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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Terminal Evaluation (TE) has been conducted as part of the Monitoring and Evaluation plan of the UNDP/GCF
Project: “Integrating Community-based Adaptation into Afforestation and Reforestation Programmes in
Bangladesh (PIMS 4878)” also as known as the “ICBAAR” and will be referred to as the “Project” in the scope of
this TE. No physical mission to Bangladesh was conducted by the International Consultant due to COVID19 global
pandemic travel restrictions, though extensive national consultations with the project partners were conducted
by the National Consultant within the 5 Districts.

Project Information Table

Integrating Community-based Adaptation into Afforestation and Reforestation Programmes in

Project Title
Bangladesh (ICBAAR)

UNDP Project ID (PIMS #): 4878 PIF Approval Date: 27 December 2011
GEF Project ID (PMIS #): 4700 CEO Endorsement Date: 10 February 2014
ATLAS Business Unit, Award 0075892 Project Document (ProDoc) Signature 27 May 2015

#, Project ID: 0087558 Date (date project began):

Country: Bangladesh Date project manager hired: 22 March 2017
Region: South Asia Inception Workshop date: 22 March 2017
Focal Area: Climate Change Midterm Review completion date: March 2019

GEF Focal Area Strategic Planned closing date: 30 March 2021
Objective:

Trust Fund: NA

Executing Agency/
Implementing Partner:

Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change/ Bangladesh Forest Department

Other execution partners: USAID / UNDP

Project Financing at CEO endorsement (USS) at Midterm Review (USS) At Terminal Evaluation (1 Jan
‘ 2021)

[1] GEF financing: 5,650,000 2,795,870.40 5,359,469.62*

(Cash)

[2] UNDP contribution: 2,000,000 0 0

[3] Government: 35,000,000 17,500,000 35,000,000

[4] Other partners (Grants): USAID: 10,000,000 0 0

[5] Total co-financing [2 + 3 47,000,000 17,500,000 35,000,000?

+4]: (in-kind)

PROJECT TOTAL COSTS [1 + 52,650,000 20,295,870.48 40,359,469.62

5]

Project Description

The objective of the ICBAAR project is to reduce vulnerability of communities to the adverse impacts of climate
change through participative design, community-based management and diversification of afforestation and
reforestation programmes. It was designed to help transform the way in which coastal afforestation and
reforestation programmes are designed and developed and thereby also contribute to national poverty reduction
and development goals. The ICBAAR project is therefore aimed to enable the Government of Bangladesh (GoB)
to design measures for mitigation and adaptation to address climate change, through (a) supporting communities
living in coastal afforestation/reforestation sites to adopt resilient livelihoods, (2) regulatory reform and fiscal
incentive structures introduction that incorporate climate change risk management, and (3) training CPP
volunteers for climate risks, disaster preparedness and the benefit of coastal forest for climate risk mitigation.

1 From the remaining 290,530.38 USD in 2020, the Project team is anticipating expenditure up to 200,000.00 USD up to 30 March 2021.
Major expense areas for this period include project phase-out workshops on lessons learned with local and national partners in phases,
and completion of ALC construction in Char Kukrimukri.

2 As per the Project Document (ProDoc), co-financing was planned through UNDP Direct Financing (US$2,000,000) and USAID (US$

10,000,000) though these sources were not used. Government “in kind” contributions of US$35,000,000 did take place, such as provision
of office space rental inside the Bangladesh Forest Department.
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The project aims to assist the GoB to carry out all the necessary activities to increase climate resilience of coastal
belt communities and through adaptation and mitigation activities.

Evaluation Ratings Table

Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) Rating?

M&E design at entry Satisfactory

M&E Plan Implementation Satisfactory
Overall Quality of M&E Satisfactory
Quiality of Implementing Partner Execution Satisfactory
Overall quality of Implementation/Execution Satisfactory
Progress towards objective and expected outcomes analysis Highly Satisfactory
Relevance Satisfactory
Effectiveness Satisfactory
Efficiency Satisfactory
Overall Project Outcome Rating Satisfactory
Financial resources Moderately Likely
Socio-political/economic Likely
Institutional framework and governance Likely
Environmental Likely

Overall Likelihood of Sustainability Likely

Summary of Findings, Conclusions and Lessons Learned

e The main findings of the ICBAAR project are as follows. The project design included clear outputs
milestones and activities for each output with SMART indicators to help monitor implementation and
activity achievements. The design was undertaken in a manner that involved all implementing and
executing institutions at the outset of the project. The indicators set are deemed as being SMART
following some update since the MTR (2019). Importantly, lessons from other relevant projects were
considered. The TE believes the management of the Programme’s risks needed some improved formality
procedures adopted, as some risks needed to be more carefully identified and monitored with concrete
mitigation measures with a robust follow-up plan on each risk/assumption as suitable.

3 Qutcomes, Effectiveness, Efficiency, M&E, Implementation/Oversight & Execution and Relevance are rated on a 6-point scale: 6=Highly
Satisfactory (HS), 5=Satisfactory (S), 4=Moderately Satisfactory (MS), 3=Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU), 2=Unsatisfactory (U), 1=Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability is rated on a 4-point scale: 4=Likely (L), 3=Moderately Likely (ML), 2=Moderately Unlikely (MU),
1=Unlikely (U)



The ICBAAR project strategy involved multiple government departments during the whole planning and
implementation process. This provided platforms for communities to build better relationships with
relevant departments. It has managed to involve many stakeholders in ICBAAR implementation and
hence stakeholders’ participation and engagement has been incorporated and planned sufficiently. With
regards to management arrangements, these are deemed appropriate with suitable correct
implementing partners being set up at the outset with no obvious gaps. The PMU also appears to have
been quite effective and respected throughout the project with suitable integrated coordination
mechanisms being in place between the PD and the PMU.

The project has demonstrated adaptive change which was needed to be undertaken as a direct
consequence of the delayed project start (circa 2 years) which minimized the window of opportunity for
project delivery, meaning that adaptive management was needed to deliver the expectations of the
project within reduced timelines. Adaptive measures also needed to be implemented by the project as
in many instances, partner agency staffs often needed to re-allocated to be engaged on crisis
management related issues which inevitably placed certain project interventions in “pause” mode.

Regarding project finance (up to the beginning of 2021), there was overspend in Outcome 1 (105%), near
total usage of Project Management budget (96%) though under-utilization of spend in Outcomes 2 and
3 (73% and 82% respectively). From the remaining 290,530.38 USD, the Project team is anticipating this
amount is to be used in totality by 30 March 2021. Although co-financing was made available at the
project outset, commitments from USAID and UNDP projects were not realised mainly as a consequence
of those projects having to terminate by the time this project started (in 2017).

The 3FV model represents an important innovative “Climate Resilience Livelihoods” approach that
comprises short, medium- and long-term recurrent resource generation and diversified options for
livelihood security. A key finding is that the barren land inside the coastal forest often was not suitable
for plantation of non-mangrove species and cultivation of crops and the area used to receive frequent
inundation of tidal saline water. Following the 3FV approach by modifying the local topography, non-
mangrove species can now be planted, and other crops can be cultivated. Other valuable interventions
that demonstrate adaptive management include approaches such as the “floating garden”, 3- Layer
“Sack” vegetables cultivation and the 2FVD, etc.

From a gender perspective, the project has been successful. It has oriented all staff of the project on
gender equality at the beginning of all operations, recruited all eight field adaptation watcher females,
so that gender “lens” has been used in every aspect. Gender parity was ensured wihin the Project
Management Unit, District and Upazila level officials. ICBAAR designed strategies also led to better
adaptive capacities and increased climate resilience for women and their families. The project also
included 52% female HH in resilient livelihood activities. For example, 56.5% FRPG members are women
, and thus a contributor and beneficiary to FRPG savings, thus supporting their economic empowerment.

Finally, the impact of the ICBAAR has been influenced by the levels of communication which have been
strong. The training offered (and from this) the professional help offered from National and local
government (e.g.: from BFD) has been impactful along with the basic provision of fertilizer, pesticide and
seeds which all helped to incentivize positive actions. The impact of the interventions appears to have
also been improved by the technical designs undertaken, ensuring the safety to livestock, fishes,
vegetables plus the introduction of salinity tolerant crop varieties which were supplied.

The key conclusions of the ICBAAR are as follows:

Firstly, the ICBAAR has strengthened the enabling environment to enhance resilience and build
sustainability. The information provided, and activities undertaken could be used to benefit a range of
sectors in an integrated manner, such as forestry, agriculture, fisheries, livestock and poultry, drinking
water supply, water resources management, education and scientific research, etc.



Secondly, the ICBAAR has developed innovative models (3FV and 2FD etc) which can help to engage the
private sector. The technical assistance provided and sharing of knowledge/experiences could be
implemented in other Districts within the Sundarbans for a range of technical areas.

Thirdly, ICBAAR was successful in building key strategic partnerships, cooperating with important
institutions, and building linkages with other projects. The project did establish good working
relationships between political/civil society and project staffs and GoB staffs which represents an
excellent recipe for future replication on other projects or to other areas.

Fourthly, the project established a unique working relationship between targeted communities and
GoB partners and established an effective mechanism to deliver local government service to the
vulnerable communities which represents an excellent recipe for upscaling adaptation action and other
basic services to the grass-root level.

A summary of lessons learned is outlined below.

Be clear on National “Sign off” Procedures. The project experienced an 18-24-month delay in project
operational completion due to two main reasons: a) delay in the recruitment and b) the time required
to gain nationnally accepted TAPP. Better planning and anticipation of these difficulties would have
minimized the length of the delay.It is maybe of value for UNDP to explore with UNDP’s Nature, Capital
and Energy vertical fund Directorate to determine whether start dates of projects can be established
based on approval of TPP/DPP rather than approval of ProDoc to offset any delay.

Ensure the Project design is not overly ambitious at the outset: Since it is difficult to attain measurable
outcomes within a short time frame of EbA or nature based solution related pilot projects/programmes,
it is essential to ensure that the projects design is not overly ambitious and include needed details such
as SMART indicators and targets from the beginning. The projects concept was well-justified, had a good
approach and was opportunistic, relevant and strategic in nature. Despite this, ICBAAR ProDoc did not
have an adaptive Theory of Change that could have more useful within a fast changing operating context.

Sound technical inputs and relevant experience is a contributing factor to successful project design and
implementation. In all project components, international technical experts and national technical
experts worked collaboratively to provide sound technical guidance and inputs, conducted technical
workshops and training sessions. However, the TE does relay that the ICBAAR suffered from reduced
input from key GoB officials (experiencing frequent staff transfers including National Project Director
(NPD), Project Director (PD) of implementing partners as well as grass root level local officials) which all
influenced the effectiveness of the projects implementation strategy and caused impacts on certain
project scheduling of certain activities.

Good participatory planning is essential to ensure timely project inputs to achieve project outcomes.
There is always a requirement to conduct a “needs assessment” that adopts participatory tools and
methods in order to document real socio-economic and climatic aspects of each site and from this, to
compile a database of all participating beneficiaries to better assess the enhancement of adaptive
capacities through specific project interventions. One simple fact that perhaps was overlooked as a
consequence of not pursuing such an approach was that on occasion, human disturbances and grazing
problems are acute within the remotest project implementation sites, though these simple protection
measures were overlooked in the signed ProDoc.

Learn from past experiences: To make the coastal belt more protective and climate-resilient, the ICBAAR
project has learned from the lessons of the past and enriched the greenbelt plantation approach by using
a diversity of climate resilient species. It also attempted to offer community incentive to act as local
custodians of the forest, and by offering climate-resilient livelihoods that are linked to the management
and protection of the greenbelt.

Enhance local appreciation and ownership of the mangrove forest: the ICBAAR approach invested in
strengthening awareness and actively involving communities and other stakeholders (including local
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government representatives, local leaders, NGOs, women, and youth) in forest protection and
adaptation activities.

Recommendations

The following TE strategic recommendations have been formulated with the aim of improving project
effectiveness and enhancing the likelihood that project results will be sustained after GEF funding ceases:

TE Recommendation Entity Timeframe

Responsible

1. Need for a Continuation Strategic Plan (linked to CMCs) to help support the route map | UNDP-CO and | 1-2years
for next phases of work to help make coastal communities climate resilient; MoEFCC
2.  Update existing ICBAAR Guides and Manuals to help mainstream climate resilience into | UNDP-CO and | 2-3 years
National and Sector Specific Policies and Plans GOB (exact
institute/donor
not defined)
3. Undertake a forward-looking review of staffing and capacity needs covering the “life GOB  specially | 1-2 years
after the ICBAAR project” period. from MoEFCC’s
Climate Change
Trust Fund, GCF,
etc.
4. Provide strong justification on how to sustain and continue the Adaptation Learning MOoEFCC and 6 months
Centre (ALC) UNDP
5.  Anagreement needs to be reached between the GoB and UNDP on streamlining MOoEFCC, 1 year
of GEF financed projects and TAPP approval processes Planning
Commission,
Economic
Relations
Division, GEF
and UNDP

A series of supporting recommendations are presented below for consideration

Instil Project Monitoring Planning: This is proposed as the ICBAAR could have benefitted from a more adequate “month by month”
monitoring planning processes, as opposed to only an annual report that was used to measure progress. A Mid-term review (which was
delayed) could have been helpful for assessing performance to assist in the final TE. In addition, an effective and well-structured
documentation process or platform could have been more useful for measuring project progress. Similar future projects should consider
how to improve mechanisms to support the process of ensuring that beneficiary institutions develop a reporting requirement that
informs ICZM related policy-making, assesses progress on capacity development, and helps enable mainstreaming climate data into
national development activities.

Improve Frequency of Risk Register reviews: This is proposed as operational risks need to be more clearly and carefully analysed at the
programme design phase, and appropriate risk mitigation measures identified from the beginning. In addition, continuous assessment
of risks is an absolute necessity to ensure effective management of risks and the identification of proper mitigation measures.

In order to promote enrichment plantations within monoculture mangrove afforestation stands, | UNDP-CO and | 1-2 years

that all ICBAAR beneficiaries are made better aware of both ecological/ socio-economic benefits | MoEFCC

and the cost effectiveness of any intervention from an ecosystem service perspective. This may

involve new targeted training events (workshops, seminars etc) for the beneficiaries especially at

the upazila level to help grow adequate expertise in country.

Improved “exposure visits” of the participants to new areas could be useful as an additional | UNDP-CO and | 2-3 years

exercise which can be used to build awareness about Climate Resilient related innovative | GOB (exact

livelihoods for communities. This may consider visits to (or from) participants engaged on similar | institute/donor

climate resilient innovative activities implementing from abroad such as Vietnam, Timor Leste, | not defined)

Indonesia, Malaysia or Gambia.

A Rewards system (or similar) should be introduced for those successful participants of the ICBAAR | MoEFCC 1-2 years

project to help encourage replication of interventions.

As the project supported the new construction of the PSF (Pond Sand Filter) system for drinking | UNDP-CO and | 2-3 years

water, and it repaired the older PSF, this approach could in theory be adopted as part of any future | GOB (e.g., Dept

replication strategy. of Public Health
Engineering)
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose and Objective

This Terminal Evaluation (TE) is prepared to assess the achievement of project results, and draw lessons that can both
improve sustainability of benefits from the project, and aid in the overall enhancement of United Nations
Development Program (UNDP) and Global Environment Facility (GEF) programming. In addition, all evaluations for
UNDP supported GEF financed projects have the following complementary purposes:

e To promote accountability and transparency, and to assess and disclose the extent of project
accomplishments.

e To synthesize lessons that can help to improve the selection, design and implementation of future GEF
financed UNDP activities.

e To provide feedback on issues that are recurrent across the UNDP portfolio and need attention, and on
improvements regarding previously identified issues.

e To contribute to the overall assessment of results in achieving GEF strategic objectives aimed at global
environmental benefit.

e To gauge the extent of project convergence with other UN and UNDP priorities, including harmonization with
other UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) and UNDP Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP)
outcomes and outputs.

The Full-Sized Project (FSP) being evaluated is entitled “Integrating Community-based Adaptation into Afforestation
and Reforestation Programmes (ICBAAR) in Bangladesh (PIMS 4878)”. It is implemented through Bangladesh Forest
Department (BFD) that is located within the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change (MoEFCC).

The TE followed the guidance and procedures of UNDP and GEF, including UNDP’s “Handbook on Monitoring and
Evaluation for Results” and GEF’s “Monitoring and Evaluation Policies and Procedures”, and the specific Terms of
Reference (ToR) for this TE (see Annex VIII). It has concentrated on assessing the concept and design of the Project;
its implementation regarding quality and timeliness of inputs, financial planning, and monitoring and evaluation; the
efficiency and effectiveness of activities carried out and objectives and outcomes achieved, as well as likely
sustainability of its results, and the involvement of stakeholders.

1.2 Scope and Methodology

1.2.1  The Scope of the TE
The scope of the TE is as follows:
e critically examine ‘the Project’s objectives and arrangements for its implementation;

e assess and report on the progress achieved to date towards the production of outputs, emergent
achievements of stated outcomes, and its contribution toward achieving the overall project objectives of its
key partners;

e |dentify and analyse major technical, management and operational issues and impediments encountered in
the Project’s implementation, if any;

e Assess the monitoring and evaluation system in place;

e formulate a set of specific recommendations for actions necessary to ensure resolution of the issues and
impediments identified so that the Project has a greater prospect of achieving its objectives; and



e Present the recommendations to UNDP, GEF, Executing Agency (EA) and its key partners.

In its assessment, the TE considers a range of criteria (see Annex VI), which are based on the UNDP-GEF guidance
document for conducting TE reviews of UNDP-supported GEF-financed projects. The temporal scope of the TE extends
from the time of project start on 27 May 2015, through to February 2021, which was the start of this TE. The spatial
assessment of this TE encompasses the activities and geographical scope of the Project (see Figure 1.1).

Programme areas

&
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Figure 1.1: ICBAAR Project Area and identified Districts targetted” (taken from ICBAAR Project Brochure)

1.2.2  Evaluation Approach Adopted

Core Assessment Criteria




The overall approach towards conducting this TE was to frame the evaluation using core assessment criteria, namely
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact. Other aspects appraised within this TE include the
following:

A) Project Financial aspects including co-financing: The team assessed the key financial aspects of the project,
including the extent of co-financing planned and realized (see Annex V). Variances between planned and
actual expenditures were also assessed and explained.

B) Mainstreaming: The evaluation team assessed the extent to which the project was successfully
mainstreamed with other UNDP/GEF priorities, including poverty alleviation, improved governance, the
prevention and recovery from natural disasters, and gender.

C) Progress towards expected outcome: The evaluation team assessed the extent to which the project has
achieved its intended outcomes. Key findings brought out in the evaluations include whether the project has
demonstrated, as applicable in relevant GEF Tracking Tools or similar such as: a) verifiable improvements in
ecological status, b) verifiable reductions in stress on ecological systems, and/or c) demonstrated progress
towards these impact achievements®.

D) Relevance was addressed by assessing the congruence of project objectives with GEF and UNDP global and
national priorities and policies both past (at time of project implementation) and current.

E) Effectiveness was measured based on the quantitative and qualitative indicators in the project logical
framework (Annex Xlll). A Mid-Term Review (MTR) was completed in February 2019, and most of the outputs
where rated as successfully achieved (excluding Outcome 2). Thus, whilst the performance of these activities
was not assessed during this TE, the measurement of effectiveness instead concentrated more on activities
and outputs that still needed to be accomplished after the MTR was completed.

F) Efficiency was determined by examining the cost effectiveness of each component including examining the
co-funding and additional project leverage.

G) Sustainability was determined by examining not only the degree to which the outcomes are continuing and
have been or will be continued with other funding, but also the socio- political; institutional framework and
governance; and environmental aspects of sustainability.

H) Impacts were determined (medium term outcomes and longer term results or “impacts”) by assessing how
the overall project objectives have been achieved and identifying some of the most important achievements.
The TE also considered issues related to management, coordination, project delivery, implementation, and
finances. Particular attention was paid to lessons learned in order to assist UNDP & GEF in designing future
projects and follow-up studies.

Data collection & analysis

The TE data collection and analysis methodology adopted a ‘multi-level mixed evaluation” approach, which is useful
when evaluating delivery of a new service or approach, being piloted by state institutions. The method allows for
cross-referencing and is suitable for finding insights which are sensitive and informative.

A preliminary list of all ICBAAR documents and websites prepared for the Inception Report were examined in addition
to a closer examination of the MTR findings and recommendations (2019). This work was supplemented by additional
documents during the course of the review period, a list of these and websites reviewed are listed in Annex Il.

A list of key stakeholders was then assembled during the TE Inception phase (see Annex ). As many of the key
stakeholders are very senior, busy people, due to the very tight timelines set for this TE, the selection was restricted
to key people where there was a strong chance of their availability for an interview or responding to email. The
stakeholders were then contacted via email and telephone to introduce the evaluation and indicate confidentiality of

5 Such tools are designed for results based management reporting at a programme level for targets associated with the GEF replenishment etc.



responses, and determine their willingness and timing to participate. The interviews were semi-structured but guided
by a standardized set of questions, formulated as a specific questionnaire (see Annex Ill) that was designed to probe
the degree of success in achieving expected outcomes and provide indications of project impact. The interviewees
were asked to give rakings or rating (on a scale of 1 to 5) against the questions posed.

A field visit to a number of Pilot Districts® was carried out to meet local project beneficiaries and associated
stakeholders. This was undertaken by the National Consultant (NC) from 1-8 March 2021. These site visits were used
to verify primary and secondary data and to take site photographs (see Annex XllIl). The findings were sent directly to
the International Consultant (IC) for review and assessment. Particular attention was placed, during the field interview
process, on engaging women and ensuring their voices are heard. Gender-related data was collected and analysed
based on gender-specific evaluation questions that are presented in Annex Il (see specifically question 14 amongst
others).

After completion of the document review, field interviews, and questionnaire interrogation, the NC and IC evaluators
analysed the data and assembled a Draft TE report. This draft report was circulated to the UNDP/GEF team and
Government of Bangladesh (GoB) for review and comment. The evaluators then incorporated changes, corrections
and additions as appropriate and submit a final draft to UNDP.

1.2.3  Independent nature and learning focus

The evaluation team (NC and IC), which are both independent from UNDP and all project management/operations,
both have adequate technical and professional backgrounds to allow them to judge the project objectively and in an
unbiased manner. In tandem, the IC has a relevant technical background and Bangladeshi experience whilst the NC
has relevant and unrivalled professional experience on social development planning, forestry research and
stakeholder engagement and analysis in Bangladesh. Due to COVID-19 restrictions, the IC provided support virtually
while NC provided in-country support.

1.2.4  Rating Scales

Progress towards results and project implementation and adaptive management are rated according to a 6-point
scale, ranging from highly satisfactory to highly unsatisfactory (see Annex VI). Sustainability is evaluated across four
risk dimensions, including financial risks, socio-economic risks, institutional framework and governance risks, and
environmental risks. According to UNDP-GEF evaluation guidelines, all risk dimensions of sustainability, coupled with
using (where practical) of gender-responsive tools and methodologies have been embraced: i.e., the overall rating for
sustainability is not higher than the lowest-rated dimension. Sustainability was also rated according to a 4-point scale,
namely likely, moderately likely, moderately unlikely, and unlikely.

1.25 Ethics and Audit Trail

The review was conducted in accordance with the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluators, and the TE consultants
have signed the Evaluation Consultant Code of Conduct Agreement form (Annex VI). The consultant team ensures the
anonymity and confidentiality of individuals who were interviewed and surveyed. In respect to the UN Declaration of
Human Rights, results are presented in a manner that clearly respects stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth. As a
means to document an “audit trail” of the evaluation process, review comments to the draft report are compiled
along with responses from the IC and documented in an annex separate from the main report (clearance forms — see
Annex V). Relevant modifications to the report were then incorporated into the final version of the TE report (see
Annex VIII).

5 Bhola, Noakhali, Barguna, Patuakhali, and Pirojpur (two districts out of five selected)



1.2.6 Constraints and Limitations

The review was carried out over a very short timeline which spanned from 24 February 2021 through to 20 March
20217. This tight programme needed to include for all preparatory activities, field mission and site visits, desk review,
and completion of the draft and final reports, all in accordance to the guidelines outlined in the ToR (Annex VIII).

There were no limitations with respect to language for review of written documentation thanks to the support of the
NC (whom translated any key repot from Bangla to English (if required) plus the fact that the majority of reports are
produced in English. Any virtual interviews were held in English.

As stated above, due to COVID-19 travel restrictions, any field trips undertaken were completed by the NC and hence
all interviews were subsequently made with the key national stakeholders during the allocated field mission days (1-
9 March 2021).

The ICfeels that the information obtained during the desk review and site visits is sufficiently representative to capture
the required information despite the challenges presented by the global COVID-19 health pandemic. To this end, the
intended outcomes of the consultancy have been met.

1.3 Structure of the TE Report

The TE report commences with a brief description of the project, indicating the duration, principal stakeholders, and
the immediate and development objectives. As defined clearly within the ToR, the findings of the review are then
broken down into the following core sections:

e Section 2: Project Description and Development Context;
e Section 3: Findings;
 Section 4: Conclusions, Recommendations and Lessons Learned;

The report culminates with a collection of Annexes as requested within the ToR.

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

2.1 Project Start, Duration and Milestone

The Project Document (ProDoc) was signed in 27 May 2015 for a project duration of four years. However, no project
activities were undertaken in the first year®. Project activities were instead officially launched in 22 March 2017
following the recruitment of an ICBAAR Project Manager. As per the ProDoc, the end date of the Project was set as
June 2019 (due project start-up delay), though since the MTR recommendation (conducted in December 2018
through to January 2019), an additional 9 months extension (to the end date March 2021) was granted as the final
revised project deadline. The planned and actual timelines for project implementation are shown in Table 2.1 below.

Table 2.1: ICBAAR Project Timelines (original and actual)

Key project’s milestones ‘ Date

PIF Approval 27 Dec. 2011
CEO Endorsement Date 10 Feb. 2014
PAC Meeting Date 25 August 2013
ProDoc Signature date 27 May 2015

7 Initially UNDP Bangladesh recruited an international consultant who was non-responsive for a months. Then they approached the 2nd ranked
candidate which is why the TE had to be conducted in such a short time period.

8 The recruitment of only four staffs were conducted during 2016 and early 2017



Inception Workshop Date 22 March 2017

Actual Mid-term Review Date 10 November 2018 - 30January 2019
Original Planned Closing Date 27 May 2019

Expected Terminal Evaluation Date 24 February — 23 March 2021
Revised Final Project Closure Date 30 March 2021

2.2 Problems that the project sought to address

2.2.1  Development context: environmental, socio-economic, institutional, and policy factors relevant to the
project objective and scope

Bangladesh is one of the most disaster-prone countries in the world and the most disaster-prone of the LDCs. The
country is frequently subjected to cyclones, extreme weather events and storm surges, which in turn often lead to
riverine and coastal flooding and saline intrusion and exacerbate existing problems of coastal erosion. Around 35
million people who are living in 19 coastal districts of the country are in the highest level of climate risks. Experts
suspected that due to global warming, 10-15% Bangladesh’s land could be inundated by 2050, resulting in over 25
million climate refugees from the coastal districts.

Most of the country lies below 12meters in altitude and about 80% consists of floodplains and wetlands created by
more than 300 rivers and channels including major river systems of the Ganges, the Brahmaputra and the Meghna.
About 74% of the population lives in rural areas and about 35million or 22% lives in the 710km coastal belt along the
Bay of Bengal. More than two-thirds of the rural population is landless or own less 0.2hectares of land. About 50% of
the population depend directly on a rapidly degrading natural resource base for their livelihoods and various
subsistence products including food, fodder and fuel.

Bangladesh is pioneer in afforestation and reforestation efforts and so far planted more than 200,000 ha of coastal
plantation. Success of afforestation and reforestation effort has, however, been highly variable due to a range of
institutional, technical, ecological and socio-economic factors that have affected their sustainability. A number of
barriers currently prevent the realisation of the full adaptive potential of coastal greenbelts, including an underlying
incentive structure that drives people to exploit and degrade coastal forests rather than preserve them.

Climate change is likely to further exacerbate Bangladesh’s existing vulnerability to natural hazards. Better disaster
preparedness strategies and practices have reduced the numbers of deaths due to disasters, however the loss of
assets and livelihoods remains very high with women being most acutely affected. Fishing in the Bay of Bengal, a key
source of income and protein for the poor, as well as important contributor to GDP is becoming more risky and unsafe
due to increasing erratic, harsh weather conditions at sea. Population living in coastal areas are more vulnerable to
the effects of sea level rise, coastal erosion and salinization.

Five of the selected Upazilas (namely Galachipa, Rangabali, Patharghata, Monpura and Char Fasson) were among the
11 worst hit upazilas in the cyclone Mahasen in 2013. The CBACC project (first phase of LDCF) was also implemented
in Barguna, Bhola and Noakhali but the only overlapping Upazila is Hatiya. All other proposed Upazilas in the ICBAAR
are new sites®. The specific Unions in the above Upazilas were selected through field visit and in discussion with local
level stakeholders to determine threats to those most vulnerable coastal communities.

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), a long-term development partner of Bangladesh, has been assisting
the country in addressing the challenges of climate change. To make the coastal belt more protective and climate-
resilient, UNDP introduced a first ever global Least Developed Countries Funded project in 2009 entitled “Community-
based Adaptation to Climate Change through Coastal Afforestation (CBACC)” which was innovative in a way that it

® The major change that has been identified during the inception phase of the ICBAAR was to include Mothbaria and Vandaria Upazilas (in
Pirojpur District) under the programme’s coverage. This was a recommendation of an inter-ministerial meeting held at the Economic Relations
Division.



drew together climate change adaptation and economic development, through coastal afforestation to push back the
impact of climate change. That project carried out 9,000 ha of mangrove-non mangrove afforestation and benefitted
over 20,000 coastal households through livelihood diversification. After the successful completion of the first phase
of CBACC project, UNDP with financial support from the Global Environment Facility (GEF) initiated the ICBAAR in
2016.

This project was therefore developed to address the problems faced by the communities within the coastal belt of
Bangladesh and is in-line with country’s policies and strategy to climate change adaptation. The project was designed
to implement urgent priorities interventions identified in Bangladesh’s first NAPA 2005 and reiterated in the country’s
revised NAPA of 2009, thereby satisfying the criteria outlined in UNFCCC Decision 7/CP.7 and GE/C.28/18. It
complements and increases the adaptive value of existing major baseline government programmes on coastal
afforestation and reforestation, most notably the Climate Resilient Participatory Afforestation and Reforestation
(CRPAR) Project supported by the Bangladesh Climate Change Resilience Fund (BCCRF).

Initial and Second National Communications of Bangladesh to UNFCCC, the NAPA and the Bangladesh Delta Plan 2100
made it clear that risk reduction in coastal areas of Bangladesh can only be achieved if the maintenance of protective
greenbelts is connected to tangible livelihood support and economic development options for adjacent communities.
Hence this project has incorporated urgent priorities identified by Bangladesh’s NAPA.

2.3 Immediate and Developmental Objectives

The Project was designed to help transform the way in which coastal afforestation and reforestation programmes are
designed and developed and thereby also contribute to national poverty reduction and development goals. The
ICBAAR project is therefore aimed to enable the Government of Bangladesh (GoB) to design measures for mitigation
and adaptation to address climate change, through (1) supporting communities living in coastal
afforestation/reforestation sites to adopt resilient livelihoods, (2) regulatory reform and fiscal incentive structures
introduction that incorporate climate change risk management, and (3) training CPP volunteers for climate risks,
disaster preparedness and the benefit of coastal forest for climate risk mitigation. The project aims to assist the GoB
to carry out all the necessary activities to increase climate resilience of coastal belt communities and through
adaptation and mitigation activities.

Objective: The objective of the project is to reduce vulnerability of communities to the adverse impacts of climate
change through participative design, community-based management and diversification of afforestation and
reforestation programmes.

ICBAAR Qutcomes and Outputs

Integrating Community-based Adaptation into Afforestation and Reforestation Programmes (ICBAAR) in Bangladesh (PIMS 4878)

Outcome 1: Vulnerability of communities in new afforestation and reforestation sites reduced through diversified livelihood options and more
effective greenbelts

Output 1.1 Community-based adaptation and livelihood diversification measures are integrated with baseline afforestation and reforestation
activities in 4 districts

Output 1.2 Diversified trial plantations of up to 10 mangrove and non-mangrove varieties established in 4 districts to increase the adaptive
capacity of greenbelt structures on accreted lands

Outcome 2: Strengthened community involvement in, and ownership of, forestry-based adaptation and climate risk reduction programmes.

Output 2.1 Existing systems of participatory natural resource management applied to strengthen the climate resilience of coastal
afforestation/reforestation programmes

Output 2.2 A forest product benefit sharing agreement between coastal communities and national government developed and adopted

Output 2.3 Awareness and capacity of local communities and government staff to promote coastal greenbelt co-management and benefit
sharing improved




Outcome 3: Communal livelihood assets in afforestation and reforestation sites are protected from extreme climate events through effective
early warning and preparedness planning

Output 3.1 Strengthened cyclone preparedness programme (CPP) network capacity for effective early warning communications for extreme
climate events in coastal afforestation sites

Output 3.2 Communal livelihood assets in new afforestation and reforestation sites are protected from extreme climate events through
dedicated disaster preparedness and risk reduction measures (such as freshwater supply infrastructure, safe havens for livestock and improved
drainage).

2.4 Expected Results

The following are some of the key targets as identified in the Inception Report (March 2017).

At least 10,500 households (or approximately 50,000 individuals) in the programme sites have adopted
climate resilient livelihood options related to agriculture, fisheries, livestock and other innovative
programmes;

Diversity is brought in 650 ha of mangrove plantation with 12 different species;

Local level stakeholders are engaged with mangrove management and adaptation measures through
establishment of four (4) District Steering committees, seven (7) Upazila Co-Management Committees
(CMCs) and 40 village level Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPG).

A formal government policy pertaining to benefit sharing of coastal forest resources is in place and at least
50% (2,500) of the FRPG members have share in benefits arising from coastal forests.

At least 6,000 Volunteers of Cyclone Preparedness Programme (CPP) are trained on various aspects of
climate change and disaster preparedness.

Communal livelihood assets are protected through establishment of 10 killa (raised earthen shelter for
livestock during flood time) close to cyclone shelter, climate proofing of 150 freshwater wells and hand
pumps, and improvement of drainage condition along 25 km. BWDB’s embankment to avoid localized
flooding (in Monpura Upazila of Bhola District).

The ICBAAR has subsequently brought many positive results in enhancing capacity at the national level to deliver
timely information and warnings, utilization of appropriate technologies and scientific knowledge in a sustainable
manner. Figure 2.1 outlines the revised expected results (in infographics style) that were subsequently agreed upon
following the completion of the MTR (completed in February 2019).
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Figure 2.1: Expected ICBAAR Results (taken from the ICBAAR Project Brochure 2021)

2.5 Main Stakeholders

2.5.1  KeyImplementation Actors

The ICBAAR project was implemented in close partnership with the key national stakeholders. Importantly, most of
the implementing partners are governmental agencies that have existing technical expertise in their respective
fields. Prior to the start of the project, the development process engaged many stakeholders at the National, District,
Upazila and Union level including government agencies, non-environmental agencies, village level resource users,
community leaders, donors and civil society. Main stakeholders of the project include the following: i) Ministry of
Environment, Forest and Climate Change, ii) Ministry of Land, iii) Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock, iv) Ministry of
Agriculture, v) Ministry of Disaster Management and Relief, vi) Ministry of Local Government, Rural Development and
Cooperatives, vii) Ministry of Water Resources, viii) Bangladesh Forest Research Institute, ix) Forest Resource
Protection Groups, x) Local Government Bodies (Union Parishad-lowest tier of local government), xi) UNDP and xii)
various community groups. The roles of the key partners of the programme are clearly narrated within the ICBAAR
Inception Report (March 2017) and hence not replicated within this TE.

2.5.2 Implementation Arrangements

ICBAAR implementation and management is guided by the UNDP’s National Implementation Modality (NIM) as agreed
by UNDP and the GoB. The programme organogram (Figure 2.2) outlines the following entities and personnel.



Senior Supplier: UNDP Senor Beneficiaries: Arannyak
Foundation and CMC members

National Project Director (FO/MaEF)

UNNDP Project Assurance

FMU

NPD, DNPD, FD, PM
IMEE Officer, Comim. Officer
Finance Officer

Office attendant

Field level staff
Commumity Crganisations (COs)

2 COs stationed at each tarzet district

Figure 2.2: ICBAAR Project Organogram (taken from Mid Term Review (2019))

A Project Management Unit (PMU) was established at the Forest Department at Dhaka with a full time Project
Manager (PM) and other core project staffs. The Project Executive (MoEFCC) appointed the Additional Secretary of
MOoEFCC as the National Project Director (NPD). Bangladesh Forests Department (BFD) is designated as responsible
implementing project activities. FD is also responsible for the delivery of the results towards achieving outcomes and
isaccountable to the NPD. The Project had two National Steering Committee and is chaired by the Additional Secretary
of the MoEFCC and the members include the UNDP Resident Representative and senior officials of the respective
ministries, implementing agencies, District Commissioners and those cooperating organisations/institutions. This
committee met on a six-monthly basis or more frequently if necessary. Supporting arrangements are set out below:

Implementing Partner (IP): At the national level, the MoEFCC acted as the Implementing Partner or Project Executive.
The Project Executive established a Project Management Unit (PMU) in Forest Department, Bana Bhaban, Agargaon,
Dhaka with a full time Project Manager and other core programme staff such as Monitoring & Evaluation Officer,
Communication Officer, Programmes Support and Finance Officer and Project Assistant. The Project Executive also
appointed a senior official in the rank of Additional Secretary from the MoEFCCas the National Project Director (NPD)
who is supported by the PM.

Responsible Party (RP): The Project Executive has designated the BFD (within the MoEFCC), as a responsible party to
implement the Outcome -1 of the programme. As per the standard UNDP modality the RP was responsible for the
delivery of the results towards achieving the Outcome and accountable to the NPD.

Project Steering Committee/Project Board: The Project Steering Committee (PSC) was established by the MoEFCC. It
was chaired by the Secretary of the MoEFCC and the members included UNDP Representative, senior officials from
the respective ministries, implementing agencies, District Commissioners and cooperating organizations/institutions.
The PSC met on a six-monthly basis. The Committee was responsible for making strategic decisions, and approve the
recommendation of project implementation committee.

Project Implementation Committee (PIC): The PIC differed from the PSC as it was the main decision-making body for
the implementation of the project activities consisting of the NPD, nominated by the MoEFCC; (2) Project Directors
from FD, DAE, Fisheries & Livestock, BFRI, MoL and BWDB who were responsible for implementing specific project
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components; (3) a UNDP representative provided guidance regarding technical feasibility and support to the project,
and (4) Representatives of other implementing partner organizations as the direct beneficiaries.

2.6 Theory of Change

e Of particular note, the ProDoc was prepared without a formal “Theory of Change —ToC” diagram ever drawn.
This gap in project mesasge communication appears to not have had any major impacts on project delivery.
The PMU team did, however, draw up a very basic table of the ToC for internal team use from the information
available in the ProDoc (see Figure 2.3).

sLivelihood support in target project sites combined with benefits from forests will be sufficient to alter underlying incentive structure that
currently results in degradation and loss of coastal mangrove plantation
*Local elite capture of livelihood diversification support and other related social conflicts are effectively addressed
slivelihood diversificati ies introduced by the project generate enough benefit for local communities to be prepared to take on greater
ibility for the dship of coastal 8! d
*Extreme climate events occur at similar frequency and levels of intensity as in recent past and in line with short-term climate projections.
Aditi icati ffi early warning

Al i gear and training increase capacity of CPP vol s sufficiently to deliver
response for extreme climate events in target coastal afforestation /reforestation sites
sSufficient land and access to land can be obtained near existing cyclone shelters without killas in target upazilas

eClimate resilient livelihhod interventions for the vulnerable coastal Households

«Diversified enrichment plantation for sustainable greenbelt

+Community based commettiees like CMC and FRPG actively involved on awareness buiilding and other activities of forest
protection

+Trainings and equipments for CPP

*Water proofing Tube wells to ensure freash water availability

*Canal excavation and sluicegte repairing for improved drainage

«Killa construction for safety of domestic animals during climate hazards

*Vulnerability of communities in new afforestation and reforestation sites reduced through diversified livelihood options
, and more effective greenbelt
 eStrenthened community involvement in and ownership of forestry-based adaptation of climate risk reduction
es programmes
<  *Communal livelihood asstes in afforestation and reforestation sites are protected from extreme climate events warning
and preparedness planning

m- Vulnerability of communities to the adverse impacts of climate chage is reduced

Figure 2.3: ICBAAR Theory of Change

e This internal diagram does help to a degree as the core message conveyed is that over the last 30 years,
Bangladesh has undergone two paradigm shifts in its approach to climate policy: the first from disaster
response and relief to policy on disaster risk reduction (DRR) and preparedness in 2003, and the second from
disaster risk reduction to climate adaptation in 2008. From 2008, climate change adaptation became
integrated in policy. This theory shift, driven by a series of international events and weather disasters,
hashelped to push forward the development of the 2009 Bangladesh Climate Change Strategy and Action
Plan (BCCSAP) and financing mechanisms through the Climate Change Trust Act in 2010: the Bangladesh
Climate Change Trust Fund (BCCTF - sustained by the country’s budget), and the BCCRF (aggregating donor
funds). Both of these targeted vulnerable groups and sectors. In line with country strategy and in support of
the NIM-implemented country program, the ICBAAR project approach embraced the national “theory of
change” (paradignm shift) by tackling climate vulnerability through a sustainable climate change adaptation
“policy lens” that is designed to introduce project interventions that help to economically strengthen over
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8600 households (HH) plus also providing improved livelihoods through the introduction of improved
drainage systems.

e Theinternal ToC articulates the core problem related to climate change and disasters and the important role
of community-based adaptation and livelihood diversification measures, diversity plantations plus
participatory and natural resource management needs. This demnstrates the importance of capacity
development (to improve/establish relevant institutions), develop and adopt benefit sharing between
coastal communities and national government, strengthen CPP network capacity for effective early warning
communications, and protecting communal livelihood assets in new afforestation and reforestation sites.
The project aimed to strengthen capacity of community and government institution in monitoring and
management of coastal forests to avoid climate and disaster risks.

3 FINDINGS

3.1 Project Design

3.11 Formulation

The project design included clear outputs milestones and activities for each output with SMART indicators to help
monitor implementation and activity achievements. Importantly, the project was strategically designed to work at
both a macro level (national government scale) and a micro level (local government and pilot sites or local scale). At
the national level, it importantly considered long term sustainability and replicability potential by developing
guidelines on various livelihood related activities (mangrove planting etc.) plus advice on how to improve institutional
structures needed to help enhance capacity within existing institutions. From this, it may be used to present a more
procedural approach towards benefit sharing. Similarly, at the more local (Upazila) level, evidence suggests that the
design has helped to provide a workable framework from which to support the establishment of effective and
meaningful community groups, ability to implement afforestation and reforestation activities, enhance capacities of
community members on climate change adaptation and disaster risk management and to initiate early warning
procedures for all participating coastal communities.

The design was undertaken in a manner that involved all implementing and executing institutions at the outset of the
project. The roles and responsibilities of the implementing partners and other institutions were very clearly defined
in the project design (as articulated in PIF). It involved a thorough analysis of the institutional capacities and priorities
of various partners and importantly, it incorporated (built upon) lessons learned from the first phase of CBACC project.

It is confirmed that the ICBAAR was considered as timely and was urgently needed to help support the 5 pilot Districts
identified whilst also crafted to support with several specialized technical assistance activities. Thus, it may be
determined that the ICBAAR has “added value” to the GoB in its efforts to implement nationally relevant documents,
policies and plans such as the updating of BCCSAP and formulation of National Adaptation Plan (NAP) which is
currently ongoing.

3.1.2  Logical Framework Analysis/ Project Logic/Strategy Indicators

As stated in the MTR (2019), the log frame analysis (LFA) presents a single development objective, three outcomes
and 7 outputs (see Section 2.3 for details). Specific activities are (per output) are listed in full, complete with their own
aligned indicators. At the outset of the ICBAAR, the objectives, components and outputs were deemed as being clear
and appropriate to the issues and also designed considering the timeframe of the project, which was designed in
2015. Work only formally commenced, however in 2017 and this delay did result in the logical framework having to
be revised as part of the Inception Workshop (help on 22 March 2017). No changes were, however, made to the
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wording of activities or (significantly) the details of aligned indicators. As a consequence, and up to the production of
the MTR (2019), no changes were made to the number of output or activities from the original logframe set in 2015.

With specific reference to the strategic indicators set within the LFA, they are deemed as being SMART (Specific;
Measurable; Achievable and attributable; Relevant and realistic; Time-bound, timely, trackable and targeted) and
mostly, these are interpreted as being relevant and precise though some indicators were not easily measurable and
hence were updated after conclusion of the MTR (2019). In addition, some indicators were perhaps not as effectively
developed as they could have been. As a result, some were interpreted incorrectly by project implementation teams
even though they were stated as being based on sound scientific monitoring protocols. These indicators (at this TE
juncture) are interpreted as being weak, in particular on matters pertaining to gender as they were not disaggregated
between men and women. In addition, weaknesses are apparent in the baseline information regarding capacity
(indicator framework did not include a capacity development scorecard etc.) plus socio-economic local situations as
this was not available to help support the improved interpretation of future social impacts within vulnerable coastal
communities. The MTR (2019) in fact did observe that these communities were benefitting from livelihood activities
such as fisheries, livestock programs and agriculture activities, though it is felt that the LFA would have been more
robust if it had set indicators to help monitor the annual economic and social impacts of ICBAAR project related
activities.

3.1.3  Assumptions and Risks

e UNDP updated project’s risk assessment on a quarterly basis, with risks identified along with adequate
management responses and person responsible (termed the risk “owner”), who in most cases differs from
the person who identified the risk. Access rights were provided to the TE team. However the TE team could
not accessed the risk log due to technical difficulties.. The PMU team provided all the required risk logs in
pdf format to the TE team. Hence, the TE team believes the management of the Programme’s risks needed
some improved formality procedures adopted, as some risks needed to be more carefully identified and
monitored with concrete mitigation measures with a robust follow-up plan on each risk/assumption as
suitable.

e One major risk identified that was presented within the QPR (2020) pertains to the risk of a delayed project
start. This did happen due to the delayed approval of Technical Assistance Project Proforma (TAPP), meaning
that a 2 year delay ensued from the anticipated start time declared within the ProDoc. The risk was alerted
early on as well as within the MTR report (2019). The implication of this, however, is that the project end
date remained unchanged, hence squeezing the programme against an “immovable” end date, thus limiting
the project time needed to implement all remaining aspects of the project as per intended expectations. This
delayed start also impacted also on the final project reporting period.

e Thesame QPR (2020) stated the issue pertaining to the risk caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. The fact was
raised that the ICBAAR project is being implemented through 7 separate government ministries and
departments, including local delivery within very remote areas. The national lockdown (March 2020
onwards) resulted in field level activities (and ministry level monitoring/coordination efforts) being slowed
down in the absence of government staff) as all kinds of transportation and movement had to be halted. In
fact, at the community level, as many of the ICBAAR activities are seasonal in nature and cannot be
undertaken during high rainfall seasons (such as the construction of the’Adaptation Learning Centre — (ALC)”
and Killa raised earthen platforms, Forest, Fruit, Fish and Vegetable (3FV) models at the homestead level),
as a consequence of the COVID 19 pandemic, these needed to completely stop. The TE does report (in the
subsequent sections) that all expected works were, however, completed.

e  Finally, social culture and the wider society were always assumed factors that needed to be addressed
through the implementation of the project. In tandem, and inculcated into the wider cultural fabric of the
area, it was known that there could be a risk of political /civil unrest during the projects duration, however,
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the ICBAAR project was able to formulate an effective team of CMC, government stakeholders, local
government that helped to face and address any socio-political challenges that may be face. The role of
Union Parishad in local communication and decision making represents a good example of how risk
mitigations strategies were developed and followed (MTR 2019).

3.1.4  Lessons from other relevant projects incorporated into project design

During the formulation of this project, lessons from other relevant projects were considered. Since 2010, policy efforts
have been pursued to help mainstream climate change adaptation across sectors with new paradigms and projects
designed to better respond to short, medium, and long-term effects of climate change. This has included measures
on knowledge generation, building institutional capacities and implementation of climate initiatives. The first NAPA
follow-up project CBACC (that started in 2009), for example, was used within the ICBAAR design which helped to
recognize vulnerable communities both as victims of climate change as well as critical partners for finding and
sustaining adaptation solutions. This is relevant as the CBACC project (for example) was well recognised internationally
for its success on community-based adaptation. In spite of this, some gaps still remain on this matter especially with
regards to policy implementation and compliance plus issues pertaining to the misaligned aspirations of various key
sectors and actors.

One observation reflected within the MTR (2019) states that ICBAAR design appeared to embrace learned lessons
from the 2009 CBACC project, which demonstrated a strong need to reduce anthropogenic threats (and contemporary
activities) that threaten coastal forest integrity. As a consequence of this, there is evidence that the ICBAAR design
tried to replicate and scale up adaptation measures which had already been successfully tested as part of the earlier
CBACC project, with additional measures being targeted at the most vulnerable coastal communities with the
intention to better mainstream climate-smart afforestation and reforestation techniques.

Another observation regarding lessons learned from other previous projects refers to successful mangrove
management techniques. Two stumbling blocks that have previously affected the effectiveness of mangrove planting
initiative’s in Bangladesh relate to a lack of species diversification and inadequate community engagement in the
management of forests. In the past, generally, only two mangrove species, Keora (Sonneratia apetala) and Baen
(Avicennia officinalis) were planted in Bangladesh. After around 20-25 years, these species tend to naturally die off,
leaving “gaps” in the greenbelt and thus increasing the vulnerability of nearby coastal communities. Previous project
initiatives also have failed due to not introducing a range of additional livelihood security options for communities;
limited local participation opportunities on topics relating to greenbelt management; insufficient incentives provided
for coastal communities to ensure their long-term maintenance; and inadequate inter-sectoral coordination
arrangements. The TE can confirm that the ICBAAR had make concerted efforts to embrace these lessons within its
design. For example, it introduced 12 diversified suitable species of mangrove along 650 ha degraded coastal
greenbelts, modelling the diversity of the Sundarbans in five project districts. In addition, BFD officials of 8 Upazila of
5 project Districts have all received training on “Necessity of diversified mangroves, nursery raising and plantation
management”. In addition, 10,500 vulnerable households have received sustainable livelihood support within 8
upazilas and 20 Forest Resources Protection Groups (consisting of 600 forest dependent households).

3.1.5 Planned stakeholder participation

The ICBAAR project strategy involved multiple government departments during the whole planning and
implementation process. This provided platforms for communities to build better relationships with relevant
departments. During the project development phase, the team undertook extensive consultations with wide range of
stakeholders from National government bodies, Non-government institutions, regional government bodies, civil
society and local communities using a series of opinion polls, presentations, interviews, group discussion and
workshops. These wide-ranging consultations were undertaken to ensure that stakeholders at all levels are aware of
the project objectives and that they assist in the implementing, monitoring and reporting.

A thorough assessment of relevancy, experience and capacity of implementing partner and other implementing
stakeholders was also conducted. This assessment also helped to understand and utilise strength of the implementing
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partners and also develop capacity enhancement programs. Importantly, it is clear that relevant representatives from
the government and civil society were involved with the project implementation. This was evident during when
selecting criteria to agree on potential pilot sites which included local experts as part of the stakeholder’ participation
approach®®. Local government units appear to have been involved in decision making from the project inception.
These local organizations involved also provided the local knowledge and experience needed to support all
operational and oversight issues needed on the ground.

Field level staffs were monitoring visits from the central level (high level) which involved all senior level implementing
partners. In addition, progress and issues were also discussed during PSC meetings which also involved
representatives from all partner organisations. Likewise, the adoption of the Co-Management Committee (CMC),
Local government (LG) and Local agents™! all provided good examples of participatory approaches to ensure the
engagement of suitable individuals onto respective committees/groups. In fact, stakeholders interviewed reported
that the change (and motivation) as a consequence of the participation strategy adopted during the ICBAARP is very
likely to be continued (and hence be sustainable).

In conclusion, the Project has managed to involve many stakeholders in ICBAAR implementation and hence
stakeholders’ participation and engagement has been incorporated and planned sufficiently.

3.1.6  Replication approach

e The project has facilitated and supported the need for resources and associated actions needed by key
actors and local communities on aspects relating to coastal livelihood security, ecosystem based adaptation
(EbA) and coastal adaptation. The approach and lessons generated by the project are deemed vital for similar
future initiatives and policy making initiatives such as the implementation of the National Adaption Plan
(NAP)..

3.1.7 UNDP comparative advantage

e UNDP comparative advantages lie in its global and regional experience and local presence in integrating
policy development, developing capacities, and providing technical support. UNDP support in designing,
accessing the GEF funding, and implementing activities are consistent with the UNDP, GEF and the
Governments plans. Implementation of ICBAAR was carried out under the general guidance of a PB
composed of designated senior-level representatives from UNDP-GEF. Such comparative advantages is
delivered well in the project formulation, developing capacities, and providing technical support to the
govenrmnet agencies to impliment the project

e UNDP support in designing, accessing the GEF funding, and implementing activities are consistent with the
UNDP, GEF and the Governments plans. It has been a long-term partner of the MoEFCC in its effort to reduce
climate change impacts in the country. Since 1972, UNDP has been a steadfast development partner of
Bangladesh to alleviate poverty, ensure good governance and to mitigate and adapt to climate change
impacts. Since 2009, the UNDP has also been working with the BFD to protect the lives and livelihoods of 35
million people representing nearly a third of the total population who inhabit the fast eroding coastal region.
To make the coastal belt more protective and climate-resilient, UNDP introduced the CBACC which was

10 Three Upazilas in Bhola district were Charfashion (7 Unions), Tazumuddin (5 Unions) and Monpura (4 Unions)

1 Local agents were involved with project formulation and Projects officials were available to monitor the program.
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3.1.8

3.1.9

innovative in a way that it drew together climate change adaptation and economic development, through
coastal afforestation to push back the impact of climate change®?.

By the end of the ICBAAR, the UNDP supported coordination mechanisms to be in place to ensure a good
flow of information. These coordination mechanisms could be further improved in the light of any new
project such as:

More lessons learned workshops;
Regular meetings with government partners on phase out issues;

Knowledge sharing and documentation throughout and via south south coordination related events etc.

Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector

The project was successful in building key strategic partnerships, cooperating with important institutions,
and building linkages with other projects. It collaborated with, and built on, the successes of other national
projects that were funded by various development partners. Among those of most relevance, the project has
been designed to emphasize the Country National Adaptation Plan of Actions 2005 (NAPA), Bangladesh
Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan 2009, Bangladesh Delta Plan 2100 and the Country’s 7th five year
plan (2015-2020). Therefore, the project results attained from the ICBAAR are subsequently being used to
help achieve tangible results linked to these national policies and plans. The ICBBAAR project is also aligned
with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and targets, particularly SDG-13: (Take urgent action to
combat climate change and its impacts). It also supports the key aspects of the Climate Change and Disaster
Management National Policy and Plan, Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC), the Forestry Master Plan
2016, the Protected Area Rule 2015,Ecologically Critical AreaRule 2018 plus other national and international
related policies and plans. Overall, the ICBAAR project was active towards cooperating with key ongoing and
new initiatives. This cooperation has positively influenced its implementation and as a result, inevitably
enhanced its wider visibility.

Management arrangement

UNDP was able to set-up an effective and appropriate management arrangements for the implementatio of
the project. No gaps to this are deemed obvious.The PMU has been quite effective and respected throughout
the project and the integrated coordination between the PD and the PMU appears to have been very
effective.

The ICBAAR project was executed by UNDP using the National Implementation Modality (NIM). MoEFCC were
tasked with implementing the project, and setting up a Project Steering Committee (PSC) to help facilitate
the coordination of project activities across institutions, data sharing and dissemination of information in an
efficient and timely manner. The appointment of the NPD was the responsibility of the MoEFCC (which
proved a significant challenge in order to recruit). At the request of the MoEFCC, UNDP provided services
related to the recruitment of project staff and consultants, travel, sub-contracting, and payment of vendors
in lieu of regional and national workshops that project staff organize and conduct. The PSC was formed
(consisting NPD, DNPD, representatives of Forest, IMED, UNDP) to remove any inconsistencies identified

12 The CBACC project carried out 9,000 ha of mangrove-non mangrove afforestation and benefitted over 20,000 coastal households through
livelihood diversification
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within the TAPP and any design faults identified within the ProDoc, to review progress and any field
implementation weaknesses, and accordingly to provide support for the delivery of the MTR and this TE.

e  Finally, the successful integration and combined arrangements of government department, local
government and CMC (under the direction fo the PMU) all helped the ICBAAR results to be achieved, in spite
of evidence pertaining to the frequent transfer of government officials along with the challenge of an
absence of government officials in very remote upazilla locations. In these situations, and most recently
during the COVID 19 pandemic, project monitoring and implementation issues were highly dependent on
such partners like CMC.

3.2 Project Implementation

In line with UNDP/GEF TE guidelines, the following six areas of Programme implementation have been assessed:
adaptive management; partnership arrangements; project finance; feedback from M&E activities used for adaptive
management; monitoring and evaluation; and design at entry and implementation, and UNDP role. A six-level scale
was used to rate the achievements of project implementation and adaptive management in terms of the criteria
above. The TE observed a few adaptive management measures taken by the ICBAARA project.

3.2.1  Adaptive management (changes to the project design and outputs)

As stated in the MTR (2019) and as evidenced at the end of the ICBAAR project (early 2021), aspects of adaptive
management strategy (such as implementation of a 3FV model at the homestead level, implementation of Pond Sand
Filters (PSF) where tubewells were not available, climate resilient interventions at climate migrant’s Cluster Villages
etc), all appear to have demonstrated well. This ranges from timeline or indicator related adaptive change through,
more field related observations and subsequent activity task changes, included the appreciation of mangrove grazing
related problems caused by buffallo and deer. Adaptive change also needed to be undertaken as a direct consequence
of the delayed project start (circa 2 years) which minimed the window of opportunity for project delivery, meaning
that adaptive management was needed to deliver the expectations of the project within reduced timelines. This delay
was in part due to the need for GoB to formally approve a TAPP and considering the TAPP timeline, there was no such
reciprocal “delay” in delivering key project milestones that were stated within the TAPP targets and milestones.

Good examples of adaptive practices are demonstrated in the project. This includes, as a consequence of a lack of
suitable land near the forest, that the ICBAAR undertook effective remedial alternative actions to construct 3FV
models elsewhere within the locality (not specific to the expected desired location). Likewise, regarding killa
construction, due to a lack of suitable land for killas, remedial action was taken to develop “Climate Resilient Villages”
instead (4 Cluster Villages). ICBAAR implemented interventions that had potential for multiple benefits for individual
beneficiaries as well as nature conservation and wider society. Those who are supported in cluster villages, for
example, are in fact extremely vulnerable climate migrants with no land to call their own. Livelihood interventions in
clusters were therefore important adaptive measures developed to help ensure a high rate of return and that may
have a high potential for replicability in the future.

The Project Implementation Report (PIR 2018) clearly indicated budget short comings associated with the “3FV”
model, plus the risk of damage to the same from unexpected weather events (heavy rains, cyclone and tidal surge
etc). The PIR also declared difficulties regardinig the need to find suitable lands for killa construction and the potential
impact on ICBAAR outcome achievements as a consequence of increase financial and human resource pressures
created due to inclusion of an additional “pilot” Upazila. The adaptive response to these issues was to increase budgets
for the 3FV and the selection of suitable “safe sites” for implementation that makes better use of local knowledge,
and rearrange staffs accordingly to address human and financial pressures being faced. As a consequence of this, the
ICBAAR was able to demonstrate a degree of adaptive management to address this issue.
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The outcome of the ICBAAR Inception Workshop (2017), which collated all relevant stakeholders together to direct
the projects way forward, was not able to provide details of new adaptive approaches needed (administrative or
technical in nature) nor clarify roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders involved. Despite this, efforts were made
by project staffs (UNDP personnel and implementing institutions to project sites etc) to help gather local issue
feedback in an attempt to help improve project implementation processes. What appeared to be clearly
communicated from the local teams related to the real budget risk associated with the travel challenges to visit and
support the pilot teams in the field.

Linked to this, and as per MTR recommendation and PSC decisions (notably in 2019 as part of the 3™ PSC Meeting in
July 2019), project activities were subsequently redesigned under Outcome 2. The original plan was to support 2500
FRPG members to avail benefit-sharing from the coastal afforestation, however, this proved to be unrealistic. Instead,
20 FRPG, each of 600 members, was formulated. This decision was taken by the PSC, as per MTR (2019)
recommendation. In addition, a reduction in the total beneficiary target numbers was agreed upon, reducing the
number from 10,500 to 8,600 HH (see Annex XllI for specific outcome indicator details). Other adaptive measures
(changes) embraced and adopted by the PSC during the project included the following:

1)  Completing the remining 360 “3FV” models (organizing community level existing ponds in coastal areas) fulfilling
the objective as defined witin the TAPP.

2)  Revival of sluice gate management committee in consultation with Bangladesh Water Development Board
(BWDB). The remaining budget of the BWDB was subsequently adjusted to support delivery of the livelihood
interventions.

3)  Instead of recruiting an individual consultant, a consultancy “firm” was recruited to help build capacity of the
Co-Management Committees. Budget lines were adjusted accoridngly to support this task.

4)  New consultant positions were created to develop a Framework, design and layout and civil works for Climate
Adaptation Learning Centre.

5)  Further to consultation with CMCs in the rural upazilas, a separate budget provision was created (5 lac taka) as
a “one time support” for CMCs for income generating activities.

6)  Forest dependent beneficiaries were identified ahead of formation of the FRPGs (with a maximum of 30
members as directed in the rules of cooperative department registration). The remaining budget was adjusted
accordingly with participatory inputs from all FRPGs members.

Finally, the project was able to apply a flexible approach to address the delay caused through the approval of the TPP,
and later by the COVID 19 national lockdown. This adaptive project management approach helped to certain extent
as the project staff shift their focus in responding to the COVID-19 crisis during 2020, which also hampared the
implimentation. Whilst it is acknoweldged that a project delay of circa 2 yrs is a long period, the evaluation team do
not see any evidence that the project objectives became irrelevant. In fact, due to the challenges posed by COVID-19
actually accentuated the importance of the projects objectives and the project was formally agreed to be extended
through to 30 March 2021. In conclusion, the project offered new ways of thinking, which is adaptable to support
national climate adaptation policies.

3.2.2  Partnership arrangements (with relevant stakeholders)

Partnership arrangements appears to have been effective throughout the project, although it was recorded that at
the project outset, that no counterpart resources were present nor in place. The ICBAAR project was successful in
arranging partnerships with the main stakeholders for the implementation of its various activities. All of the project
activities are conducted through extensive stakeholder involvement. From the project inception, ICBAAR activities,
including the selection of intervention of pilot sites, beneficiary selection, intervention identification, project planning
involved government department staff, were undertaken in a participatory manner which often involved local
government personnel and local elite groups. The project was in fact designed to involve a wide range of partners to
accomplish various activities related to climate change adaptation in the forestry sector. The Stakeholders’
Involvement Plan (SIP) was clearly designed within the ProDoc to address this aspect.
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Perhaps the strongest attribute to convey regarding ICBAAR interventions is that many activities were implemented
through government partners that fully utilized their expertise within their relevant departments. For example, the
ICBAAR project has contributed to Country Programme Document (CPD) outcomes/outputs and Strategic Plan (SP)
outcomes/outputs. ICBAAR is implemented through 7 different government departments as partners involved in
every step of project interventions, (namely Department of Agricultural Extension, Department of Fisheries,
Department of Livestocks, Bangladesh Water Development Board and Forest Department). In addition, this has
initiated improved partnership arrangements with community-based groups, co-management organiozations (CSOs
etc) at the upazila level. Indeed, joint monitoring and supervision of these interventions certainly helped to established
ownership coupled with improved knowledge management within these departments thus helping to ensure the long
term sustainability of project interventions.

3.2.3  Project Finance and Co-finance

e The Project budget was set as being USS 52,650,000 of which USS 5,650,000,000 is the GEF Grant from LDCF
fund and US$2,000,000 is provided by UNDP Bangladesh. The remaining financing is provided in-kind by the
GoB USS 35,000,000 (100% utlized) and USAID US$10,000,000 (not utlized - see Table 3.1). No utilization of
contributed money from UNDP (US$2,000,000 assigned) appears to have occurred at this TE (end of project)
juncture (see Annex IV).

Table 3.1: Project Finance Status

Project Financing at CEO endorsement (USS) at Midterm Review (USS) At Terminal Evaluation (1 Jan
so

[1] GEF financing: 5,650,000 2,795,870.40 5,359,469.6213

(Cash)

[2] UNDP contribution: 2,000,000 0 0

[3] Government: 35,000,000 17,500,000 35,000,000

[4] Other partners (Grants): USAID: 10,000,000 0 0

[5] Total co-financing [2 + 3 + 47,000,000 17,500,000 35,000,000

4]: (in-kind)

PROJECT TOTAL COSTS [1 + 5] 52,650,000 20,295,870.48 40,359,469.62

Table 3.2 outlines the total disbursement of funds by Outcome (component) (as of 31 December 2020) (USS) against
full project budget as per ProDoc. This shows that up to the beginning of 2021, that there was overspend Outcome 1
(105%), near total usage of Project Management budget (96%) though under utilization of spend in Outcomes 2 and
3(73% and 82% respectively). The project was not subject to a financial audit as far as the evalutors can determine.

Table 3.2: Total disbursement of LDCF (GEF) funds (US$) by Component by year against budget as per ProDoc

13 From the remaining 290,530.38 USD, the Project team is anticipating expenditure up to 200,000.00 USD up to 30 March 2021. Major expense
areas for this period include project phase-out workshops on lessons learned with local and national partners in phases, and completion of ALC
construction in Char Kukrimukri.

14 As per the ProDoc, co-financing was planned through UNDP Direct Financing (US$2,000,000) and USAID (USS$ 10,000,000) though these

sources were not used. Government “in kind” contributions of US$35,000,000 did take place, such as provision of office space rental inside the
Bangladesh Forest Department.
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GEF (LDCF) UNDP Government of Bﬂ].udesh EECCE -In kind USAID Taotal
Actual %
Budget Budget
(Based on (Based on Budget (Based (Based on
ProDOC) | Actual % | ProDOC) | Actal | %] onProDOC) Actual % ProDOC) | Actual | % | Budgeted
105

Component 1| 3240000 | 341149349 | 105 0 ol o 0 0 0 0 ol ol 3240000 341149349
Component 1 640,000 465,107 46 73 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [1] 1] 640 000 465,107 46 73
Component 3 1,500,000 1,223 593.77 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [1] 1] 1,500,000 1,223 593.77 82
Component 4 1] 1] 0 1] o o
(Managemens) | 270,000 | 25927490 | 96 0 o] o 270,000 25927490 | %
CoFinancing 0 0 0 2 000,000 ol o 35,000,000 | 35,000,000 100 | 10,000,000 o| o] 47.000000 35,000,000 | 74
Total 5,650,000 | 535046962 | 05 2,000,000 o o 35,000,000 | 35,000,000 100 | 10,000,000 of ol saesop000| 4035046062 | 77

From an analysis of the above information, the ICBBAR has still been able to achieve very good progress as originally
envisaged from within the MTR (2019). Where needed, the PMU appears to have taken prompt action especially
regards the timely planning and disbursement of moneys to project partners to help implement the activities as per
seasonal/crop calendar to avoid any delay of implementation. In some situations, however, there was evidence of
slow disbursement of financial allocations, though this was often resolved through effective communication to
recipients of the reasons for the delay, and that all efforts were being made to help resolve the financial issue that
was being faced so that the flow of money could be improved and expedited.

As declared in Table 3.1, although co-financing was made available at the project outset, commitments from USAID
and UNDP projects were not realised mainly as a consequence of those projects being completed by the time this
project started (in 2017). However, the Forest Department under MoEFCC stated a number of projects of similar
nature are taking place around the coast of Bangladesh.

3.2.4  Monitoring & Evaluation

M&E Design at Entry: the standard UNDP/GEF budgeted monitoring and evaluation plan was included in both the
UNDP ProDoc. Roles and responsibilities were clear in the M&E plan. The M&E Plan was practical, enough for this
Programme and well-conceived. It included the project inception workshop and report, first annual work plan,
quarterly reporting, annual reporting, mid-term evaluation, end of project cycle evaluation, and NIM audit. Progress,
data collection methods, means of verification, frequency, responsibilities, resources plus assumptions/risks are
included for each agree project indicator. An overview of objective and outcome result progress is presented in Annex
Xll. The actual cost of M&E during implementation, as derived from the TE interview process with UNDP-CO, is set out
below.

M&E Cost incurred
M&E Officer S 107,616.00
MIS $ 15,216.00
M&E Workshops S 2,380.95
Monitoring Field Visit-PMU S 99,539.40
Monitoring Field Visit-Field staff and Government partners S 28,603.80
MTR $ 30,765.00
TE S 29,675.00
TOTAL S 313,796.15

TE Rating: design at entry (*)Satisfactory
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Implementation of M&E: The TE consultant reviewed M&E tasks during the actual implementation of the ICBAAR
project. The UNDPs quality assessment role appears to have been applied correctly in assisting the ICBAAR team in
preparing annual work plans, prepare for the PB meetings, and follow up on the procurement and recruitment of
international consultants. Nonetheless, the TE observed key weaknesses in the monitoring cycle as some M&E reports
appear to be missing (namely PIRs and Quarterly Progress Reports (QPRs). The following summary observations are
presented:

UNDP followed the UNDP/GEF standard procedures for monitoring and evaluation. The team conducted several
monitoring sites visits, attended and conducted technical missions to provide appropriate support.

As part of oversight, the UNDP (both independently and jointly with the government) carried out a number of
monitoring visits to the project sites.

UNDP also provided the needed operational, technical support in the field. UNDP has been active in preparing
the project work plans, budget revision, convening the project committees and attending the meetings, and
following up on Programme’s recruitment and procurement. Despite the limitation of the M&E plan, ICBAAR
established detailed mechanism for evidence-based quality assured data collection, analysis and overall
monitoring which was observed during the TE field mission.

The UNDP actively participates in Project Steering Committee meetings, including the participation of senior
UNDP officials. UNDP provided assistance and technical guidance to the Programme through the regional
technical advisor (UNDP/GEF RTA). UNDP CO staffs also visited the projects sites as and when required to verify
the project interventions, assess quality of project interventions and wand to improve partnership with the local
govt bodies.

Annual Quality Assurance Reports were prepared annually by the project allowing for UNDP feedback and
oversight.

Communication between the Project’s team, the Project’s governing bodies, and the UNDP is continuous and
open and conducted mostly through the PSC. Stakeholders who were interviewed for the TE appraised the
continuous support the Project team has provided and the leading role of UNDP.

Local Government and other members of Co-management Committees (CMC)  especially Project
Implementation Committees (PIC) formed by the CMCs in each Upazila played a significant role in project
monitoring and supervising partnership in the field, this role has ensured transparency and ownership on ICBAAR
project initiatives.

Those project reports reviewed as part of this TE are as follows:

Annual Work Plans

AWPs were produced for 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019/20. All are uploaded on the project website!®

Project Reporting

Project Implementation reviews (PIRs) were produced from 2016 to 2020 as a mandatory requirement;
Combined Delivery Reports (CDRs) were produced outlining project expenditure for 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019;

Annual Progress Reports (APRs) were produced for 2017; NB: only one QPR was viewed during the TE for January
2020 to March 2020. These could have been further strengthened by providing more details about the project,
its progress against the outputs, risks, and issues, financial resources used and the planned budget.

Project Steering Committee (PSC) meeting notes were prepared for the 1%, 2" and 3™ PSC meetings. These
meeting notes appear to be diligently written up by MoEFCC (Meetings 1, 2 and 3 reviewed during the TE).

15 https://open.undp.org/projects/00075892
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Finally, in 2020, UNDP M&E team were not able to conduct the anticipated “Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices”
survey to gauge the level of ownership of the coastal mangroves and associated species by the local communities.
Although this was not carried out, UNDP did collect feedback including long interviews with partners on practices.
They also conducted a short review of enrichment plantations (conducted in the first phase of ICBAAR) to determine
the impact of that in the community.

M&E TE Rating: implementation (*)Satisfactory

Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) e Rating

M&E design at entry e  Satisfactory
M&E Plan Implementation e  Satisfactory
Overall quality of M&E e  Satisfactory

TE Rating: overall assessment of M&E (*) Satisfactory

3.25

UNDP implementation, oversight, coordination and operational issues

UNDP played a very vital role in creating an enabling environment to implement project interventions. This
includes: Ensuring access of multiple government services in the remotest of the coastal areas, establishing
active collaboration required for partnership with multiple institutions and ensuring timley delivery of the
results. The UNDP country office based staff oversaw the implimentation of the project, its compliance with
safeguard standards and all other risks identified in the project. Many TE interviews undertaken report an
excellent relationship with UNDP/PMU and stakeholders. Institutional arrangements, as arranged under
UNDP oversight, appear to have helped to achieve a sound quality implementation of the project. The CMC,
for example, were engaged very successfully and under the direction and guidance of the UNDP, were able
to take ownership of their aspect of the project. The creation of the Project Implementation Committee (PIC)
and CMC both helped to contribute towards steering and pursing the implementation of coastal policy in
Bangladesh in the future. It is reported that killa, CRC and the ALC infrastructure capacities should all be more
sustainable in the long run as a consequence of the project.

The NIM adopted was designed to ensure that transparent and acceptable guidelines were developed and
adhered to by all the stakeholders (PMU, UNDP and other partners), identifying specific roles and
responsibilities which proved very helpful to help maintain effective partnership modalities that help to
implement the project interventions in an effective way.

UNDP had responsiblity for all support services, namely support on sub-contracting arrangements, issuance
of contracts, HR activities and financial transactions to be performed as necessary. As stated within the MTR
(2019), the Project Manager appears to have taken remarkable attention to achieve high levels of success,
attempting to highlighting those successes within updated project designs and where possible, trying to
persuade donors for further funding as required.
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e The key observations of the UNDP’s oversight and implementation support are as follows:

e The UNDP facilitated the project’s work by providing technical and operational advice whilst ensuring that
the UNDP/GEF office is involved closely in oversight function.

e The UNDP followed up on the Programme’s activities and carried out the needed monitoring activities.

e The UNDP facilitated, based on the Programme request, procurement related issues.

e  Following the NIM modality, UNDP transferred project resources timely to the national executing agency.

e The UNDP support to the Programme’s team is regarded by stakeholders interviewed as part of this TE as
satisfactory and timely.

e  Evidence collated during the TE interview phase suggests that the implementing team have remained in good
communication with the UNDP-CO regarding ICBAAR progress and compliane to the annual work plan (2020).
Communication was also maintained for entire project duration with all stakeholders to help garner and
receive suggestions and support advisories as necesasry. UNDP-CO received quarterly progress reports
providing updates on the status of planned activities, the status of the overall project schedule, the products
completed, and an outline of the activities planned for the following quarter. The major findings and
observations of all these reports are presented within the AWP (2020) covering the final year of the project.
The Project Implementation Review (PIR), which is also submitted by the Project Team to the UNDP-CO,
UNDP Regional Coordination Unit, and UNDP HQ for review has been delivered and implemented effectively.
All key reports were presented to project board members ahead of their half-yearly meetings and through
this means, the key national ministries and national government has been kept abreast of the project’s
implementation progress. The Project Management Unit and UNDP-CO were also able to maintain a close
working relationship with project staff members and partners and discussed issues and problems. The
ICBAAR project has also updating information, progress reports, achievement, technical reports etc. to wide
audience through its website?®.

Quality of UNDP Implementation/Oversight TE Rating: Highly Satisfactory

e The MoEFCC (as Implementing Entity) established a partnership with USAID to lever its experience to help to
form a Forest Resource Management Group (FRMG) in partnership with the Cyclone Preparedness
Programme (CPP) under the Department of Disaster Management to help implement an early warning
system (EWS). Partnership arrangements between the Ministry of Land (Mol), Ministry of Agriculture (for
agriculture diversification and land use related activities) and partnerships with resource user group (to use
resources sustainably and with CDMP for baseline activities) were all set up. The Sorjone culture activity (in
addition to “floating vegetable culture”) proved to be an interesting partnership “model” that has worked
very well. In addition, the tube well establishment work also initiated strong and clear partnership
arrangements with the Department of Public Health Engineering (DPHE) to ensure that land ownership and
engineeting delivery were achieved as expected.

16 https://open.undp.org/projects/00075892
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Quality of Implementing Partner Execution: TE Rating: Satisfactory

UNDP Implementation/Oversight & e Rating
Implementing Partner Execution

Quality of UNDP Implementation/Oversight Highly Satisfactory

Quiality of Implementing Partner Execution Satisfactory

Overall quality of Implementation/Oversight Satisfactory

and Execution

3.2.6

Risk Management (including Social and Environmental Safeguards)

Social and Environmental Safeguards were looked after by the PMU, a community development associate,
the M&E section and especially the National Project Manager. Of relevance, the PIR structure includes
specific sections to assess critical risk management issues. The most recent PIR (2020) declared that as the
project was categorized as “low risk” project, there were no significant or irreversible negative environmental
and social impacts neither at the operation, nor at the preparatory phases.

The only major civil work components of the project relate to the construction of (i) the community resource
centre, (ii) the killa and (iii) the adaptation learning centre. Any safeguarding related impacts of the operation
phase were identified as being typical for similar small civil works (involving small scale constructions) such
as the community resource centre (CRC) which is a one storied small house. The National Building Code
(2006) and National Labor Act (2006) all helped to define certain measures to ensure proper safety and work
environment. Local contractors, for example, needed to strictly follow and comply with safety provisions
during the implemented civil works.

Importantly the ICBAAR did anticipate some environmental impacts during construction of the two storied
ALC building. However, no major impacts were reported except for minor issues relating to water logging,
soil erosion, dust pollution, water pollution, and occupational health hazards most of which are very localised
in nature. These environmental impacts were, however, minimized by adopting appropriate mitigation and
safety measures on the project sites. Activities including tree enrichment planting, 3FV model, climate
resilient livelihood all had no environmental impacts and in many instances, the ICBAAR activities listed above
actually contributed towards improving the local environment.

From a social perspective, there was no temporary relocation or resettlement of people although it was
clearly noted that char lands were shifting as a consequence of increased flooding and erosion. Moreover,
climate resilient livelihood activities pursued actually supported and improved people’s livelihood and
income. In fact, the ICBAAR has contributed positively to the wider local environment that is specific to the
CRC, by developing healthier and safer environments for new premise sites with improvements to natural
light and well-ventilated rooms, structures being resilient to extreme climate events, improved hygiene
among masons, and provision of clean drinking water facilities.

An “Anti-corruption Strategy” was produced for the ICBAAR. This provided guidance and actions for the PMU,
District/Upazila level and community level decision makers to ensure that UNDP Bangladesh and MoEFCC
ensure that all efforts are made to avoid corruption during projects formulation and implementation.
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3.3

Finally, and with regards to the risks presented by the COVID-19 pandemic, planned timelines had to be
alered for pending construction activities (such as building of the adaptation learning centre, embankments,
Community Resource Centres, killa or raised earthen platform to protect livestock during disasters, and
seasonal activities such as mangrove restoration and rehabilitation, promotion of Forest, Fruit, Fish and
Vegetable (3FV) model at homesteads. This risk was not included in the ProDoc for obvious reasons. One risk
that was included was that heavy rains and floods during the monsoon (May-Sept) may add to the
programmatic and implementation challenges likely to be faced. In light of the former point, and considering
the unavoidable current global situation, coupled with the adaptation nature of the project, a project
extension up to the end March 2021 was approved by the GEF to help complete the projects remaining
activities with the desired quality and in a manner that tries to achieve the expected adaptation results.

Project Results and Impacts

331

Progress towards objective and expected outcomes analysis

Delivery and implementation of the project activities have been highly satisfactory in achieving intended
targets against each component/outcome of the project. Overall, the project has achieved (and over-
achieved in some cases), most of the planned activities envisaged in the ProDoc by enhancing the resilience
of vulnerable coastal communities, especially women, through climate resilient livelihoods, strengthened
coastal ecosystems and infrastructure.

The TE evaluated the achievements of results in terms of attainment of the overall objective as well as
identified project’s outcomes and outputs, according to the UNDP/GEF evaluation guidelines. From this, the
performance by outcome is analyzed by looking at three main aspects as identified by the UNDP/GEF
evaluation guide:

general progress towards the established baseline level of the indicators;

actual values of indicators by the end of the Programme vs. designed ones; and

evidence of relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency of the results as well as how this evidence was
documented.

Based on observations, desk review, interviews, data collection and analyses, and review of the Programme’s
technical reports and progress reports (PIR and Quality Assurance), a detailed assessment at the ou