Division, Ministry of Forests, Environment and Conservation

	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	TBD
	Under preparation
	TBD

	
	SNC
	Solomon Islands Meteorological Service
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	TBD
	NAP process yet to start
	TBD

	Timor Leste
	NCSA
	OFP, Secretary of State for Tourism, Environment and Investment, Ministry of Development and Environment
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC (Ist national comm.)
	TBD
	Under preparation
	TBD

	
	SLM
	TBD
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Tonga
	NCSA
	Director of Environment, Ministry of Environment (OFP)
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	Ministry of Lands, Survey and Natural Resources , CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Secretary for Foreign Affairs
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Tuvalu
	NCSA
	TBD
	PDF A formulation
	25,000

	
	NAPA
	Environment Department, Office of the Prime Minister
	Under implementation June 2003
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Secretary to Government
Office of the Prime Minister
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	Vanuatu
	NCSA (UNEP)
	Environment Unit, Ministry of Lands, Environment and Natural Resources (OFP)
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	NAPA
	Department of Meteorological Services, CCC focal point
	Under implementation September 2003
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Meteorology Department and CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	TBD
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	CARIBBEAN
	
	
	
	

	Barbados
	NCSA (UNEP)
	?
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	SNC
	Ministry of Physical Development and the Environment, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD Focal point, Permanent Secretary
Environment Division
Ministry of Housing, Lands and the Environment
	NAP process underway
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment (UNEP)
	Ministry of Physical Development and Environment, CBD focal point
	Under implementation
	296,200

	Belize
	NCSA
	Department of the Environment, Ministry of Natural Resources the Environment and Industry
	EA formulation
	200,000

	
	SNC
	National Meteorological Service

Ministry of Public Utilities, Transport and Communications
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Chief Forest Officer
Forest Department
Ministry of Natural Resources, Environment and Industry
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	
	EA (Add On)
	Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment
	Under implementation (August 2003)
	177,000

	Dominica
	NCSA (UNEP)
	TBD
	PDF A formulation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	TBD
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Head Environmental Coordinating Unit
Ministry of Agriculture and Environment
	NAP process underway
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Ministry of Agriculture and Environment 
	Under implementation (March 2003)
	198,570

	Dominican Republic
	NCSA
	Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources 
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Sub-Secretary for Land and Water, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources
	NAP process advanced
	TBD

	Grenada
	NCSA
	Projects Unit, Department of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance and Planning
	PDF A implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	TBD
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Chief Forestry Officer
Forestry and National Parks
Ministry of Agriculture, Lands, Forestry and Fisheries
	NAP process just started
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	CBD focal point and Ministry of Finance
	Under implementation (September 2002)
	206,000

	Guyana
	NCSA
	TBD
	Idea
	TBD

	
	SNC
	Hydrometeorological Service

Ministry of Agriculture
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Commissioner, Chief Executive Officer
Lands and Service Commission
Ministry of Agriculture
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Haiti 
	NCSA (UNEP)
	TBD
	Idea
	TBD

	
	NAPA (UNEP)
	TBD
	Idea
	TBD

	
	SNC (UNEP)
	Ministère de l’environnement
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	TBD (Ministry of Environment)
	NAP process started but pending
	TBD

	Jamaica
	NCSA
	National Environment and Planning Agency
	EA under implementation
	200,000

	
	SNC
	National Meteorological Service

Ministry of Water and Housing
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Director
Emergency Management and Weather Services
Ministry of Water and Housing
	NAP process underway
	TBD

	St. Kitts and Nevis
	NCSA
	Department of Environment
	PDF A under implementation
	25,000

	
	SNC
	TBD
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Director
Department of the Environment
Ministry of Health and Environment
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	St. Lucia
	NCSA (UNEP)
	Ministry of Physical Development, Environment and Housing
	EA formulation
	190,000

	
	SNC
	Ministry of Physical Development, Environment and Housing, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Deputy Chief Forestry Officer
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries, Forestry and the Environment
	NAP process underway
	TBD

	St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	NCSA
	Environmental Coordination and Services Unit, Ministry of Health and Environment
	EA under implementation (Feb 04)
	190,000

	
	SNC (WB)
	Ministry of Health & Environment, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Environmental Services Coordinator
Ministry of Health and the Environment
	NAP process underway
	TBD

	
	BD capacity assessment
	Ministry of Health and the Environment
	Under implementation (April 2003)
	206,000

	Suriname
	NCSA
	TBD
	Idea
	TBD

	
	SNC
	National Institute for Environment and Development (NIMOS), CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Permanent Secretary
Ministry of Labour, Technology Development and Environment
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD

	Trinidad and Tobago
	NCSA (UNEP)
	Environment Management Authority (Office of OFP)
	PDF A under implementation since April 2002
	25,000

	
	SNC
	Environmental Management Authority, CCC focal point
	Under preparation
	420,000

	
	SLM
	CCD focal point, Permanent Secretary
Ministry of Public Utilities and the Environment
	NAP process not yet started
	TBD


Annex D

BASELINE ANALYSIS FOR ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES

FOR LDC-SIDS UMBRELLA PROJECT:

Support to NAP elaboration

	COUNTRY
	LDC OR SIDS
	STATUS OF NAP ELABORATION
	BASELINE SITUATION

	
	
	
	SOURCE
	OUTPUTS
	AMOUNT

	AFRICA (14)

	Angola
	LDC
	Process started late 2003
	GM 

SADC- Subregional Support Facility (SSF)
	Prepare a draft NAP and develop materials for sensitization of stakeholders on the UNCCD


	15,000



	Burundi
	LDC
	Process advanced. NAP validation workshop in December 2003, final document not yet adopted or submitted to the UNCCD Secretariat
	DDC/ UNDP (with support from Belgium) executed  through the Regional NGO INADES
	NAP elaboration and mainstreaming, through participatory processes
	30,000

	Central African Republic
	LDC
	Coordinating body in place, workshop on launching the NAP elaboration process to be organized
	
	
	

	Comoros
	SIDS &LDC
	Process yet to start


	
	
	

	Democratic Republic of Congo
	LDC
	Process yet to start


	GM/SADC-SSF
	Procurement of a desktop computer system and photocopying machine


	8,000 



	Equatorial Guinea
	LDC
	Preliminary first draft NAP exists, but yet to be validated
	Government
	Development of first draft of NAP
	In-kind

	Guinea
	LDC
	Launching of the NAP elaboration process, national coordinating body in place, draft programme of activities under preparation 
	UNCCDSec 
	UNCCD/CILSS joint mission to launch the process (Oct 2003) 
	5,000 (mission costs)   

	Guinea Bissau
	LDC
	NAP elaboration started
	Government , CILSS
	CILSS mission in early 2003
	3,000 (mission cost estimate)

	Liberia
	LDC
	Process yet to start


	
	
	

	Mauritius
	SIDS
	Process yet to start


	
	
	

	Rwanda
	LDC
	Process yet to start


	
	
	

	Sao Tome and Principe
	SIDS &LDC
	Process yet to start


	
	
	

	Seychelles
	SIDS
	Process yet to start


	
	
	

	Sierra Leone
	LDC
	Launching of the NAP elaboration process, Coordinating body in place, draft programme of activities prepared 
	GTZ country office
	NAP elaboration

UNCCD/CILSS joint mission to launch the process (Oct 2003) 
	5,000

	
	
	
	
	Regional sub-total
	66,000

	
	
	
	
	
	

	ASIA AND PACIFIC (21)

	Afghanistan
	LDC
	NAP process yet to start .

COP 6 first participation of Afghanistan in the framework of the UNCCD. 
	UNCCDSec
	UNCCDSec liaising with government on nomination of focal point institution.
	

	Bangladesh
	LDC
	Process started but delayed. New support started early 2004
	UNCCDSec/Japan

UNCCDSec/GM
	Support to NAP formulation 
	5,000 USD (2002) 

	Bhutan
	LDC
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Cambodia
	LDC
	National workshop for final endorsement of the NAP planned for April/May 2004
	UNCCD Sec/Japan

UNCCD Sec / GM
	As requested by government in Oct.2003, GM provided funds for NAP finalization and translation to Cambodian language.
	5,000 USD (2002) + 8,000 USD (2003)

	Cook Islands
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Fiji
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Kiribati
	SIDS &LDC
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Maldives
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Marshall Islands
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Myanmar
	LDC
	First draft of NAP completed. To be circulated for review and finalization at national workshop planned for  May/June 2004
	UNCCD Sec and GM
	Support to NAP formulation 
	5,000 (2002)

	Nauru
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Niue
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Palau
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	PNG
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Samoa
	SIDS &LDC
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Solomon Islands
	SIDS &LDC
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Timor Leste
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Tonga
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Tuvalu
	SIDS &LDC
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Vanuatu
	SIDS &LDC
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Regional sub-total
	23,000

	
	
	
	
	
	

	CARIBBEAN (15)

	Barbados
	SIDS
	First draft completed and work is going on for finalization
	UNCCD/GM JWP
	NAP elaboration
	2,000

	Belize
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Dominica
	SIDS
	First draft completed
	GM
	NAP elaboration
	5,000

	Dominican Republic
	SIDS
	The process is well on its way and should be completed in the not too distant future
	GM/FAO
	NAP elaboration
	75,000

	Grenada
	SIDS
	Process only at the initial stage
	
	NAP elaboration
	

	Guyana
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Haiti
	SIDS &LDC
	A first draft was prepared but nothing has been done since
	Canada/GM/FAO
	NAP elaboration
	Pending security situation

	Jamaica
	SIDS
	First draft completed and work has began to finalize the process 
	Canada/GM
	NAP elaboration
	5,500

	St. Kitts/Nevis
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	St. Lucia
	SIDS
	First draft completed
	GM
	NAP elaboration
	7,000

	St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	SIDS
	First draft being done
	GM
	NAP elaboration
	10,000

	Suriname
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	Trinidad and Tobago
	SIDS
	Process yet to start
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Regional sub-total
	104,500

	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex E : Baseline situation for capacity building; preliminary NCSA findings

	Country
	Capacity Constraints and Priorities

	Seychelles
	· Although Seychelles does not face the problem of desertification, it is suffering land degradation (i) as a result of direct human intervention and (ii) as a consequence of climatic changes.  Land degradation is being accelerated through construction and development on the hilly slopes. The consequent erosion and leaching of the Seychelles’ red earth has led to the over-siltation of wetlands, and increased sediment import into the marine environment.

· Ministerial authority is often fragmented and competing. 

· Participatory mechanisms for SLM need  to be built at the systemic, institutional and individual levels.

· The Seychelles faces periodic droughts and increased wave intensity; resulting in need for incorporating SLM into drought and flood preparedness is important.

There is often a lack of relevant information on issues pertaining to land degradation.

	Mauritius 
	· It is recognized that land conversion for commercial uses and soil erosion from deforestation activities are the main causes of land degradation in Mauritius.  There is not much information available on the effects of land conversions, soil erosion and associated impacts, or the required capacity for implementing the UNCCD. The NCSA will provide the necessary assessment on issues related to land degradation in Mauritius.

· On the whole the following gaps exist:

a) There is insufficient public awareness and awareness-raising activities among biodiversity, climate change and land degradation.

b) There is not enough summary information on the three thematic areas and that existing information is not readily available & accessible.

c) There is insufficient capacity in data collection, dissemination & utilization among the three thematic areas.

· Coastal erosion, which has been identified as a major land degradation problem, is being addressed through the implementation of a project to identify the causes and come up with recommendations to tackle the issue. 

A EU anti-erosion project has been operating in Rodrigues for over ten years. Under this programme work has been carried out in such areas as reafforestation, planting of windbreaks and rationalization of livestock management.

	Cambodia
	Environmental issues in Cambodia are still considered as a "stand-alone agenda" of limited concern to national or local development priority.  There is an urgent need to address the combined threats of biodiversity loss, climate change, and land degradation in a coordinated and planned fashion.

Specific SLM capacity concerns include the following:

· Mechanisms for inter-agency and cross-sectoral cooperation remain largely informal and underdeveloped.  For example, the Ministry of Environment, which has been assigned the prime responsibility for most of the environment related global conventions, cannot establish effective government-wide co-ordination to implement the necessary response measures in key sectors such as agriculture, energy, and transport;

· Database, GIS, remote sensing and spatial analyst skills are lacking;

· Lack of training on land conservation and management techniques;

· Lack of training in Forest Rehabilitation;

· Lack of skills in education and public awareness;

· Land conservation and management systems are inadequate;

· Data/ Information collection and management systems lacking;

· Inadequate coordination between various Government agencies

	Antigua and Barbuda
	· The NSCA notes that historically poor agricultural practices and roaming livestock have been the major cause of land degradation in the country.  Moreover, over the past ten years, extreme climatic conditions such as droughts and hurricanes have resulted in significant erosion.

· Land use activities in the country are under the directive of the Ministry of Agriculture, Lands and Fisheries.  Specifically, the Lands Division is responsible for land reclamation, land use and the sub-division of land.  Since a little less than half of the land is government owned, this Division has a key role in determining the conversion of land to non-agricultural uses.  

· Since livestock issues have been identified as a major cause of land degradation, capacity building efforts must also target The Veterinary and Livestock Division to reflect the need to address this concern.
· The Post George’s Disaster Mitigation Project has also generated invaluable data on drought, flooding, coastal erosion and inland erosion for Antigua, Barbuda.  This data will prove increasingly useful to determine those areas most vulnerable to desertification, particularly when combined with land use data collected during the development of the National Physical Development Plan.

	St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	· Efforts to implement obligations under the conventions have yet to attempt a comprehensive and integrated assessment of existing capacity constraints. 
· Currently, there is no national legislation integrates SVG’s commitments under the UNCCD, so that there is no capacity to enforce actions contrary to the goals laid out in the national reports.  
· There is an urgent need to infuse language from the convention into local laws in order to lend legitimacy to implementation efforts, and attract local counterpart funds for land and resource conservation programs supportive of the UNCCD.
· Limited awareness among all levels of the society of SD and SLM principles and processes, leading to limited participation and lack of commitment of the wider population.

· Unfamiliarity with or newness of environmental issues for policy makers, limiting support for all environmental initiatives as policy makers focus on other social issues.



	Jamaica
	· There is an overall lack of capacity to facilitate policy integration as a result of the newly formed  National Land Agency

· There is an urgent need to heighten awareness on land degradation issues among the population despite previous efforts at promoting environmental education. 




Annex F:  Indicative Listing of UNDP’s Country-Level Baseline Capacity Development Activities in LDC and SIDS countries

	AFRICA (14)

	LDC

	Angola
	As a result of a series of severe droughts between 1986 to 1990 in the South-Central provinces of Angola, a detailed survey of the affected regions was done.  As a result, a document entitled “Declaration of Lobito on Drought and

Desertification” was produced for the First National Forum on Drought and Desertification (3-6 October 1990).  The participants recommended to the government to adopt an integrated position in the management of environment and natural resources.  In spite of these rudimentary efforts to address capacity in the past, there have been few, if any, meaningful efforts to address the issue in terms of sustainable land management.  As a result of the war, many programmes had to be suspended or abandoned altogether.  

Angola’s past experiences with war confirm the necessity of continuing to strengthen the process of capacity-building.  UNDP’s first CCF for Angola (1997-1999) highlights a renewed focus on capacity building in the economic management.  It will focus on the following areas: (a) assistance in the design of medium-term national economic and social development strategies; (b) development of accountable budgeting and management and coordination of foreign aid; (c) technical assistance in investment programming and debt management; (d) support to the effective development of socio-economic statistics; and (e) strengthening the capacity of a team of national economic advisers to formulate and monitor economic programmes. 

The post-war situation however, provides an entry point to launch initiatives in order to empower members of civil society, displaced persons, refugees, demobilized soldiers who have few opportunities/skills for employment in most areas and who largely depend on food aid and subsistence agriculture.  UNDP is developing assistance for the reintegration of demobilized soldiers and entire communities, which includes both the restoration of minimum social services and the fostering of livelihoods.  As things progress from an emergency to a humanitarian situation, there will be greater opportunity to address capacity issues relating to environmental and land degradation issues.  The mine action programme (which involves actual demining as well as an awareness strategy ) will include institutional capacity building of the National Institute to coordinate all demining activities effectively.  This will be a necessary precursor to any sustainable land management efforts on a national scale.

A regional project entitled “Strategic Partnership for Mobilizing Civil Society to Combat Land Degradation and Poverty in Southern Africa” was expected to commence in May 2002.  Among its aims, this project intends to increase capacity in SADC NGOs and community-based organizations to improve the participation of communities in decisions relevant to drought and land degradation.

	Burundi
	Name of Project/Program: Programme to support Burundi’s NAP process

Duration: April 2003 –March 2004

Scope: Funding has been provided for the finalization of the National Action Programme to combat land degradation and mitigate the effects of drought. The following activities have already been carried out: a) a detailed assessment and analysis of land degradation and the effects of drought (including preparedness and mitigation); b) a consultative meeting at local level to identify challenges and priority areas of intervention; c) awareness raising campaigns; d) a participatory workshop to validate findings from assessment and to develop a concept programme of priority areas of action –held 8-9 December 2003; e) NAP document currently under finalization

Expected Output: 1) Information on the impacts of drought and land degradation; 2) A finalized - National Action Programme and resource mobilization for NAP implementation

Responsible Agency: UNDP Drylands Development Center funded through Belgium

NOTE: UNDP efforts in 2000 focused on poverty reduction support through all projects. More than 3,000,000 $ have been directly injected in communities in order to reduce poverty through a support to community initiatives, access to basic social services (drinking water, sanitation, health, education and habitat). A working group including all community direct support projects has been constituted in order to define modalities to harmonize their activities in the same areas of interventions. 



	Central African Republic
	Project/Program:

Recent political violence in the Central African Republic has undercut UNDP thematic programming to a minimum in the country.  Nonetheless, UNDP’s ROAR for 2000 - 2002 indicates the formulation of a UN inter-agency pilot poverty reduction programme covering three rural prefectures and Bangui out of the 16 that compose the country.  This provides an opportunity, albeit limited, to mainstream environment and gender issues into programme content.  With specific regard to land issues, an afforestation engineer has been recruited in order to mitigate the impact of the slash and burn traditional agricultural techniques.  Women and environment issues are also addressed in the CCA that is under formulation.  The Bangassou forest conservation initiative is an alternative incoming generating programme for the rural population that used to depend on this forest for their livelihoods.  Under the auspices of this programme, people who would be disarmed by the voluntary disarmament programme will be engaged in income generating activities and training.  Specific efforts to address capacity building are in the form providing training to strengthen government institutions and to monitor poverty and inequality.
1996 the Capacity Building in National Environmental Law and Institutions project, spearheaded by UNEP and funded by the government of the Netherlands, has been assisting developing countries in Africa and elsewhere to develop and strengthen national environmental laws and institutions and build environmental management capacity.

FAO has been active in the Central African Republic through the African Timber Organization.  Projects have focused on capacity building in forest policy and institutions, and training as well as forest inventories and management. 

Key Gaps/Weaknesses: 

· Inadequate forest research capacity is a major constraint on generation and implementation of knowledge, which is necessary for the sustainable management of forests.

· Lack of attention is paid to women’s involvement in development and capacity to address environment issues.


	Democratic Republic of Congo
	Name of Project/Program:

1. ZAI/00/001 - Appui aux producteurs agricoles dans les provinces du Katanga, Kasai et Kinshasa

This is a project executed by the FAO with funds provided by the UNDP.  The expected duration is for a period of 36 months (December 2001 – December 2004).  Activities will be implemented in the following regions: Katanga, Kasai, and Kinshasa.  The project is expected to strengthen national and local agricultural capacities of agricultural producers.  The objectives will build on the Government’s commitment on poverty reduction and food security.

2. ZAI/00/002- Appui aux capacités communautaires dans les provinces de Bandundu et Bas-Congo

This is a project that is executed by UNOPS with funds provided by the UNDP.  The expected duration of the initiative is for 36 months (June 2001 – June 2004).  Activities will be implemented in the following regions: Bandundu et Bas-Congo.  The project is expected to improve the quality of life due to the decline in agriculture as a result of the war.  It will focus on  strengthening technical, organizational and managerial capacity, as well as facilitating access to credit at the local level. 

For the most part, programs directed at income generation are often linked to agriculture/food security; this is a field of engagement for many donors, including the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), Belgium, Canada, the EC, France, and Germany. A limited number of donors (including France, the EC, Germany, the IBRD and UNESCO) are involved in work related to the environment, including development of government capacity and direct protection of natural resources. Relatively few donors (World Bank, UNICEF, and Belgium) are working in education. 

In 2000, a environmental thematic group was put in place and set the target a comprehensive approach to environmentally sustainable development integrated in national development planning and linked to poverty reduction.  The government is working towards the adoption of a National Strategy for Sustainable Development (NSSD) with national implementation targets.  One of the net results was the approval of the I-PRSP in 2002, which advocates for the strengthening of capacities of farmers and cattle breeders through training.  In addition, the I-PRSP supports women’s access to land and increased agricultural training.
Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

The Democratic Republic of Congo is yet another country that has recently emerged from a situation of conflict.  As a result it has had its economic, political and intellectual resources diverted from issues of environmental management to the management of internal conflicts.  There are huge capacity gaps that need to be addressed.



	Equatorial Guinea
	Name of Project/Program:

1. Title: Crop Diversification and Agricultural Services Project

Country: Equatorial Guinea

Duration: Oct 1990 – Dec 1996

Responsible Agency: World Bank

Scope: The main objectives of the Crop Diversification and Agricultural Services Project will be to assist the government to alleviate rural poverty, improve family nutrition and food security, and raise foreign exchange earnings by import substitution and by promoting the export of traditional and non-traditional crops, including food crops. The project aims at increasing rural incomes and foreign exchange earnings by import substitution and promoting private sector export marketing over a five-year period. The project will accomplish this through a combination of policy reforms and investment to: alleviate malnutrition of the rural population by raising production, strengthening agricultural research and extension services, and supporting the organization of farmers and traders, including women. The policy reforms will cover: (a) improving price incentives through reforms of cocoa pricing and the taxation system; (b) restructuring marketing and input supply systems of the traditional export sub-sector; (c) preparing and implementing programs aimed at removing technical constraints on higher cocoa output, including uncertainties over land tenure; and (d) promoting food crop production and non-traditional exports. Project investments will comprise marketing, agricultural extension and applied research and institutional development.



	
	Weakness: Lack of focus on capacity building within the project design.

2. Title: “Combating Living Resources Depletion and Coastal Area Degradation in the Guinea Current LME through Ecosystem-based Regional Actions”

Agencies Involved: UNDP, UNEP and UNIDO

Duration: 5 years beginning June 2004

Geographic Scope: Angola, Benin, Cameroon, Congo, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, Gabon, Ghana, Equatorial Guinea, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Nigeria, Sao Tome and Principe, Sierra Leone and Togo

Priority Actions: Reversing coastal area degradation and living resources depletion, relying heavily on regional capacity building.  Sustainability will derive from this improved capacity, strengthening of national and regional institutions, improvements in policy/legislative frameworks resource mobilization and economic instruments, and the demonstration of technologies and approaches that will lead to improved ecosystem status. The priority transboundary and biodiversity problems of resource depletion, loss of biodiversity (including habitat loss and coastal erosion), and land- and sea-based pollution are alladdressed through the interventions proposed here. 

Key Gaps/Weaknesses Identified:

The UNDP ROAR for 2000 indicates women account for 65 per cent of the total labour force in the areas of agriculture and fisheries. Despite continuous efforts in the areas, women still do not benefit from equal opportunities and access to basic social services and productive activities. With respect to the environment, the main problems that required particular attention are deforestation and the loss of biodiversity.  Special attention has to be paid to women's involvement in development and the environment issues. A wide-ranging environmental protection policy is needed, outlining an environmental strategy that defines priorities and provides a mechanism for enforcement

	Guinea
	Name of Project/Program:

For the CCF period between 1997-2001, capacity support was given to community based initiatives.  The national programme objectives are: 1) strengthen the capacities of grass-root communities to develop

and implement micro-projects necessary for their sustainable development; 2) support the grass root communities to build up socio-economic infrastructures; 3) promote better access of the communities to basic social services and primary health care; 4) develop agricultural infrastructures in order to attain better productivity in rural area.  In support to the government priorities, UNDP will finance the empowerment activities of the communities in the poorest zones of the country through the strengthening of community organization, the enhancement of capacities to locally generate and manage resources needed for sustainable development.  In addition, UNDP will support employment promotion through income generation activities as well activities aimed at protecting environment.  These programmes will be complementary in the UN System to the programmes of UNCDF, UNICEF, GEF, WFP, WHO and FAO. The World Bank, the ADB, the German Cooperation (GTZ) and the Canadian Cooperation (CIDA) will also complement funding efforts in this area.

With respect to environmental issues, the following outputs were achieved in the SRF/ROAR between 2000-2002: Action Plan on biodiversity available and endorsed by authorities; study on greenhouse effect underway; government adopted, on September 25, 2001 the National Strategy and Action Plan for biodiversity conservation; study on "Greenhouse gases" carried out and endorsed by Steering Committee within the formulation of National Communication and Strategy on Climate Change, to be available by July 2002; Action Plan on Climate Change has been formulated and endorsed in July 2002 by the Steering Committee, then submitted to the Government for approval.

In the framework of the PRSP process in 2001, a national programme on gender and agricultural development was formulated, aimed at enhancing the role of women in agriculture and thus in poverty reduction.  In 2002, a study on "Poverty-Population-Environment" realized in collaboration with French co-operation in conjunction with Guinea’s PRSP process.


	Guinea Bissau
	Name of Project/Program:

Serious problems persist in the country with respect to the environment, particularly because of the inadequacy of management strategies and policies with regard to the urban environment and natural resources, which is reflected in the poor management of fishery resources and the over-exploitation of forests and land due chiefly to the expansion of rain-fed crop cultivation, brush fires and felling without compensatory reforestation.

More than 90% of the development activities are financed from external resources because the national capacity to design, implement and assess development projects and programmes is very weak.  There is an urgent need to establish institutional capacity that is capable of addressing the environment in a coherent manner and to internally coordinate development needs.

The objectives set out in the CCF for the period of 1997-2000 highlights support to agricultural development and environment management. The objectives pursued under this component aim at capacity building for the coordination, evaluation, follow-up in the implementation of the LPDA (Policy Letter on Agricultural Development) adopted by the government; and, with respect to environment, it aims at the formulation of a national plan for the coordination and follow-up of key actions for the exploitation and management of natural resources.

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

· Little focus and direction in the area of land management because of the need to focus on the lack of capacity at the broader institutional level.

	Liberia
	Name of Project/Program:

Liberia’s current terrestrial environmental problems include rapid depletion of forest resources by logging and fuel gathering; pollution and habitat destruction from uncontrolled iron ore, gold, and diamond mining and coastal erosion. The civil war added the problems of land mines, indiscriminate burials and abandoned military hardware, while the shelters for internally displaced persons, built without adequate water and sanitary facilities, added further to environmental degradation. The findings of a recent study commissioned by the UNDP confirm the above situation and highlight the need for a comprehensive and coherent environmental policy and legislation to guide development efforts and management of the country’s natural resources.  Environmental laws are fragmented and outdated.  The Ministry of Internal Affairs is mandated to coordinate the work of the interministerial committee on the environment but lacks the capacity and enabling policy instruments to do so.   Specifically, UNDP assistance will support a national policy and legal framework for enforcing environmental protection and capacity building of the newly created Liberia National Commission on the Environment, which will operate from under the Presidency.

In accordance with the annual target for 2001, an Environmental Policy document produced and under consideration by the Legislature for adoption. Environmental Legislation has been submitted to the Legislature for enactment. Final draft of the State of the Environment Report has been produced. A draft of the Environment Directory has been produced. One national and four regional workshops on Environmental Policy and Legislation conducted.   In 2002, the State of the Evironment Reports produced and approved by Government: 1. The National Environmental Policy of the Republic of Liberia; 2. The Environment Protection Agency Act; and 3. The Evironment Protection and Management Law. Four (4) international conventions (Climate Change, World Historic and Cultural Heritage, Persistent Organic Pollutants and Wetlands of International Importance or RAMSAR) were ratified. Two (2) international protocols, (Biosafety Framework Development and Biodiversity Strategy Action Plan) were approved and being implemented. Formulation of the National Biodiversity strategy has started with UNDP/GEF support.

Specific Capacity Efforts for the Environment 2000-2002:  

A project strategy is underway to strengthen the capacity of the recently established Liberia National Commission on the Environment, particularly its Secretariat, so that it can carry out its mandate of coordinating and overseeing environmental management and policy analysis effectively.  The project will promote environmental education and greater public awareness of environmental matters. This is important, since effective environmental management will be achieved only when all Liberians understand the concerns and participate in conservation.

The government will launch a programme of environmental education that will use media coverage and local languages to reach as wide a cross-section of society as possible. In particular, the project will target women and young people. It will establish school youth clubs and village environment committees. The youth clubs will be used to convey messages to other children, both in and out of school, and to parents. The Secretariat of the National Commission on the Environment will draft legislation that will make the commission semi- autonomous and that will create an Environmental Protection Agency. This agency will implement the Agenda 21 National Action Plan. Partnership will be encouraged and strengthened with UNEP, World Bank, Habitat, ADB, NGOs and other key stakeholders.

At the end of the programme it is expected that an effective mechanism will have been established for coordinating and planning environmental management and conservation activities, mainly through a dedicated agency (e.g. a National Environmental Commission) attached to the Office of the President. A policy framework will have been created in the form of an environmental action plan and supporting policies and strategies. A corps of well-trained government and NGO personnel will have been developed, with the capacity to respond effectively to environmental stress and crises. Legislation will have been consolidated and updated. A strong participatory infrastructure will have been built and a high level of environmental protection awareness achieved as measured by active participation of the general public in environmental conservation and regeneration activities.

	Rwanda
	Name of Project/Program:

Rwanda’s efforts towards the environment for 2000-2003 are geared towards integrated environment and energy sustainability objectives in macroeconomic and sector policies.  In 2002, a National strategy on the environment was formulated while a land reform act waits to pass.  In 2003, the Government is aiming to produce a policy on rural energy sector and to draw up an Environment Decentralization Program.  The partnership strategy includes GEF, UNEP through small grants.  UNDP will develop document to mobilize resources

The Genocide of 1994 had catastrophic effects on Rwanda's economy and social fabric. The agricultural sector's human and physical capital were destroyed while insecurity of land tenure increased. The proportion of households living in absolute poverty worsened (from 40% in 1985 to over 60% in 2001). UNDP assistance is provided to address these challenges and establish a sustainable rule of law and rebuild capacities at all levels as the genocide decimated the professional and educated classes and human development levels are now very low.  The management capacity of the State has been drastically weakened by the events of 1994.  UNDP's intervention will aim at building human resources management capacity through training and improving management systems.  In addition, about 15000 soldiers will be demobilized by end of 2000 and 57500 ex-soldiers will be enrolled in vocational training programmes.  The capacity of the Ministry of Agriculture will be enhanced through training of the personnel of a newly established department of planning and policy research.

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

· Rwanda needs to rebuild capacities of all levels as a result of the 1994 genocide.  

	Sierra Leone
	Name of Projects/Programs:

GTZ has been piloting community-based sustainable resource management initiatives under funding from DFID and the German Government since 2001, under the framework of its integrated multi-sectoral Programme for reintegration. Activities include training of community farmers in improved farming techniques, provision of alternative income generation opportunities, and mainstreaming environmental considerations into all other programmes activities such as rehabilitation of infrastructure, skills training and community services.  

In addition, the Royal Society for the Preservation of Birds (RSPB), Conservation International (CI), the International Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) and other related international bodies, are also funding important projects geared towards the protection and conservation of bio-diversity and National Forest Reserves. These projects are successfully implemented by local NGOs, and can be easily tapped for information regarding land degradation in the country. 

UNDP’s proposed strategy for capacity building as outlined in its first CCF (1998-2002) will focus on institutional and operation capacity of the Ministry of National Resettlement, Rehabilitation and Reconstruction (especially in the area of governance), as well as strengthening local NGO/CBO capacity for the proper use and management of natural resources in order to reduce poverty and create livelihood opportunities.  The UNDP will work closely with other partners such as the World Bank, the EU and the AfDB to pursue these goals.

The focus of UNDP’s SRF has been placed on peace building and recovery efforts to address both the immediate consequences and the causes of the war.  The improved security environment has provided a window of opportunity move forward on some of the more pressing needs.  The Support to Resettlement and Reintegration Programme (SRRP) project initiated in 2001 for example, supports training in agriculture and other skills, shelter etc to enhance living standards of the poor, ultimately helping bridge the gap between emergency and long-term sustainable development.
Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

· Despite the positive actions, achievements remain on a small scale and their impact localized.

· The security situation is still volatile in some parts of the country.  

· The preparation of the NAP provides an opportunity to raise awareness and build capacities at several levels so that initiatives can eventually be replicated and extended under the framework of the UNCCD.  In particular, the need to build the capacities of Government ministries/departments to collect and process information at district level is high.



	SIDS

	Comoros
	Name of Project/Program:

1992 – 1994: Comoros Project for the Environment
Description: This two year project aims to bring support to a National Programme on the Environment by an increase in the capacities of local and national government, and by the design and deployment of a long-term management strategy of the environnement. 

1997 – 2001: UNDP will support the implementation of the national programme for the conservation of biodiversity under the Plan of Action for the Environment (PAE).  This programme has financing from the Global Environment Facility and Capacity 21, and will be implemented during the period of 1997-2001.  It will provide support for capacity building in implementation, coordination and monitoring of the PAE, with the effective participation of the entire population.  Specific objectives of the programme are:

· To develop national and local capacity to preserve biodiversity.

· To designate a network of marine and land based sanctuaries.

· To implement plans of action for the preservation of the species of ecosystems to be protected.

· To stimulate a variety of economic activities to reduce pressure from human activities, inter alia, by developing eco-tourism, to develop a viable system for information management of biodiversity in the Comoros.

2000 – 2003: Focus on the environment has focused on improved capacity of local authorities, community-based groups and private sector in environmental management and sustainable energy development, as well as increased national capacity to mobilize, coordinate and sustain financing for environmentally sustainable development.  A biodiversity project “COI/97/G32” (UNDP/GEF/Capacity21) aiming to preserve terrestrial and marine ecosystems in Comoros was expected to terminate in 2003.
Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

· The question of the integration of women in capacity building activities in the Comoros is paramount.  All activities need to highlight the need for specific support to improve the status of women and strengthen their role in development.



	Mauritius
	Land Related Problems/Threats:

The intermediate causes of threats contributing to land degradation are briefly summarised below:

a. Degradation of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) : The present policy framework is geared more towards protection and less towards the management of the ESAs, (i.e. protection against fire). There is an urgent need to establish a comprehensive cross-sectoral management framework for these areas, combining planning, enforcement, and monitoring and complementing in situ conservation with restoration. Limited institutional and individual capacity to foster sustainable land management at the central and local authorities levels remains a problem, hampering efforts to establish such a framework;

b. Mismanagement of privately owned forestland: Much of the projected land degradation on Mauritius is expected to occur in these areas, as a result of unsustainable practices (such as deer ranching). 

· Currently, there is little financial incentive for landowners to maintain the integrity of areas of high ecological importance, while control measures remain weakly articulated. There is also an information gap regarding the carrying capacity of these lands for deer ranching and other land uses. While a line of control has been established on slopes, delimiting areas to be maintained under forest cover, agricultural expansion beyond the authorized line of control continues, in the absence of sound enforcement.

· The absence of a land information management system (LIMS) to support decision-making at the national and local levels on integrated land use planning and management remains a significant problem. There is limited institutional capacity to collect and manage information for planning purposes. While a pilot LIMS has been devised by the Ministry of Housing and Lands, this remains inadequate as a tool for integrated cross-sectoral planning and land management. The implementation of a comprehensive LIMS could serve as a tool to guide development, land allocation processes, and enforcement efforts.

· Weak enforcement as a result both of inadequate policing and fragmentation in effort as well as unclear responsibilities for the management of inland sensitive areas provides little brake against uncontrolled development. Enforcement is being hampered due to the number of institutional players with mandates for land use regulation and the lack of an appropriate and coordinated mechanism for monitoring developments. 

Name of Project/Program:
At the corporate level, UNDP capacity efforts in Mauritius centre around improving the capacity of local authorities, community-based groups and private sector in environmental management and sustainable energy development.  It is anticipated that by the end of 2003, capacities will have been built in the protection and propagation of endemic/indigenous plant species and in sustainable agricultural technologies (organic farming and integrated pest management).  Specific output achievements as outlined in the SFG include:
2000: 10 GEF/SGP projects are being implemented under the first and second operational phase, of which 4 involve conservation and propagation of terrestrial biodiversity, two involve sensitisation and monitoring on marine biodiversity and 4 involve sustainable agricultural technologies and sustainable energies.

2001: 9 projects (terrestrial/marine biodiversity, sustainable livelihoods, capacity building in reduction of POPs & sustainable agricultural) approved and successfully started, among which two are replications of successful projects. Also, 2 projects have been extended with additional funding.
The NDS has recommended that new, properly resourced institutional structures be established and streamlined and fast-tracked procedures created to harness economic growth potential as quickly as possible, without compromising environmental objectives. Recommendations include: setting up a new Planning and Development Commission comprising senior public and private sector representatives to provide strategic planning advice to the Minister responsible for land planning and to the Cabinet of Ministers and monitor and interpret the major land use implications arising from changes; Servicing the new Commission would be the Strategic Planning and Implementation Unit (SPIU) for monitoring and updating the NDS and efficient processing of major, strategic and nationally-important development proposals which have more than local significance. 

The Ministry of Agriculture has set up several task forces to implement the Non Sugar Sector Strategic Plan.  One of these task forces has been set up to address the following issues of land management as related to agricultural and forest lands.  The Forestry Service of the Ministry of Agriculture, Food Technology and Natural Resources is responsible for the re-afforestation of severely degraded hill slopes in the dry regions and the protection and management of the major catchment areas of the humid uplands.

An area of approximately 500ha has been identified around Port Louis and La Ferme.  A pilot project of 20ha has been set up on the slope of Signal Mountain. The area has been fenced and planted. Firebreaks have been created and this has proved heretofore to be quite effective against fire. The Forestry Service has also reviewed its timber exploitation programme in the uplands.  About 50% of the upland forests will be set aside for catchment areas protection and will not be clearfelled, although salvaging operations may be undertaken following cyclones.  It is also intended to manage these areas for recreational use and eco-tourism. The coastal forest and wetlands on the north east of Mauritius at Bras D’Eau, which harbour endangered biodiversity, have been declared as reserves and given additional legal protection. A management plan has yet to be prepared. 

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

· While these measures will make a sizable contribution to addressing some of the existing root causes of land degradation, they are unlikely to be adequate, by themselves, owing to a lack of institutional and individual capacity for integrated planning and sustainable land management. These needs provide the entry point for GEF investment.


	Sao Tome and Principe
	Name of Project/Program:

1. The Capacity 21 programme in São Tomé and Príncipe, begun in November 1996 and now complete, has reinforced national capacities, helped to integrate the concept of sustainability and environmental management into policy-making, and improved coordination between sectors in the process of development. The programme in São Tomé brought about the creation of the National Director Committee (NDC) and its local units. Its responsibilities include:

• Strategic development planning.

• Design of decision-making processes and implementation of all prioritized, environment-related activities.

Over the past year, a national environmental plan for sustainable development was devised, and summaries of the plan were completed in Portuguese and French.  The summaries included:

• Analysis of the environmental situation in São Tomé & Príncipe.

• Programme for water and sanitation.

• Programme for the legal and institutional support of women.

• Programme for biodiversity and endangered ecosystems.

• Programme for natural resources and toxic waste management.

• Infrastructure programme.

The adoption of this plan will allow the country to co-ordinate national socio-economic development while protecting and regenerating the environment. Throughout the process, a participatory methodology was used, with positive contributions from the population.  In addition, the programme has supported NGO environmental initiatives, the most important of which are:

• Awareness-raising on environmental issues.

• Strengthening technical capacities of environmental management and sustain- able development.

• Implementing sub-regional mechanisms aimed at integrating environmental issues in the sustainable development process.  

The Capacity 21 programme has shown that environmental problems are of a legal nature closely linked to the population’s socio-economic situation. It is necessary to:

• Ensure proper utilization of natural resources to achieve sustainable development.

• Create an environmental supervising office.

• Create district councils to deal with environmental issues.

• Define priorities resulting from the National Environment Plan for Sustainable Development.

• Create a national co-ordination system for environmental concerns and issues.

• Include environmental issues and awareness in education programmes and agricultural training.

2. Project Title: Combating Poverty through Rural Development 2) Support for Village Communities in Agua Izé

Government Executing Agency: Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development

UN Cooperating Agencies ILO, UNIDO, FAO

Duration: 1996 – 1998

Scope: The projects seek to reduce poverty in five "dependencies" of Agua Izé by encouraging income-generating activities that improve the access of rural inhabitants to basic services. The UNDP project is entrusted with technical assistance and coordination, while the UNCDF project is concerned with promoting the advancement of farmers through capacity-building and the development of material and financial resources.

The objectives of the projects will help to improve living conditions and the habitat of the people living in the Agua Izé area. The project's immediate objectives are to:

• Launch a community-leadership and awareness-raising campaign, strengthen the capacities of village organizations and set up a permanent internal monitoring and evaluation process.

• Increase and diversify agricultural output in the project area and subsequently in other areas as well.

• Identify outlets for marketable produce other than the local market.

• Promote the use of natural resources, in particular wood, and building materials produced using local resources.

This project is aimed primarily at farmers with the aim of making them real country people. Training was provided with a view to the appropriation of land by new farmers and the turning of former agricultural workers into peasant entrepreneurs.

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

· Serious consideration should be given to the question of credit for agriculture, animal husbandry and non-agricultural activities so as to design appropriate mechanisms for providing farmers with small loans for production and animal husbandry and making the necessary means to launch or expand craft activities available.

· Given the outstanding results obtained, the innovative participatory approach used in connection with the training of women should be extended to the training of men and young people in the target "dependencies" and neighboring areas.

· The UNDP and the UNCDF should maintain their assistance beyond 1999, with the new phase extending to the entire territory of the district, as part of the support for decentralization.



	Seychelles
	Country programme for Seychelles (2003-2006):  This will aim to improve the institutional capacity for the conservation and management of terrestrial ecosystems of the granitic islands. Cooperation will focus on key forest ecosystems and identified priority threats.  In view of the very small area of the islands and the fact that many socio-economic activities occur in the proximity of the habitat of vulnerable biodiversity, cooperation will involve local communities in decision-making and in management of the biodiversity resources. It is expected that biodiversity conservation will be improved through better management of natural habitats, improved techniques for controlling invasive species and bush fires.  Moreover, it will focus on the enhancement of regional and international cooperation in land use and coastal management. Land use and coastal management are key management opportunities for the reduction of vulnerability to sea-level rise in small island states, especially when more than 90 per cent of all infrastructure and socio-economic activities occur on the coastal zone. UNDP will assist the Government in developing regional and international networks with a view to enhancing opportunities for technology and skill transfer within this key area. 

SRF/ROAR for 2003:

· The expected output in the SFF is an improved capacity of local authorities, community-based groups and private sector in environmental management and sustainable energy development.

· First draft of National Capacity Self-Assessment Action Plan available by December 2003.  

UNDP will assist the Government to mobilize support for capacity building from UN agencies and from regional organizations for the Environment Management Plan Seychelles.  In particular, such support for capacity building will be provided in the following sub areas: 1) Population environmental resources and information programme; 2) Regional and international cooperation in coordination with existing regional initiatives; 3) Sustainable agriculture; and 4) Toxic waste management.  The use of south-south cooperation and technical expertise will be enhanced through the utilization of SIDS experts, TCDC approaches and modalities, technical assistance and exposure to best practices from other SIDS.
The main pillar of the CCF (1997-1999) will be capacity-building in the following areas: (a) national long-term perspective study; (b) private sector rehabilitation; (c) social security reform and planning; and (d) management of technical cooperation. The target audience will be government officials, the private sector and civil society representatives. This is of particular importance since both the private sector and civil society organizations have been recently recognized as full partners in the development process, and now need to be equipped with the necessary skills to fulfill this new role.

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

It has been noted that a lack of well- trained personnel in the Seychelles has been identified as a key factor constraining the effective management of national parks.  Management capacity within both Government and NGO sector has been a problem, primarily related to the size of the country and also to the number of people trained within the environment sector.  Specifically, the problem of land use and availability will likely become more contentious in the near future as the population increases and the economy grows.  Capacity and resources to better manage this limiting resource is vital to address this critical issue.  Capacity to manage land use is still developing and needs to be further supported.


	ASIA (21)

	LDC

	
	

	Afghanistan
	Name of Project/Program:

Conflict has prevented the preparation of a UNDP country programme for Afghanistan.  This has resulted in few efforts to address capacity building on a meaningful scale.  UNDP arrangements covering 2000-2003 included:

· A study on capacity building  to a) identify opportunities for capacity-building of communities and of public structures, b) establish principles for this work, and c) develop clear policies and guidelines that will allow all UN agencies to fulfill their mandates within a coherent policy framework.  There has also been an increased focus on building the national capacity needed for effective government-led recovery and development, as well as institution strengthening.

· The Poverty Eradication and Community Empowerment (PEACE) Initiative (extended to 2002) was a program implemented by the United Office for Project Services (UNOPS), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), and the United Nations Human Settlement Programme (Habitat).  PEACE sought to support communities by providing jobs and skills to thousands of Afghans.  It offered vaccinations and preventive care for livestock and enabled the country to meet its entire requirement of wheat seed from domestic production. 

· Ongoing institutional capacity-building support to the Ministry, including gender training and women’s professional training, in collaboration with the United Nations Women’s Fund (UNIFEM), UNAMA and UNV.

· In February 2002, FAO presented a strategy for the Early Rehabilitation of the Agricultural Sector to the Minister of Agriculture and Animal Husbandry in Afghanistan. The strategy was subsequently endorsed by the Ministry and is now being supplemented by an Action Plan about to be finalized. The Action Plan, covering a five-year period from 2002 to 2006, translates broad strategy into concrete and progressive actions for each agricultural sub-sector. Key actions are grouped based on four strategic sectors: (1) Sustainable Agriculture and Livestock Production; (2) Resource Management and Environment; (3) Cross-cutting Issues; and (4) Strengthening Implementation Capacity.

The Government and UNDP have identified four principal areas of cooperation for the period 2004-2005: (a) Support for the state-building process; (b) building governance for local recovery and development; (c) national security; and (d) information management.

Salient Land Issues:

· In the absence of viable alternatives, many farmers are resuming illegal poppy production. 
· About 12 million Afghans have been affected by drought, three to four million severely.  Crop failure and shortages of water and pasture have had a devastating effect on millions of Afghans.

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

· There is a critical need to improve the capacity of women and to mainstream gender training in all levels of government.

· Lack of drought preparedness as populations are extremely vulnerable to the effects of drought episodes. 

· Capacity development for land issues is non-existent and many Afghans are turning to poppy cultivation.

· Effective community development, income generation, and social protection for vulnerable people will require strengthened capacity and cooperation among all levels of government



	Bangladesh
	Name of Project/Program:

In accordance with the yearly SRF target for 2000, a land-use policy was developed.  In addition, 688 NGO workers were trained on dissemination of environmental awareness; Environmental awareness also raised through the following activities: 14 journalists and 50 school teachers trained separately on environmental laws. Gap analysis of environmental curricula at primary and secondary level of formal education done. A 10-year database on environmental aspects of 17 sectors completed in 2000 and People’s Perception on State of Environment (vol. 2) gone for publication; 100 non-formal environmental campaigns held; more than 1000 participants attended environmental workshops; 50 upazila environment watch-dog committees formed; more than 30 institutions connected to SDN; 90 judges and 40 lawyers initiated to environmental laws and related public interest litigation.
The UNDP-supported Sustainable Environmental Management Programme (SEMP) covers the following 5 areas: (1) policy and institutions, (2) participatory eco-system management, (3) community based environmental sanitation, (4) advocacy and awareness and (5) training and education. A total of seven governmental departments, two international organisations (World Bank and IUCN) and twelve key environmental NGOs are closely involved in its implementation.
Second Country Cooperation Framework for Bangladesh (2001-2005):
The main goals of UNDP assistance will be to: (a) promote the integration of sound environmental management with national development policies and programmes; (b) protect and regenerate the environment and promote access to natural resources on which the poor can depend; and (c) foster equity and burden sharing in international cooperation to protect and enhance the global and regional environment; (d) Increasing the number of alternative and environment -friendly livelihood options; establishing the use of participatory environmental management practices in urban and rural areas through eco-villages, the creation of common-property resource areas and local and national planning which will include local disaster action plans, ecologically critical areas (ECA) and waste management; increasing

awareness through advocacy, education and training; (e) Setting up national policy and multi-donor comprehensive disaster management programme promoting compliance with international environmental treaties, conventions and agreements through effective policy implementation and enhanced environmental management capacity at national, regional and local levels.

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

To raise profile and build capacity of women

	Bhutan
	Name of Project/Program:

The Umbrella project would be building on long-standing capacity development programme in Bhutan that has made significant achievements.

1. Strengthening Environmental Management and Education in Bhutan (1996 – 2001): 
The programme focuses on providing support to local level implementation of national environmental policies in support of the government's decentralization policies.

Objectives 

· To increase the capacity of the Bhutanese people to recognize, understand, and accept the principles of resource management and environmental protection through environmental education and awareness activities

· To increase the skill, knowledge, and competency of officials in key government agencies that have responsibility for resource use and environmental protection
· To survey living natural resources in Bhutan in order to obtain information on biodiversity and its population density and locations to facilitate environmental management and decision-making

· To facilitate the formation of an institutional framework and process for environmental management activities and decision-making in Bhutan that involves the carious stakeholders and that will promote sustainable development.

Summary of Achievements 

· A Workshop on Environmental Management and Sustainable Development was held in Thimphu December 26-27 1996, at which continued realization of sustainable development in Bhutan was linked to strengthened management and education.

· 30 persons from both the central and district administrations and NGOs have been trained in the fields of Environmental Planning and Management, Environmental Education, Community Forestry and Sloping Agriculture Land Technology. These are now resource persons in environmental education.

· Key government staff on national, provincial and district level has been trained in participatory planning techniques.

· This has lead to Geog Micro Environmental Action Plans being produced for implementation during the current Five Year Plan (2002-2007).
· Other activities include the World Environment Day to be held on June 5th 2002, Environmental Awareness Programme for the National Assembly Members, tree planting for schools all over the country, distribution of teaching materials and books for primary environmental education, and study tours for farmers.
2. Forest Resources Management and Institutional Capacity Development (1995-1997) :

This project will strengthen the institutional capacity of the Forestry Services Division in implementation of three key elements of the National Forestry Programme: Institutional Development; Resource Information and Management Planning; and Forestry Extension. The project will strengthen the Division's functional and operational capacity in forest management planning and forestry extension through an improved information base, practical training and availability of field guidelines and technical manuals. Further, the project will assist in the mobilization of rural communities in the conservation of soil and water resources and in the rational management and utilization of forest resources.

Objectives include:

· Development of revised guidelines on implementation of decentralized forest activities;

· Training workshops on decentralized forestry activities;

· Preparation of rules and regulations of new Forest Law;

· Completion of inventories of 2-4 Forest Management Units;

· Preparation of 2-3 new Field Management Units;

· Preparation of 2-3 additional forest management plans and training for their implementation;

· Identification of areas for multiple use forest management;

· Finalization of national forest extension manual;

· Training of trainers for PRA and preparation of community forestry management plans

· Facilitate community forest management plans certification and implementation.

3. Capacity efforts in Bhutan for 2000-2003 have focused on improving the capacity of local authorities and community-based groups in environmental management and sustainable energy development.  This has led to: 1. Participatory planning guideline completed. 2. Training in participatory planning & M/E approaches conducted. 3. Geog level workshops conducted on environment & NRM.  4 Ecotourism management plan for Jigme Dorji National Park approved and being implemented.

4. The second country cooperation framework (CCF) for Bhutan, covering the period 2002-2006, indicates a continued focus on capacity development within the areas of governance, sustainable livelihoods and environment.

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

· Limited arable land and small/fragmented land holdings and difficult terrain

	Cambodia
	Name of Project/Program:

UNDP capacity building efforts in Cambodia are geared towards the improved capacity of national/sectoral authorities to plan and implement integrated approaches to environmental management and energy development that respond to the needs of the poor.

UNDP Output Achievements:

2001:  (i) Final Draft National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan; (ii) Biodiversity Planning Manual; (iii) The Final Draft, First National Communication on Climate change communication to Conference of Parties (COP); Provided training to government staff in Wildlife Investigation; Project Proposal writing; and negotiations and preparations for international meetings which enhanced their capacity to represent Cambodia in International Biodiversity Convention related meetings. National and International training seminars were conducted for climate change staff. MRC Strategic Plan was completed and one project (Climate change with renewable energy focus) formulated and under approval process.
2002:  (i) The Capacity Needs Assessment Report for Cambodia's National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan was completed and translated into Khmer; (ii) The Cambodia's report to WSSD assessed the progress made in sustainable development since the Earth Summit in 1993 and defined RGC long-term strategic vision for sustainable development (iii) Draft project proposal to assess the National Capacity of Cambodia to implement 3 UN Convention for Global Environmental management formulated.; (iv) The forest crime monitoring and reporting project led to increased capacity building amongst project staff and government counterparts and awareness increased among public.

Targets Not Recorded in Output Achievements:

2003: (i) Strengthened national capacity to implement UN-related environment conventions to address national and global environmental concerns such as climate change, biodiversity and land desertification.  (ii) Capacity and coordination of provincial line agencies increased in the management of Tonle Sap especially in the areas of community based natural resource management and biodiversity conservation and monitoring.  

Regional Capacity Initiative:

Capacity Building for Implementation of the Mekong River Commission Strategic Plan (1999-2001)
Countries Involved: National Mekong Committees of Cambodia (CNMC), Lao PDR (LNMC), Thailand (TNMC) and Viet Nam (VNMC)
Overview
Capacity Building and institutional strengthening is planned at three levels: a) the MRC Joint Committee, whose role is similar to that of a company "Board of Directors"; b) the MRC Secretariat which is based in Phnom Penh, Cambodia, with field activities in the four member countries; c) the four National Mekong Committees of the governments of Cambodia, Lap PDR, Thailand and Viet Nam. The programme broadly aims to strengthen MRC's capacity to manage the change implicit in their Strategic Plan .

Capacity 21's involvement in the programme 

The Capacity 21 supports manifests in activities through the following 3 programme components, namely:

Objective I   Strategic Management Systems - Training of NMC and line agency staff in strategic planning and facilitating development of NMC Strategic Plans. Assistance with organizational reshaping of NMCs, help in developing new administrative rules and procedures, and facilitate implementation of the Strategic Plan.

Objective II   Programme Planning & Execution Systems - Including Financial Management: To establish a comprehensive system for the identification, design and execution of programmes and projects; and to strengthen financial management and administration systems to efficiently and effectively service operational needs.

Objective III   Information & Communications Systems - to improve information and communications systems to support implementation of the Strategic Plan. Assisting development of information acquisition and management systems, developing rules for NMC communications and cooperation with outside agencies and institutions, improving NMC capacity in report writing and oral presentation, and training NMC staff in Internet communications

Summary of Specific Achievements 

· Capacity of the NMCs for taking a greater initiatives and stronger role through processes which are accountable, consultative and participatory in the regional platform that MRC is, for translating regionally articulated issues into national actions through relevant channels.
· All NMCs underwent a strategic planning process themselves, as follow up to the MRC process, and have completed their own strategic plans.

· Institutionalization at the NMC levels of the Programme Approach as per the MRC Strategic Plan, as part of the comprehensive programmes supporting basin-wide strategies.

· The MRC Gender Policy that was approved by the MRC Council in October 2000, has been widely disseminated.. 

	Myanmar
	Name of Project/Program:

Myanmar has made significant inroads in recent years to improve capacity building in land use planning and in natural resource management.  UNDP efforts to address the environment in Myanmar are intended to improve local capacity for sustainable environmental management with special emphasis on women's participation.  Between 2000-2003, the following achievements have been made on land related issues:
2000: 

· 600 village environmental resource management and conservation plans were implemented for related activities on 114,800 acres of land. 
· 10,000 sets of environmental education text books and support materials developed and distributed, and 9,000 primary school teachers trained for environmental education.

· 30% fuelwood demand reduction achieved in 62,000 households as a result of using fuel-efficient stoves.

· 8,900 HDI beneficiaries with increased awareness of environmental issues and 190 CBOs capacities strengthened to manage the environment.
· 76 user rights certificates for 6,500 acres of woodlots facilitated.
· Poor communities effectively managing and utilizing 6,500 acres of land.
2001: 

· 224 village environmental resource management and conservation plans and implementation of related activities on 52,987 acres of land. 
· 6,500 sets of environmental education text books and support materials developed and distributed, and 1,400 primary school teachers trained for environmental education.
· 30% fuelwood demand reduction achieved in 29,685 households as a result of using fuel-efficient stoves.
· 4,900 additional HDI beneficiaries with increased awareness of environmental issues and 85 CBOs capacities strengthened to manage the environment.
· Applications for, and issuance to communities of long-term user-rights certificates for 108 communities for 33,070 acres of woodlots.
· Poor communities effectively managing and utilizing 33,070 acres of land.
2002: 

· 30% fuelwood demand reduction achieved in 9,200 households as a result of using improved fuel-efficient stoves.
· 1,200 HDI beneficiaries with increased awareness of environmental issues and 190 CBOs’ capacities strengthened to manage the environment.
· Continued support for effective management and utilization of 20,500 acres of land by poor communities.

	Timor Leste
	Name of Project/Program:

· A National Strategy for Sustainable Development did not exist in 2000, however research was underway by a team of consultants to start formulating a national framework for environmental protection. Regulations on logging and on protected areas (i.e. national parks) have been adopted by the Transitional Administration.

· An assessment was conducted in 2001 and a report entitled  “Assessing Environmental Needs and Priorities in East Timor” was produced, presented to the Cabinet and widely distributed; 2) Six strategic areas identified in the report which are expected to be incorporated into the National Development Plan; 3) One workshop focusing on environmental protection issues was conducted by an East Timorese civil society organization (Haburas).

· In 2002, workshops focusing on environmental issues including disaster prevention for communities and a national workshop on policy strategy framework for mineral resources development was organized; 2) Mines and Mineral Resources Law drafted and mineral database produced; 3) A GEF mission fielded in May to introduce country office and government staff to GEF guidelines and procedures.
· In 2003, a National Environment Action Plan prepared with instruments for implementation.  
Country Programme Outline for East Timor (2003-2005)

· UNDP will continue its focus to provide policy support to ensure environmentally sustainable development. 

Key Gaps/Weaknesses:

Due to concentrated efforts on building institutional capacity within the country, there are limited capacity efforts and lack of focus on land use planning and land related issues.




	SIDS

	Cook Islands
	Name of Project/Program:

· Focus of environmental programme in the Cook Islands is to improve national capacity to negotiate and implement global environment commitments.

· National Capacity Self Assessment (NCSA) PDF/A proposal submitted in 2002

1. Project Title: Technical assistance to increase the utilisation of renewable energy technologies in the Cook Islands energy supply 

Duration: May 2003 - October 2003
Implementing Agency: UNDP
Executing Agency: UNESCO

Synopsis: The project funded by UNDP Samoa and executed by UNESCO Apia will assist the Cook
Islands Government to promote increased use of appropriate renewable energy technologies that are technically and commercially proven, financially and economically viable and environmentally friendly. The project will prepare, design and coordinate technical assistance to support activities as identified in the Strategic Plan of the National Energy Policy (year 2003).

	Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshal Islands, Nauru, Palau, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanatu


	Name of Project/Program:

As a whole, Pacific Island Countries share common environmental concerns and capacity building needs.  Environmental degradation is seriously eroding the capacity of ecosystems to produce the goods and ecological services upon which poor people, in particular, and economies depend. The most serious environmental problems are: loss of biodiversity, climate change and sea level rise, threats to freshwater resources, degradation of coastal environments, land and sea-based pollution and the increasing need for better access to affordable energy services as an essential prerequisite for sustainable development. In addition, the sub-region is highly prone to natural disasters. These problems continue to incur economic and social costs and undermine the efforts of these small island nations to progress and alleviate poverty.

As outlined in the 2003-2007 Multi-Country Programme, UNDP will focus on building capacity to formulate integrated approaches to improved resource management in order to address priority environment problems unique to small island developing nations. The proposed programmes will build upon achievements through the promotion of strategic partnerships and integrated decision-making, towards the achievement of Millennium Development Goals and the aspirations of the World Summit for Sustainable Development.

Mircronesia: Pohnpei State is faced with rapid deforestation and deterioration of its natural resources due to unsustainable resource use practices.  Capacity building activities include:
· Improved capacity of local authorities, community-based groups and private sector in environmental management in Pohnpei State of FSM.
· Community awareness on sustainable management of resources enhanced. Establishment of Micronesian Trust Fund through project support; CCO training modules developed; MLIC established; Amendment by Mpa legislation and municipal mirror legislation; Watershed Forest Boundary budget for survey completion incorporated in Pohnpei State budget for the first time.
Fiji:

· Improved capacity of national/sectoral authorities to plan and implement integrated approaches to environmental management and energy development that responds to the needs of the poor.

· Improved environment for the establishment of renewable energy systems. 
· The objectives and targets of the National strategy/Plan/Programme (for biodiversity, climate change and desertification) integrated in national development planning and policy framework.
· Capacity development strategy is designed and implemented by year 2002; renewable energy policy reviewed and updated; sustainable financing policy for renewable energy development by 2003.
Kiribati:

· Improved capacity of national/sectoral authorities to plan and implement integrated approaches to environmental management and energy development that responds to the needs of the poor.

· Adoption by the Government of a National Strategy /Plan/Programme as required by the Biodiversity, Climate Change and/or Desertification Conventions, with national implementation targets.

Marshall Islands:

· Adoption by the Government of a national Strategy/Plan/Programme as required by the Biodiversity Climate Change and/or Desertification Conventions, with national implementation targets.  

· The Capacity Building Needs Assessment (Add-on) to start implementation and the Biodiversity Conservation Division to coordinate the Add-on and Implementation of the RMI NBSAP. 

Palau: 

· National capacity for participation in globe conventions, regulatory regimes and funding mechanisms for environmentally sustainable development.
· A national symposium on climate change emphasizing drought and watershed management was conducted. Community workshops on climate change public awareness and education were conducted. Two technical workshops on National Gas Inventory and Vulnerability and Adaptation were conducted. Production of quarterly newsletters and participation in the US Environmental Protection Agency Pacific Islands Conference.
Solomon Islands:

· Need for rigorous & longer-term strengthening of mngmt institutions; lacking a cohesive, strategic & integrated. marine resc. policy; little detailed info. on marine biogeography & biodiversity; & need for marine conservation areas to protect biodiversity
· 2001 Project activities mostly being put on hold due to ethnic crises and political and social uncertainities in the country.
· National capacity assessment formulated and approved for implementation in 2003
Tonga:

· Vulnerability and adaptation framework developed; GHG report finalised and mitigation analysis report drafted .Cross sectoral technical working group for CC fully operational. BSAP project proposals prepared. .Awaiting approval and then implementation can be planned in 2003.

Tuvalu:

· Initial discussions held- proposal developed on NAPA and submitted to GEF. Govt expalined on the ways and pros and cons of ratifying to other conventions such as- CC and NBSAP.
Vanuatu:

· Increased capacity of the Government to meet commitments to global conventions and to improve quality of life through better environment and resource management.

· Integration of local community and landholder participation into measures to manage and safeguard biological resources as recommended by the BSAP. GEF funding for a full project to commence in 2003.

· Capacity is weak in the Dept. of Env; Vanuatu NEMS exists; NBSAP has parliamentary endorsement; SDC & Env. Act passed by Parliament; Biodiversity & CCC ratified; 2 PDF proposals for GEF funding in pipeline. 
Gaps:

Focus of Pacific Island Countries is on meeting commitments of international conventions.  Very little land use planning  going on.


	Maldives
	Name of Project/Program:

· Baseline analysis suggests that Policy implementation weak, which is threatening livelihood and environmental security. 

· Preliminary insights into potential renewable energy resources gained through initial measurements and analysis; local capacity built through training.

· A review of the existing mechanisms within the Ministry of environment undertaken and framework developed for improved execution of mandate. National coordination mechanisms analysed and improvements recommended. 

	Niue
	Name of Project/Program:

National report/communication prepared and submitted as required by the Biodiversity, Climate Change and/or Desertification Conventions  
Project Title: National Capacity Self Assessment (NCSA) 

Countries: Niue
Implementing Agency: UNDP
Executing Agency: National Execution - Department of Community Affairs 
Duration: August 2002 - February 2003

Synopsis: The need to strengthen and build capacity at all levels is a national priority. The purpose of this activity is to prepare a request for GEF financing (a GEF Project Brief and associated UNDP Project Document) to conduct a thorough assessment and analysis of the capacity needs and constraints facing Niue as it works to meet its global environmental management obligations as set forth in the Rio conventions and related international instruments. 



	Papua New Guinea
	Name of Project/Program:

1. Capacity Building for Sustainable Development Planning and Participatory Planning in Papua New Guinea Period: 1998 -2000
Overview: The objectives of phase I of the Capacity21 component of the SNDPS project are to integrate sustainable development concepts and approaches into Papua New Guinea's planning process, and to develop the capacity for local-level bottom-up participatory planning.  Over a 21 month period five government-selected and geographically representative pilot provinces will be targeted for capacity building at all levels of local government.  Key to the long-term viability of the process will be strengthening of ONPI and sub-national planning offices, through focused training led by training institutions at the national level and by NGOs at the local level.

Objectives: 

· To strengthen the capacity of planning institutions and develop mechanisms that provide for the incorporation and integration of sustainable development and participation in the formulation, monitoring and evaluation of national policies, strategies and plans.

· To establish organizational structures and capacity that provide for integration of environmentally sustainable development practices in the formulation and coordination of District Plans within the national planning framework.
· To establish organizational structures and capacities that provide for participatory planning at district and local levels that involves community representatives, other stakeholders and local administrations, that are responsive to locally-articulated needs and that fit within the national policies and strategies

· To assist in establishing planning database systems that contain information on environmental sustainability (including natural resource values) and access to social services and infrastructure.

· To establish an environmental awareness and develop basic environmental skills amongst the participants and facilitators in decentralized planning at the district, local and community levels of government

Achievements 

According to the conclusions drawn from the Mid-term evaluation Report (June 2000), the project was able to deliver a number of important and useful activities, including:
· Raising awareness of cross cutting issues;
· developing a database directory, and enhancing participatory skills;

· The production of the Draft Planning Manual which the Department of National Planning would finalise and adopt as a key management tool;

· Good lessons learnt

	Samoa
	Name of Project/Program:

Adoption by the Government of a National Strategy/Plan/Programme as required by the Biodiversity, Climate Change and/or Desertification Conventions, with national implementation targets  
Increased awareness on biodiversity issues. Synergies built with other Enabling activities in the implementation of awareness programmes. Preliminary consultations with key stakeholders on capacity needs assessment for access, benefit sharing and traditional knowledge issues. Reviewed possible set-up for a national clearing house mechanism for biodiversity. POPs steering committee actively involved in providing policy, technical advice and support. Completed draft chemical profile for Samoa. Assessment of barriers to and removal of POPs undertaken and draft report produced. Consultation with key stakeholders for a national capacity needs assessment (NCSA) for environmental management. Draft NCSA proposal produced and reviewed by stakeholders. Technical support provided through the National Climate Change Task Team in reviewing the proposal for a National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) for Samoa, and proposal approved by GEF.

	Dominican Republic
	Name of Project/Program:

Capacity 21’s mission in the Dominican Republic is to strengthen the National Commission for the Implementation of the UNCED (UN Conference on Environment and Development) Agreements.

Capacity 21 activities have concentrated primarily on awareness-raising, dissemination of information and policy development, as well as development of associated legal and economic mechanisms. 

Over the past year, Capacity 21 has been formulating proposals on such topics as: 

· Constitutional reform that focuses on sustainable development and incorporates the UNCED principles

· Creating a legal framework for protecting the environment and natural resources; this should include the designation of a secretariat of environment and natural resources

· Designing an information system for environmental laws, and systematizing existing legislation

· Establishing a system for evaluation and control of environmental impacts 

2002: National strategies for Climate Change and Desertification conventions are almost finished. No advance has been made in relation to the Biodiversity convention. National Capacity Self Assessment process has started.

Environmental education activities carried at the Artibonito pilot site and other sites by the Dominican border.  


Brief description


The Project would be available to assist 48 LDC and SIDS countries that have not yet completed their NAPs, to develop individual, institutional and systemic capacity for sustainable land management�. GEF’s OP 15-SP 1 is available to these countries for targeted capacity building through individual MSPs, however, the Portfolio Approach is a much more cost effective and timely approach for delivering a large number of relatively small projects to these countries. Eligible countries will be able to access an expedited medium-sized project (MSP) under the Portfolio Approach from the GEF. Already several countries have expressed their needs and interest. At the end of the project, each participating country will have begun a process of capacity development and mainstreaming, elaborated their NAP through co-financing in a timely manner, and produced a Medium-Term National Investment Plan for SLM  and its Coordinated Resource Mobilization Plan (with projects identified for investment by specific IAs, EAs and interested Donors) as part of the NAP elaboration process�. The projects will be designed and implemented in concordance with regional frameworks such as NEPAD in Africa, Barbados Plan of Action, SRAPs and RAPs.

















� UNCCD sec. 1995. Down to earth – a simplified guide to the CCD, why it is necessary and what is important and different about it. 


� GEF/C.17/6/Rev.1/May 2001, paragraph 102


� UNSO. 1999. Analyse préliminaire du processus d’élaboration et de mise en oeuvre des programmes d’action nationaux relatifs a la Convention des Nations Unies sur la lutte contre la désertification et la sécheresse. Report to CCD COP 2.


� The list of  eligible countries has been developed after consultations with GEFSEC and UNCCD,  and is provided in Section IV- Part I. There are 48 LDCs and SIDS countries that have not completed their NAPs, and are in various stages in the process as follows:  53%  have not yet started; 30% have started but are either early in the process or at a standstill; and 17% have reached an advanced stage but have not completed. Almost all of these countries are in semi-humid and humid ecosystems. 


� GEF Secretariat. 2003. Operational Programme on Sustainable Land Management (OP# 15). Page 9.


� GEF Operational Strategy, page 6


� The Task Force on Sustainable Land Partnerships has been established by 16 Caribbean countries. A sub-group of the Task Force has been established as Steering committee for the UNEP Caribbean project. Prior to CEO endorsement, the Task Force will recommend a relevant mechanism that would ensure coordination with the LDC-SIDS Portfolio Approach.


� Preliminary discussions on collaboration mechanisms have been held. These will be fine-tuned as the UNEP project passes from concept stage to PDF B implementation.


� UNSO. 1999. Analyse préliminaire du processus d’élaboration et de mise en oeuvre des programmes d’action nationaux relatifs a la Convention des Nations Unies sur la lutte contre la désertification et la sécheresse. Report to CCD COP 2.


* Capacity development is a gradual, incremental process. The SLM-TPA project will jump-start this process. The full ability to effectively implement an SLM strategy and good match between skills and job requirements are therefore expected to be acquired after project completion, as countries make progress with implementing their medium-term investment plans.


� This covers the cost of a full time Global Coordinator and his/her assistant and their travel, reporting and translation, over 4 years. It does not include additional service costs that will be covered through the IA fee (UNDP HQ, Regional Offices and Country Offices support, oversight, and supervision). 


� As stated in Paragraph 9(b) of the GEF Instrument.


� Antigua and Barbuda, although eligible under the stated criteria, will not benefit from this Portfolio Project because of duplication with an existing GEF project.


� Invitation of 30 March 2004 by Dr Maryam Niamir-Fuller, Senior Technical Adviser UNDP-GEF, and the Terms of Reference provided by Faris Khader of UNDP on 2 April 2004


� ‘Project-wide’ meaning this project that adopts a ‘portfolio’ approach, rather than the individual projects, MSPs, that will be funded under the TPA. 


� because of the danger of circular reasoning, as well as the doubtful assumption that NAPs are the best indicator for engagement with SLM


� All Co-finance for individual MSPs must be confirmed at the time of submission of each MSP. Co-financing can be in-kind or cash. Sources include: Government, UNCCD and GM, Bilateral donors, multilateral donors, and regional organizations. Activities for Mainstreaming can include cost of activities undertaken to prepare NEAP, PRSP, MDG, and other national development frameworks. However, cost of NBSAP, NCCC, NAPA, NCSA and other GEF funded strategic action plans cannot be considered as baseline (in order to avoid double-counting).





� Source Bot, A.J., Nachtergaele, F.O., and Young, A.  Land Resource Potential and Constraints at Regional and Country Levels.  FAO 2000


� According to Bot et. al., land degradation is defined as “the temporary or permanent reduction in the productive capacity of land as a result of human activity.”  The authors classify land degradation into four categories: 


Light: somewhat reduced agricultural suitability.


Moderate: greatly reduced agricultural suitability.


Severe/strong: biotic functions largely destroyed; non-reclaimable at the farm level.


Very severe/ extreme: biotic functions fully destroyed; non-reclaimable


� POPs National Implementation Plans are also important enabling activities that will be considered at the national scale. 





�Antigua & Barbuda has decided to stay with the OP 12 project and not be included in this Portfolio. Therefore the total list is now 48.


�The footnote pertaining to the deadline provided by the Bonn Declaration for NAP completion, has been deleted


�deleted : (b) not be able to access funds in time to meet the deadline for NAP completion


�deleted a whole paragraph on GEF contribution to NAP


�Several outcomes that were listed under NAPcompletion are now under Capacity building or mainstreaming
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PART V. LDC -SIDS Targeted  Portfolio Project:  Overall Organigram�

Existing Cross-sectoral National Councils or Committees (e.g. NSDS, NEAP, CCD, PRSP,  NCSA, etc.)�

Ministry of Finance or Economics�
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Ministry of Environment�

President�s Office or Prime Minister�s Office�

National Project Coordination Unit (housed in one of the ministries, and directly responsible to the Cross-cutting Committee)�

UNDP Country Office�
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