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PART I - PROJECT

1. PROJECT SUMMARY
a) PROJECT RATIONALE, OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES/OUTPUTS, AND ACTIVITIES.

Located North of the Mozambican channel between Madagascar and the African contient the
Comoros archipelago is comprised of four main islands Grande Comore, Anjouan, Moheli,
and Mayotte (for purposes of the proposed project the latter island which is under French
jurisdiction, will not be discussed further). The three islands, are characterized by high
topographic relief and radial drainage associated with their volcanic origins. Recent
population projections (2005) estimate a national population of approximately 800,000
occupying a total land area of 1,826 km?, equivalent to 438 persons per km®. The national
economy is dominated by agriculture of which the major exports are vanilla, ylang-ylang, and
cloves. Fisheries remains largely artensanal in nature.

Sharing biogeographical affinities with Madagascar, the Comoros has a rich biodiversity that
includes some 2,000 native plants of which an estimated 33 % are considered endemic. The
tropical and sub-tropical moist broadleaf forests of the Comoros represents one of World
Wildlife Fund's (WWF) 200 most significant global biomes. Simiarly, the country’s coastal
ecosystems, due to their biological distinctiveness, have been identified by WWF as one of
the world's 43 marine priority regions.

Despite the global importance of the archipelago’'s biodiversity, the islands are charcterized
by large areas of degraded forest habitat (at present there is only an estimated 30 % of the
original forest area left). Coastal environments similarly appear to be increasingly at risk.
Major threats to the environment include loss of forest cover due to coversion of land to
agriculture and demand for fuelwood, non-sustainable fishing practices, coral and sand
mining and overfishing in neashore waters. Major underlying casual factors driving these
threats include a high degree of poverty, a high population growth rate, and population
density.

Exacerbating the aforementioned impacts on the country’s natural resources base are the
insidious effects of climate change which over time are expected to have a negative impact on
the country’s already vulnerable agriculture and natural resources. Specific threats that have
been identified in the country’s first communication to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) include: (i) reductions in agricultural and fishing
production, (ii) increased saline intrusion in coastal aquifers, (iii) disappearance of reefs and
beaches, and increase risk of malaria and other vector transmitted diseases.

The Government of Comoros (GOC) recognizes the threats to the country's natural resource
base and direct linakges to the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the
country. In response, it prepared an environmental action plan (1994), environmental
legistation (1995), and has ratified all relevant international conventions including UNCBD
(1994), UNFCCC (1994), and UNCCD (1998). Comoros also recently completed the National
Action Programme of Adaptation (NAPA) in 2006. Moreover, in the country's recently
approved national Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy promoting a healthy environment
in support of sustainable development was explicitly identified as one of 7 major development
axes. Priority programmes identified under this axis, include natural resources conservation,



soil restauration and sustainable forestry management, and integrated management of the
coastal zone.

To address some of the aforementioned issues, underlying root causes and constraints, the
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) has, together with GOC, prepared
the National Sustainable Human Development Programme (NSHDP). The goal of the new
Programme is to reduce poverty by promoting a better management of natural resources in
order to raise agricultural production. Specific programme components are : (i) strengthening
of the institutional framework, (ii) rehabilitation and sustainable management of the village
terroirs, (iii) support for local initiaves derived from international remittances from the
Comorians that live abroad, (iv) infrastructure, and (v) programme management.

In the Comoros, environmental issues associated with land degradation and deforestation are
highly inter-connected in the steep-to, rapidly draining topography characteristic of the
archipelago. Loss of forest cover, coupled with intense rainfall and steep topgography have a
direct and immediate impact not only in the area of deforestation but also contributes to
offsite impacts in the country's coastal and near-shore marine environments. Building on
several of the aforementioned activities supported under NSHDP, the IFAD Programme
provides a unique opportunity for GEF to address many of the Comoros' environmental issues
through adopting and integrated ecosystem management approach (IEM); such an approach
that would achieve multiple global benefits in the case of the Comoros and other “high” island
ecosystems.

The proposed “Integrated Ecological Planning and Sustainable Land Management in Coastal
Ecosystems in the Comoros” Medium Size Project (MSP) will be a “blended” project, fully
integrated into the IFAD supported NSHDP. The project goal is to address non-sustainable
land use practices and concurrent loss of biodiversity through the development and adoption
of an ecosystem based approach in Comoros' rural land use planning and development
activities. Project objectives are to support community-led, ecological planning and the
subsequent identification and implementation of field and related enabling activities designed
to address priority natural resource use conflicts affecting ecosytem “health” and the
provision of environmental “goods and services” contributing to losses in economic
productivity and human well-being. Global environmental objectives are: (i) to reduce and
possibly reverse current trends in land degradation through supporting sustainable land
management (SLM) policies and practices that generate global environmental benefits; and
(ii) the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and the maintenance of the ecosystem
goods and services that biodiversity provides to society. The MSP has four project
components: (i) Environmental Policy and Planning, (ii) IEM Plan Implementation and
Protected Areas, (iii) Increased Institutional Capacity, Environmental Education and Public
Awareness, and (iv) Project Management, M&E, and Information Dissemination.

The Environmental Policy and Planning component has two sub-components. The main
objective (output) of the Environmental Policy sub-component is to create an enabling
environment to support the development and adoption of an ecosystem based approach in
spatial planning processes in Comoros' rural landscapes. This will be addressed primarily
through providing support for public fora to facilitate dialogue with senior policy makers,
travel for policy makers to visit field sites where IEM Plans have been prepared and are under
implementation, and a series of policy studies (e.g. environmental "goods and services," and
financial sustainability of protected area systems).




The objective of the component’s Environmental Planning sub-component is to develop
community-led ecosystem management plans for specific coastal ecosystems. One IEM plan
will be developed for up to 6 sites (2 per island). These sites, which to varying degrees
overlap with areas supported under the IFAD Programme, are: (i) Sima-Bimbini and
Nyumakele (Anjouan); (ii) Itsamia-Lac Dziani Boundouni-Hamavouna and Djando (Mohéli);
and (iii) Forét du Kartala - Tsinimouapanga-Kourani - Nioumamilima - Kourani -
Tsinimouachongo - Kanzilé and Forét La Grille - Mbeni - Dimadjou - Batou (Grande
Comore). Activities in support of plan development will include: (i) sensitization and training
of the local communities, and building consensus on (ii) the existing significance of the
ecosystem (including provision of environmental "goods and services"); (iii) the status of the
present and projected future “rehabilitated” ecosystem (to include mapping), and (iv) priority
interventions leading to a “restored” ecosystem. Key outputs will include: (i) guidelines to be
used as reference to identify and design GEF-supported activities, (ii) a baseline map (the
existing situation), and (iii) a draft IEM plan (an agreed on plan which represents what the
communities feel is a rehabilitated “healthy” ecosystem supported by priority investments).

The main outcome of the Environmental Policy and Planning component is to facilitate the
establishment of improved policy and planning frameworks to support SLM through an IEM
approach designed to restore/protect biodiversity in production landscapes.

Most of the MSP resources will be used to support specific priority interventions in the
previously identified ecosystems under the IEM Plan Implementation and Protected Areas
component. As noted above, site specific priorities will be identified through a community
led process facilitated by the ecosystem management plan developed under sub-component
1.2. Where more than one village community shares an ecosystem (e.g. a watershed), the
project would facilitate collaborative efforts to develop a coherent approach to address
system-wide issues of common concern.

Examples of possible component investments that could complement IFAD investments
during the implementation of the IEM plan include: (i) reforestation activities with indigenous
species; (ii) mangrove restoration and management; (iii) strategies in support of the
sustainable harvesting of emergent reefs; (iv) development of small-scale alternative
livelihoods designed to reduce pressure on the pilot site’s natural resource base (e.g., non-
forest products, medicinal herbs); (v) pilot eco-marketing/green (bio) labeling activities; (vi)
pilot activities in support of ecologically sustainable ylang-ylang production; (vii) community
based efforts to address solid waste disposal; and (viii) applied ecological studies.

An existing (or proposed) protected area (PA) is located in proximity to four of the six IFAD
Programme sites. These are: (i) Bimbini (Anjouan); (ii) Lac Dziani (Mohéli); and (iii) Forét
du Kartala and Forét La Grille (Grande Comore). It is expected that specific interventions
designed to strengthen existing or support the creation of new PAs will occur through the
plan preparation process described under sub-component 1.2. Likely interventions supported
during plan implementation will include: (i) activities to facilitate the declaration of new PAs,
(if) the preparation of (or updating of existing) management plans, (iii) boundary
demarcation, (iv) promotion of co-management approaches with direct participation my local
communities. Where investments in infrastructure and equipment are both appropriate and
thought to be financially sustainable (determined through the management plan process),
these will also be supported.



The main outcomes of the component are: (i) a proven approach that fully integrates
ecosystem principles into a diverse range of production landscapes; and (ii) increased
sustainability of Comoros’ national protected area system through the strengthening of
existing protected areas and/or reducing pressure on candidate sites currently being
considered for future designated protective area status.

The Institutional Capacity and Environmental Education and Public Awareness component
has two sub-components. The main objective of the capacity building sub-component is to
increase capacity among project stakeholders at the level of the village “lead” and
environmental associations (Ulanga), local (mayor’s office), regional (island) and national
government and NGOs to support the development and inclusion of environmental planning
and management principles in rural-based economic development. Under this sub-component,
the project would finance the following: technical assistance, the development of one or more
training modules, equipment and materials, workshops, short-courses, and cross-site field-
visits. The expected outcomes of this sub-component are: (i) increased awareness among
institutions and individuals responsible for rural-based economic development planning of
ecosystem processes and functions and how the latter are affected by human interventions; (ii)
empowerment of local communities and increased effectiveness in participation in local
management decisions affecting their natural resources and environment; and (iii) improved
capacity to work across disciplinary lines among NGO and public officers responsible for
rural development planning and implementation.

The objective of the public awareness sub-component is to increase awareness among local
communities, decision makers and the public at large of the options that exist to achieve an
improved environment and the benefits that would accrue from life quality and associated
livelihoods.  Under this sub-component, the Project could support the design and
implementation of public awareness strategies and curricula development for village schools.
The expected outcomes of this sub-component include increased acceptance of more
environmentally-sustainable practices in the rural space and greater public awareness of the
ecological, economic and social significance of the Comoros islands’ environment.

Under the MSP’s Project Management, M&E, and Information Dissemination component, as
part of a “blended” operation, the management sub-component will be integrated into the
overall Programme’s management structure (see Section on Implementation Arrangements
below). The main outcomes would be a project implemented in a timely and efficient
manner.

Under the MSP’s monitoring and evaluation sub-component, indicators developed during
project preparation would be integrated into the programme’s M&E system. Specific outputs
are: (i) an M&E plan consistent with IFAD and GEF requirements, and (ii) timely M&E
reports conforming to GEF and IFAD requirements.

The Project’s information dissemination sub-component will support the dissemination of
project results aimed at sharing “lessons learned” with project beneficiaries and with other
individuals and institutions involved with the development and application of an IEM
approach to address land degradation issues in Small Island Developing States (SIDS). This
would be done through providing support for conferences, publications and a homepage. The
main expected outcomes are: (i) increased public support for the development and adoption of




IEM approaches in the planning and management of rural space in SIDS; and (ii) adoption of
relevant experiences from this project by SIDS in the region and beyond.

It is proposed that the MSP would be implemented over a 4 year period (rather than the more
typical three years). This is felt justified due to the weak institutional structure and low
absorbative capacity of local communities (see Section 1b below). The US$ 1 million grant
would be matched by US$ 1,872,000 million in co-financing as required by GEF. At present,
it is felt that selected activities supported under the IFAD Programme could be used to meet
this requirement divided among the loan, government, beneficiary and Disapora counterpart
contributions..

b) KEY INDICATORS, ASSUMPTIONS, AND RISKS
Key indicators will be:

The establishment of policy, regulatory and planning “frameworks” that support an ecosystem
based approach; one that adopts and promotes sustainable land management (SLM) and
biodiversity conservation principles and objectives. Quantifiable results supporting this
indicator include: the passage of relevant legislation, policy statements, development of
enabling strategies and/or action plans, and official inter-village agreements to work
collaboratively on environmental issues of common interest. Results would be relevant and
measured at the national, sub-national (i.e., island), or village levels.

An increase in the adoption by communities of an ecological based approaches in rural land
use planning and subsequent implementation. This indicator is directly associated with the
project success, dissemination of information describing the project approach and results, and
the establishment of an enabling environment to facilitate future adoption by interested
communities.

Evidence of some environmental “goods and services” and underlying processes being
restored in rural landscapes. This is a difficult indicator to quantify during the Life of Project
(LOP) in light of the complexity of ecological processes and dependence on independent
variables (e.g., amount and periodicity of rainfall) and the substantial time required to
establish trends to *“average out” short term variation. In response, simple, appropriate
surrogate indicators will be identified and incorporated into the integrated M&E Plan. These
might be presence of key bioindicators (e.g., contaminant intolerant aquatic animal and
vegetative species) and establishment and areal extent of restored habitat. An ecological
baseline will be established to support future, long-term M&E activities.

Loss of biodiversity is reversed or at least slowed. Selected indicator species currently
classified as endangered or at risk will be monitored using techniques appropriate to enable
village associations to implement the programme.

Key assumptions will be:

The NSHDP and MSP can be successfully blended. This is a critical assumption as most
benefits from Project are due to the number of close linkages between the two initiatives.




Policy makers are interested in considering new approaches. A second key assumption to
establishing an enabling environment needed to sustain and replicate the proposed approach
supported under the MSP is that policy makers are interested in participating in public fora,
cross-site visits, and considering (and hopefully) implementing relevant policy options
supporting an ecosystem-based approach in rural planning frameworks.

Village associations will work collaboratively. To effectively address environmental issues of
common interest to multiple villages sharing a bounded ecosystem will require village
associations to work closely together.

Counterpart financing. Government and participating village provide the agreed on
counterpart (in-kind) financing.

Key risks will be:

Institutional capacity. The greatest risk is the weak institutional environment that
characterizes much of the country’s institutions at both the national and sub-national levels.
This would likely affect the efficacy of project implementation, etc. The proposed MSP
would address this through: (i) providing signfiicant support through capacity building to both
public institutions and NGOs, (ii) working through intermediary service providers and (iii)
channeling most of the resources through community-led actvities.

Land tenure. A second potential risk is associated with the degree of uncertainty surrounding
existing land tenure which might pose a constraint in the development and implementation of
IEM plans. The situation is exacerbated by the highly complex social structure characteristic
of Comoros. There appear to be a number of barriers that constrain communities from
working together through a collaborative approach to address issues of common concern.
Appropriate institutional means will have to be identified and supported to gain the
confidence and trust of communities.

Co-management. Specfically with respect to support to protected areas, a past evaluation of
the GEF-supported Moheli Marine Park indicated that notwithstanding a number of positive
achievements associated with the application of co-management principles it was not a
universal pancea. Major constraints that affected the achievement of overall project obectives
were lack of government enforcement and the nature and severity of root causes underlying
the threats to the PA including overpopulation and poverty. These risks are likely to be
relevant to activities designed to support PAs under the MSP. Proposed migitation measures
include: (i) supporting alternative income-generating activities, (ii) use of ecoguards and
training of local community representatived in PA monitoring and patrolling, and (iii)
community-empowerment through co-management approaches.

External risks. Finally, risks beyond the control of the project but that nevertheless could
affect project outcomes include political instability, climatic variability and natural hazards.

2. COUNTRY OWNERSHIP
a) COUNTRY ELIGIBILITY

The Government of Comoros (GOC) has ratified all relevant international conventions
including UNCBD (1994), UNFCCC (1994), and UNCCD (1998).



b) COUNTRY DRIVENNESS

The GOC recognizes the threats to the country's natural resource base and direct linkages to
the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the Comoros. In addition to signing
the aforementioned conventions, Government prepared an environmental action plan and
enabling legislation in 1994 and 1995, respectively Comoros also recently completed its
National Action Programme of Adaptation (NAPA) in 2006. Moreover, in the country's
recently approved national Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy, promoting a healthy
environment in support of sustainable development was explicitly identified as one of 7 major
development axes. Priority programmes identified under the environment axis, include:
natural resources conservation, soil restoration and sustainable forestry management, and
integrated management of the coastal zone.

The Comoros has also made signficant progress at the site level. The Moheli marine
protected area (MPA) has broken new ground in developing and testing co-management
principles in the archipelago. Past evaluations have documented the considerable success
achieved in empowering local communites to participate in NRM decision-making, increasing
local involvement in conservation, and in the use of traditional knowledge in the absence of
scientific information. There also seems to have been some success in working with the local
private sector (coastal tourist hotels) in efforts to protect adjacent sites of particular interest to
their clientel. More recently, a new approach to address multiple village issues has been
attempted in promoting the development of inter-village committees associated with the on-
going process to create the Coelacanth national park. A key factor in this approach is the role
of the Ulanga (nature) Associations, community based environmental associations that exist
in almost all Comorian villages. These achievements can be used as a basis to build and
expand on in addressing the county's environmental situation

Another local innovation that attempts to address many of the aforementioned land
degradation issues and underlying causal factors at the site level originated in the 1970s in
response to the growing pressure on the land. Termed d'embocagement, this technological
approach represents an intensified agro-sylvo-pastoral integrated farming system consisting of
the combined use of wind breaks, confined grazing of livestock, increased use of organic
fertilizer, and other site-specific related interventions. As an approach it is considered to be
highly successful where it has been adopted in the Comoros and been supported by a number
of development agencies.

It is clear that while the Comoros faces significant environmental problems and constraints
impeding the development of effective remedies that address said problems, there also exists a
significant basis to build on to assist the country in the task a head. Where efforts directed at
addressing environmental issues have proven successful in the past, these have been taken
into account in the proposed MSP.

3. PROGRAM AND POLICY CONFORMITY
€) PROGRAM DESIGNATION AND CONFORMITY

The proposed project fits fully with the GEF-4 Strategy for the Land Degradation Focal Area

(FA). First, it will support a landscape approach that fully integrates ecosystem principles as
supported by the UNCBD. More specifically, it is fully compatible with the LD FA Objective
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through promoting the development and implementation of Sustainable Land Management
(SLM) policies and practices that generate both global environmental benefits and support
local and national development. Of particular note is the MSP’s utilization of cross-cutting
opportunities for achieving impacts with an integrated ecosystem and landscape perspective.
Key FA principles which will be adopted in project design include: (i) strengthening the
enabling environment, (ii) supporting institutional capacity development and (iii) promoting
an integrated and program framework-based approach at the landscape level. Particularly
relevant principles identified under GEF-4 include: (i) placing emphasis on the management
of the interface between different land use systems, (ii) allocating resources in a balanced and
sensitive manner (within country) to areas affected by LD. Strategic Objective 1 (SO # 1),
(....creation of an enabling environment that will place SLM in the mainstream of
development policy and planning....) will be supported through the activities supported under
the Project’s Environmental Policy sub-component. The GEF LD FA SO #2 (.....generate
mutual benefits for the global environment and local livelihoods through the upscaling of
SLM investements...) will be fully supported by activities supported under the Project’s
Environmental Planning, Plan Implementation, and Instiutional Capacity sub-components.
Finally, one key issue which will be addressed responds to relevant results from recent STAP
assisted studies on land degradation; namely a need for an increased contribution in GEF's LD
portofolio on sustainable forest management with a focus on tropical ecosystems and the issue
of deforestation and forest degradation.

In addition to the aforementioned OPs, the proposed project will be supportive of the
objectives stated under OP # 2 and #3 (coastal, marine and freshwater and forest ecosystems,
respectively) of GEF's Biodiversity FA through providing support for the rehabilitation of
existing and creation of new protected areas designated to conserve ecosystems of significant
importance. Under this FA, the project targets indirectly the strategic objective (SO # 1) in
catalyzing the sustainablity of PA systems through building on earlier efforts including
supporting the needed institutional capacity as well as creation and diversification of the
existing system. The project is mainly targetting SO #2, mainstreaming biodiversity in
production land/seascapes and sectors designed will be relevant as IEM principles will be
mainsteamed into IFAD's development assistance lending program in Comoros.

Finally, the proposed Project would be compatible with well recognized principles in support
of integrated ecosystem management (IEM) as it will promote cross-sectoral approaches to
address ecological issues beyond a single habitat type. In this way, it will contribute to
creating an enabling environment to support future “mainstreaming” of IEM principles in LD
management systems through institutional strengthening and investments.

The MSP's overall objectives and approach are fully in line with GEF's Strategic Investment
Programme for Sustainable Land Management in Sub-saharan Africa (SIP). Specifically, the
Project directly supports SIP’s long-term goal (....improved natural resources-based
livelihoods by preventing and reversing land degradation...) and global environmental
objective (...to prevent and reduce the impact of land degradation on ecosystem services in
country-defined priority SSA ecosystems....). It will furthermore support 3 of SIP’s 4 main
operational clusters. These are: (i) supporting on-the-ground activities for scaling up SLM (#
1); (ii) creating a conducive enabling environment for SLM (# 2); and (iii) developing
effective SLM knowledge management, M&E, and information dissemination systems (#4).
With respect to the latter, the Comoros provides an excellent opportunity to generate on-the-
ground learning experiences suitable for application to other small island developing states

11



(SIDS) in both the region and beyond. Finally, the MSP directly supports SIP’s Targeted
Investments’ modality which is designed to assist a country to pursue a progressively more
programmatic approach to SLM over time; in this case starting with specific geographic,
sectoral, and thematic entry points. Finally, the MSP M&E data collection and provision
activities will be harmonized with the SIP’s Program M&E Desk once the latter becomes
established and M&E procedures are developed and put into practice. The MSP has been
included in the SIP’s 2007-2010 portfolio of operations. (see Annex D of GEF Project
Executive Summary ).

Finally, the Project is relevant to NEPAD’s Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development
Programme (CAADP) Pillar 1 (land and water management) particularly through its
promotion of integrated ecosystem approach to coastal management.

d) PROJECT DESIGN (INCLUDING LOGFRAME AND INCREMENTAL REASONING)

The project goal of the proposed “Integrated Ecological Planning and Management in Coastal
Ecosystems” Medium Size Project (MSP) will address non-sustainable land use practices and
concurrent loss of biodiversity through the development and adoption of an ecosystem based
approach in Comoros' rural land use policy, planning and development activities. Project
objectives are to support community-led, ecological planning and the subsequent
identification and implementation of field and related enabling activities designed to address
priority natural resource use conflicts affecting ecosystem “health” and the provision of
environmental “goods and services” contributing to losses in economic productivity and
human well-being. Global environmental objectives are: (i) to reduce and possibly reverse
current trends in land degradation through supporting sustainable land management (SLM)
policies and practices that generate global environmental benefits; and (ii) the conservation
and sustainable use of biodiversity and the maintenance of the ecosystem goods and services
that biodiversity provides to society.

The proposed MSP has four project components: (i) Environmental Policy and Planning; (ii)
IEM Plan Implementation; (iii) Increased Institutional Capacity, Environmental Education
and Public Awareness; and (iv) Project Management, M&E and Information Dissemination.

The Environmental Policy and Planning component has two sub-components. These are
respectively, the Environmental Policy and Planning sub-components. The main objective
(output) of the environmental policy sub-component is to create an enabling environment to
support the development and adoption of an ecosystem based approach including the
“mainstreaming” of sustainable land management (SLM) and environmental principles
generally and the conservation of biodiversity specifically in policy formulation and spatial
planning processes affecting Comoros' rural landscapes. This will be achieved primarily
through providing support for: (i) public fora to facilitate dialogue with senior policy makers,
(ii) travel for policy makers to visit field sites where IEM Plans have been prepared and are
under implementation, and (iii) a series of policy studies (e.g., environmental "goods and
services,” and financial sustainability of protected area systems) among others to support
more informed policy formulation.

Specifically, senior policy makers in the national and regional (insular) development,
economy & finance, and production, fishing and agriculture ministries would be targeted and
invited to participate in a series of public fora to include representatives from the private

12



sector, environmental NGOs, civil society. The objective of these fora would be to observe,
discuss and evaluate the results, experience, and “lessons-learned” to date derived from
project supported activities and assess their relevance to public policy formulation with
respect to principles in IEM, SLM and conservation of biodiversity and their significance to
rural development. A total of 9 public fora beginning in project year (PY) 2 (2009) are
proposed.

Similarly, a series of inter-island site visits will be supported to facilitate the comparative
evaluation of project activities in differing land/seascapes. A total of 18 cross-site visits are
included (each visit consists of 1 person visiting all project sites on the three islands over a 6
day period).

Finally, a series of studies would be supported under this sub-component to address critical
data gaps that serve as constraints to achieving improved policy formulation in the
environmental and natural resources sectors. A total of 5 studies have been projected over
the life of the project (LOP). The first study which would be initiated a priori to the others
would support an analysis and subsequent development of participatory communications
strategy to facilitate increased communications between local communities and decision
makers. In addition, two other studies have been identified as priorities. These are: (i)
assessing and quantifying in monetary terms the environmental “goods and services” provided
in the project supported “ecosystems” (including “income” foregone attributable to existing
environmental status of the sites) and investigating how best to implement a “Reward for
Environmental Services (RES)” scheme (or similar such approaches) that provide incentives
to local communities to adopt ecologically suitable land use practices; and (ii) examining
relevant alternatives that may be applicable to Comoro’s nascent protected area system to
generate revenues to at least partially offset administrative and management costs. Both
studies have been identified as actions under the SCRP.> The remaining studies will be
determined following consultations with the communities in PY 1. These could include: (i)
the relationship between land tenure and sustainable land use practices, (ii) development of
environmental “health” indicators appropriate for monitoring and (iii) the role and
significance of intensive production models (e.g., embocagement) in restoring ecosystem
processes and functions.

The objective of the component’s environmental planning sub-component is to develop
community-led ecosystem management plans for specific coastal ecosystems. The objective
of these community — led plans and the underlying processes leading to their development
would be to: (i) spatially delimit inter-village areas shared between two or more villages that
for project purposes would serve as an ecosystem (they can be defined by physical, political,
and/or legal boundaries or a combination there-of); (ii) identify and agree on the major
environmental issues and underlying causal factors and constraints that need to be addressed
for their resolution; and (iii) agree on a prioritized series of actions needed to resolve these
issues and contributing to the eventual restoration of the ecosystem.

Specifically, activities in support of plan development would include: (i) sensitization and
training of the local communities; (ii) facilitating reaching consensus on the existing

! See relaunching the private sector in critical economic sectors (Axe # 2): Tourism Sector and promoting a
healthy environment and guarantee the sustainability of development (Axe # 6).
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significance of the ecosystem (including provision of environmental "goods and services");
(iii) determining the status of the present and projected future “rehabilitated” ecosystem (to
include participatory mapping of the agreed on ecosystem); and (iv) identifying priority
interventions leading to a “restored” ecosystem. This process would be integrated into and
build on the complementary IFAD supported activities working through Village Development
Associations (AVD) including preparation and awareness raising, training and reinforcement
in the capacities of the associations and the development of terroir management plans (see
Attachment 1 of Appendix 3 for more detail).

One IEM plan will be developed per site to include up to 6 sites (2 per island). These sites,
which to varying degrees would overlap with areas supported under the IFAD Programme,
are: (i) Sima-Bimbini and Nyumakele (Anjouan); (ii) Itsamia-Lac Dziani-Boundouni-
Hamavouna and Djando (Mohéli); and (iii) Hamaharnet and Mbadjini (Grande Comore).
Three of the aforementioned six sites would be associated with an existing or proposed future
protected area (see below).

Key outputs would include: (i) guidelines to be used as reference to identify, prepare, and
implement GEF-supported investment sub-projects (an illustrative draft of possible guidelines
has been included in Attachment 1 of Appendix); (ii) baseline studies to include a baseline
map (the existing situation); and (iii) a draft IEM plan (an agreed on plan which represents
what the communities feel is a rehabilitated “healthy” ecosystem supported by priority
investments).

The main outcome of the environmental policy and planning component is to facilitate the
establishment of improved policy and planning frameworks to support SLM through an IEM
approach designed to restore/protect biodiversity in production landscapes.

The component’s objectives, outputs and outcomes support several of Comoros’ existing
policy objectives and proposed actions. The Government of Comoros (GOC) has identified
the integration of environmental principles in the country’s development planning process and
sector development plans as a high priority. Under Millennia Development Goal (MDG)
Objective # 7 (to ensure a sustainable environment) a priority action for the Comoros is to
integrate the principles of sustainable development in the nation’s policies. Similarly, a key
area and supporting action identified under the National Environment Policy (PNE) and
National Action Plan (PAE) respectively are promoting the integration of environmental
aspects into national agricultural policy. The importance of this priority is underscored
further in the country’s National Biodiversity Strategy (SNB) which identified the following
key actions: (i) the revision of the existing policies in the domain of agriculture, forestry,
tourism and urbanization; (ii) examining how to mainstream biodiversity into said policies;
and (iii) mainstreaming biodiversity into other sector policies for water, energy, and fisheries
as key actions.

Under the IEM plan implementation component resources will be used to support specific
priority interventions leading to the eventual restoration of processes and functions in
ecosystems previously identified, delimited, and agreed to under the Project’s environmental
planning sub-component. As noted above, site specific priorities will be identified through a
community led process leading to the preparation of an ecosystem management plan
developed under sub-component 1.2. Where more than one village community shares an
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ecosystem (e.g., a watershed), the project would facilitate collaborative efforts between
villages to develop a coherent approach to address system-wide issues of common concern.

Examples of possible component investments that could complement IFAD investments
during the implementation of the IEM plan include: (i) reforestation activities with indigenous
species; (ii) mangrove restoration and management; (iii) strategies in support of the
sustainable harvesting of emergent reefs; (iv) development of small-scale alternative
livelihoods designed to reduce pressure on the pilot site’s natural resource base (e.g., non-
forest products, medicinal herbs); (v) pilot eco-marketing/green (bio) labeling activities; (vi)
pilot activities in support of ecologically sustainable ylang-ylang production; (vii) community
based efforts to address solid waste disposal; and (viii) applied ecological studies. Specific
investments will be determined through the community consultation and formulation process
described above. However, investment profiles have been prepared to illustrate in more detail
the nature of activities supported under this component (see Attachment 2 in Appendix 5).

As noted above, three of the six sites would be associated with existing or proposed future
protected areas. These are: (i) Forét La Grille (Grande Comoros), (ii) Lac Dziani Boundouni
(Moheli), and (iii) Bimbini — lle de la Selle Zone (Anjouan). Criteria used to select these sites
included: (i) degree to which they overlapped with the IFAD project sites, (ii) their
importance in contributing to the conserving and protection of biodiversity, (iii) degree of
threat and the potential for the blended project to support activities that contribute to a
reduction of pressure on natural resources in and around the PA, and (iv) the absence of likely
alternative donor assistance to support the proposed site. See Attachment 3a - 3c in Appendix
5 for more detail on these sites.

In addition to activities designed to address threats to the integrity of the protected areas
through supporting economic activities in surrounding villages, there would be additional
activities designed to strengthen the existing or support the creation of new PAs. Likely
interventions include: (i) support to facilitate the legal declaration of new PAs, (ii) the
preparation of (or updating of existing) management plans, (iii) boundary demarcation, and
(iv) promotion of co-management approaches with direct participation by local communities.
Where investments in infrastructure and equipment are thought to be financially sustainable
(determined through the management plan process), these will also be supported
(infrastructure would be small-scale in nature and likely limited to trails, interpretative signs,
small, visitor centers (kiosk-like), and/or boundary demarcation.

In at least two IFAD sites, Mbadjini (Grande Comore) and Boundouni-Hamavouna (Mohéli)
there is likely to be forthcoming donor support for existing/proposed protected areas that are
in proximity to project sites. These are Forét du Kartala (World Bank) and the Mohéli Marine
Park (Indian Ocean Commission). If confirmed, the IFAD PCU will work closely with their
respective counterparts to ensure that the respective IFAD project supported activities are
complementary and increase chances of achieving a “win-win” situation where both
biodiversity conservation and reduction of rural poverty can be mutually achieved.

The main outcomes of the component are: (i) a proven approach that fully integrates
ecosystem principles into a diverse range of production landscapes; and (ii) increased
sustainability of Comoros’ national protected area system through the strengthening of
existing protected areas and/or reducing pressure on candidate sites currently being
considered for future designated protective area status.
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These outcomes directly support key actions called for under the SCRP for the Period 2006 —
2009. Specifically Programme 2.6.2.2 and 2.6.5.5 of Axis #6 (to promote a healthy
environment and guarantee the sustainability of development). Under the former programme
priority actions include: (i) to put in place a network of terrestrial and marine protected areas
representative of the natural patrimony of the Comoros; (ii) provide support for the adoption
of co-management approaches involving local communities; and (iii) delimit specific sites
followed by the implementation of co-management plans at 5 sites. Moreover, additional
actions identified under the same programme would promote the development of economic
activities compatible with the objectives of conservation of protected areas. Other relevant
policy actions identified to support the aforementioned programme include: (i) assessments to
evaluate the potential for alternative economic activities for surrounding communities, (ii)
reinforcement of the capacity of individuals and/or groups to manage economic activities that
support principles of the sustainable management of natural resources and (iii) putting in
place sustainable financing.

Under the latter programme (Programme 2.6.5.5), key actions include: the maintenance of
soil fertility, restoration of degraded soils and sustainable management of forest resources
with the following objectives: (i) sustainable management of forest resources, (ii) support for
activities that lead to the protection and management of vulnerable sites and support the
following actions - identification of vulnerable sites to agricultural expansion, develop a
regimen to protect sites and support activities on management and protection of vulnerable
sites.

The Institutional Capacity and Environmental Education, and Public Awareness component
has two sub-components. These are the Institutional Capacity and Environmental Education,
and Public Awareness sub-components.

The main objective of the capacity building sub-component is to increase capacity among
project stakeholders at the level of the village “lead” and environmental associations
(Ulanga), local (mayor’s office), regional (island) and national government and NGOs to
support the development and inclusion of environmental planning and management principles
in rural-based economic development. Under this sub-component, the project would finance
the following: technical assistance, the development of one or more training modules,
equipment and materials, workshops, short-courses, and cross-site field-visits.

Specifically, training modules and supporting materials would be developed and equipment
purchased to support short courses designed to address specific environmental issues faced by
the participating villages within the context of the broader ecosystem. Illustrative examples
of thematic modules include: (i) the consequences of unplanned solid waste disposal, (ii)
unsustainable land use practices and its affects on erosion and down-stream impacts, and (iii)
destructive fishing practices including gleaning of emergent reefs. The identification of the
modules will be finalized following consultations with the communities. Unlike the training
modules which will target villagers, support for workshops and short-courses under this sub-
component would target professionals and technicians in the relevant main-line agencies and
focus on demonstrating the benefits of integration of SLM and biodiversity conservation
principles into rural development through an IEM approach. Cross-site visits would focus
primarily on targeting non-participating communities to expose interested leaders and
producers of the benefits of adopting an IEM approach in pilot sites.
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The expected outcomes of this sub-component are: (i) increased awareness among institutions
and individuals responsible for rural-based economic development planning of ecosystem
processes and functions and how the latter are affected by human interventions; (ii)
empowerment of local communities and increased effectiveness in participation in local
management decisions affecting their natural resources and environment; and (iii) improved
capacity to work across disciplinary lines among NGO and public officers responsible for
rural development planning and implementation.

This directly supports the 4™ axis of the SCRP, (to promote the education and professional
formation and thus the general improvement of human capital) as well as - reinforce capacity
of individual and groups to manage economic activities in support of sustainable
management, a priority action identified under SCRP 2006-2009 Action Plan (Programme
2.6.2.2: Conservation of natural resources and development of activities based on the richness
of the flora and fauna of Comoros).

The objective of the public awareness sub-component is to increase awareness among local
communities, decision makers and the public at large of the options that exist to achieve an
improved environment and the benefits that would accrue from life quality and associated
livelihoods.  Under this sub-component, the Project could support the design and
implementation of public awareness strategies and curricula development for village schools.

Specifically, under this sub-component the MSP would support the design of island-wide
campaigns to increase public awareness of the significance of the Comoros environment,
highlighting its role in supporting rural livelihoods, the existing status, and current threats.
Each campaign would be guided by the development a priori of a public awareness strategy
that would be prepared with the assistance of technical consultants. In the preparation of
these island-specific strategies, the consultants would assess what are the most cost-efficient
means to increase public awareness stratified by target group (e.g., radio, newspapers and
other print media, television spots, the use of “jingles” etc.). Campaigns would be supported
annually throughout the LOP. Under this sub-component, primary and secondary school
curricula would be developed and integrated into schools from the project area that will be
selected on the basis of their expressed interest in participating in this activity. A core
curriculum would be developed and supported with complementary materials that focus on
specific ecological themes relevant to both the immediate area and the Comoros generally. If
deemed successful, it is expected that these would be eventually ‘mainstreamed” into the
national educational curricula.

The expected outcomes of this sub-component include increased acceptance of more
environmentally-sustainable practices in the rural space and greater public awareness of the
ecological, economic and social significance of the Comoros islands’ environment. This
supports another SCRP priority action included under Programme 2.6.2.2, the sensitization of
the local population of the importance and respect for the [the environment generally] and
deposit of wastes specifically.

Under the Project Management, M&E, and Information Dissemination Component there are
three sub-components. These are the Project Management, M&E and Information
Dissemination.
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As part of a “blended” operation, the management sub-component would be integrated into
the overall Programme’s management structure (see below). The main outcomes would be a
project implemented in a timely and efficient manner.

Under the MSP’s monitoring and evaluation sub-component, indicators developed during
project preparation would be integrated into the programme’s M&E system. Specific outputs
are: (i) an M&E plan consistent with IFAD and GEF requirements, and (ii) timely M&E
reports conforming to GEF and IFAD requirements. For more detail on the MSP’s M&E plan
see Appendix 6.

The Project’s information dissemination sub-component will support the dissemination of
project results aimed at sharing “lessons learned” with project beneficiaries and with other
individuals and institutions involved with the development and application of an IEM
approach to address land degradation and biodiversity conservation issues in Small Island
Developing States (SIDS). This would be done through providing support for conferences,
publications and a homepage. The main expected outcomes are: (i) increased public support
for the development and adoption of IEM approaches in the planning and management of
rural space in SIDS; and (ii) adoption of relevant experiences from this project by SIDS in the
region and beyond.

The proposed MSP will be a “blended” project, fully integrated into the IFAD supported
NSHDP. It is proposed that the MSP would be implemented over a 4 year period (rather than
the more typical three years. This is felt justified due to the weak institutional structure and
low absorptive capacity of local communities. The US$ 1 million grant would be matched by
an estimated US$ 1,872,000 million in co-financing as required by GEF. At present, it is felt
that selected activities supported under the IFAD Programme could be used to meet this
requirement divided among the loan, and government and beneficiary counterpart
contributions.

Incremental Reasoning

The focus of IFAD’s fifth and newly approved loan, the National Sustainable Human
Development Programme (NSHDP) is to address land degradation and loss of biodiversity in
the marine and forest ecosystems. The development objective of the Programme is to put in
place a community-based management system and promote the sustainable development of
natural capital to ensue that participating communities will benefit through an increase in
agricultural productivity which in turn will permit an increase in revenue, food security and
household conditions. The Programme’s short term objective is to promote growth in poor,
rural household revenues and the mitigation of their physical environment and conditions of
life. This would be achieved through meeting the following intermediate objectives: (i)
reinforcement of community and professional rural based organizations; (ii) intensification of
agricultural production (feeding material, milk production), rational natural resources
management (soils, forest, fish), and increased value chains associated with agricultural
production; (iii) promotion of the participation of disadvantaged groups in production
activities; and (iv) increasing the role of and contributions from the Diaspora in support of
local economic development projects.

The actions on the ground will be determined primarily by existing local land management
associations (asociations de gestion des terroirs); these groups will be responsible for the
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implementation of much of the project activities and represent a key element on which the
Programme will focus its capacity building activities. The Programme will support
interventions in 2 regions per island which were selected based on the application of socio-
economic criteria. > The Programme’s design included the following basic principles: (i)
demand driven by the local communities, (ii) internalization of the decision-making process,
(iii) decentralization of management actives and financial resources, and (iv) the contracting
out of many of the proposed interventions (see Appendix 3 for more detail on the IFAD
Programme and the Incremental Cost Analysis).

The calculation of the MSP Baseline was based on an evaluation of the relevant components
which will be supported under the IFAD National Sustainable Human Development
Programme. Once identified, they were evaluated to the sub-component/activity level and
compared with components of the proposed MSP.

Activities under the Baseline Scenario will produce predominantly national benefits in the
form of intensifying agricultural and livestock production complemented with support for
increasing and diversifying small-scale rural enterprises. Together, these investments should
contribute significantly to increasing rural household income and economic well-being. It is
hoped, that through such an approach, the baseline would contribute to achieving some global
benefits through a reduction of pressure on the ecosystem and loss of biodiversity. These
benefits would likely be derived from the baseline’s activities supporting any shift away from
extensive land use in project sites, a pattern characterized by non-sustainable production
practices and/or their utilization in fragile lands not suitable for this type of production
system.

In the absence of additional GEF funding, the implementation of the aforementioned baseline
set of activities is unlikely to contribute in any significant way to achieving global
environmental benefits.

The GEF Alternative will support the long-term restoration of up to 6 pilot coastal ecosystems
through the development and implementation of integrated ecosystem management plans.
Supporting the aforementioned, predominately field activities, will be a number of
institutional interventions designed to create an enabling environment to ensure the long-term
sustainability of the pilot sites and increase the chances for their future replication. Financing
the incremental costs associated with the Alternative would build on the Baseline Scenario by:
(i) supporting the strengthening of existing (and development of new) village-based land
management plans; (ii) building on these land management plans by supporting collaborative
approaches among villages sharing common bounded areas to develop Integrated Ecosystem
Management plans designed to identify and prioritize critical interventions that would lead to
the eventual restoration of the degraded landscape, underlying natural processes, and the
environmental “goods and services” they provide; (iii) support for the implementation of
village and ecosystem level plans; (iv) increasing capacity among village associations,
intermediary operators, NGOs, producer associations, local and sub-national government
technicians to develop and implement an IEM approach to land degradation (to include the
identification and inclusion where appropriate, relevant technologies such as soil and water
conservation, d’embocagement, and other principles characteristic of SLM); (v) support for
the establishment of new policy frameworks to foster replication of the approach supported

2 Criteria include mobilization of community contributions, land tenure security, promotion of economic activities among the
female population, etc.
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under the Alternative and ensure future sustainability; (vi) creating of new and/or
strengthening of existing PAs in support of Comoros National PA System; (vii) increasing
public awareness of the significance of the country’s ecosystems and the role they play in
contributing to life quality and human well-being; and (viii) fostering the promotion and
dissemination of project initiatives, results and impacts through printed and electronic media,
as well as national and regional workshops and seminars.

Benefits. Under the GEF Alternative, the Union of the Comoros would be able to undertake a
challenging program encompassing both national and global benefits. It would not only serve
to increase the livelihoods and well-being of those families and groups in rural communities
most at risk but lead to improved ecological “health” and the restoration of the underlying
processes and environmental “goods and services” that would benefit the broader rural
population. Benefits generated from this comprehensive approach would include both
national benefits (e.g., improved management of the natural resource base and reductions in
natural resource use conflicts affecting rural livelihoods) as well as global benefits. Global
benefits include: (i) reduction in and restoration of degraded landscapes, underlying natural
processes and the global *“environmental “goods and services” they provide and (ii)
conservation and sustainable use of the biodiversity of global importance (see complete list of
national and global benefits in the Incremental Cost Matrix in Appendix 3).

6) SUSTAINABILITY (INCLUDING FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY)

The project’s basic premise is given the import of the agricultural sector in Comoros’
economy, raising agricultural productivity is central to addressing rural poverty in the islands.
Clearly one can not increase agricultural productivity without maintaining the natural resource
base on which it depends. In light of the significance of human activities contributing to the
degradation of natural resources and more generally the ecosystem and underlying processes
in Comoros, any agricultural development strategy must address both the sector and the on-
going pressures that serve to undermine its long-term sustainability; an approach advocated in
IFAD’s Country Strategy and Opportunities Paper COSOP for Comoros.

Sustainability and replicability of the project will ultimately depend on how project-supported
interventions translate into real increases in life quality and household income on the ground.
Illustrative activities likely to be supported under the Project that should translate into real
benefits to local participating communities within the life of the project (LOP) include: (i)
mangrove restoration and management, (ii) sustainable harvesting of emergent reefs and (iii)
development of small-scale alternative livelihoods designed to reduce pressure on the pilot
site’s natural resource base (e.g., non-forest products, medicinal herbs). Benefits from other
activities are likely to take longer and include: (i) partial restoration of ecological “goods and
services” in the project ecosystem and (ii) support to protected areas. Concurrently with the
implementation of the field activities, the MSP will be supporting a number of activities
designed to provide an enabling environment to ensure sustainability and replication (see
below). These include: (i) exposing policy makers to the project and its benefits through
public fora, site visits, and policy studies; (ii) strengthening local capacity to support project
implementation; and (iii) increasing public awareness about the status of Comoro’s
environment and the socio-economic benefits associated with restoring and maintaining a
“healthy” ecosystem. Over the longer term, introducing this dimension into the primary
school curricula will also support sustainability of project objectives.
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With respect to financial sustainability, it is not expected that all MSP interventions supported
under the Project would generate sufficient revenues to demonstrate financial sustainability
within the LOP. However some field activities, particularly those that are expected to generate
revenue in a shorter period of time (e.g., sub-projects supported under the IEM Plan
Implementation sub-component), are expected to increase collective household incomes
sufficiently to provide the needed incentive to ensure continued support for the respective
activity following project closure. In other cases, particularly those activities associated with
MSP-support to protected areas, existing levels of park visitation are such that obtaining
financial sustainability may not be achieved within LOP. For these cases, it is expected that
the financial sustainability study supported under the Environmental Policy sub-component
will identify one or more financing options (e.g., the future establishment of a rotating fund
and/or other similar financing mechanisms) appropriate for the situation in the Comoros. Itis
hoped that the study will provide the basis to facilitate dialogue and an eventual joint
agreement between government and the donor community on a financing strategy to support
Comoros’ incipient national park system. A key input into this study will be the findings from
the evaluation of the GEF-supported Moheli Marine Protected Area. Finally, the management
plans that will be prepared for the three protected areas supported under the MSP will provide
an analysis of financial sustainability associated with any investments and recurrent costs
proposed for support under plan implementation. Where proposed investments are found not
to be financially viable, these would not be supported.

f)REPLICABILITY

Similar to the issue of sustainability, the project’s replicability will be highly dependent on the
success of the MSP in terms of producing tangible benefits at the village level. Assuming
this is achieved, there are sufficient project—supported activities to ensure that there is high
degree of awareness of the Project, approach to promoting the adoption of IEM principles in
planning and exploiting the rural landscape and the subsequent results “on-the-ground.” These
activities include: cross-site visits, a public awareness campaign, institutional strengthening
of technicians in public agencies, and dissemination of information on the project to the
broader public, region, and beyond through webpage, newsletter and brochures. It is hoped
through the latter activity, the donor community would be exposed to the benefits of the
project approach and consider supporting the replication of the project approach elsewhere in
Comoros.

g) STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT

Much of Comoros society remains based on the traditional village structure with its inherent
social cohesion and solidarity. From this traditional structure, new institutional mechanisms
have developed over the past 20 years. These include: producer groups, village associations,
village environmental groups and the like. Over time, these mechanisms have served to
"empower" the village and enable it to take the lead role in dealing with the public
administrative bodies as well as the donor community.

IFAD is well-aware of the importance of the village as the basic social unit in Comoros and
has employed a participative approach during the preparation of the National Sustainable
Development Programme. Much of the future success of the Programme is dependent on the
strengthening of existing and where needed, creating new village associations (e.g., in support
of "gestion de terroirs,” specific revenue generating activities, and monitoring and
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evaluation). Moreover, the Programme will focus on strengthening existing groups of small
producers which will be the principal beneficiaires of the project. In addition to village
associations, Programme design provides for the incorporation of other local partners through
collaborative arrangements (e.g., local organizations, professional groups, NGOs, sub-
national administrative directorates, etc). Finally and perhaps most importantly, the
Programme’s target population are poor families, women, and children (i.e., the marginal
groups in each of the participating villages). The MSP as fully integrated into the Programme
will build on this institutional strutucture. In addition to providing specific support to the
village-based environmental and territorial management village associations (Ulanga and
I’association de gestion de teroirs), will be facilitating the participation and interaction
between different villages sharing a common ecosystem to work in a collaborative fashion to
address issues of common interest.

In the Programme, the role of decentralized government offices and technical services is
largely limited to planning, programming and M&E. Programme implementation will occur
primiarly through the contracting of intermediate (10) and specialized organizations (SO) or
in some cases directly by organized groups of beneficiaries. In most cases, capacity is limited
and will be increased during the ifrst years of the Programe. Implementation of the MSP will
occur through the same arrangements.

During the process of MSP preparation, local consultations occurred over the period October
— November, 2006. Specifically these included consulations in many of the villages to be
supported under the IFAD programme, meetings with local associations, environmental
NGOs, and represenatives of sub-national and national public agencies. The draft MSP was
circulated to government for their review and comment it has been also discussed with the
governemnt throughout the design phase.

h) MONITORING AND EVALUATION

The monitoring of the MSP will be established on the basis of the Project’s logical framework
which subsequent to approval will be integrated into the Programme’s framework to ensure
monitoring consistency between baseline interventions and GEF incremental activities.
Monitoring of both the project performance and impact will be conducted in accordance with
the indicators and the means of verification set in the consolidated logical framework. Much
of the description below describes the Programme’s M&E structure, system and processes and
reporting. Where relevant, GEF M&E requirements have been explicitly noted.

The tasks associated with the Programme’s M&E include: (i) the centralization, organization,
consolidation and analysis of internal reports submitted from the contractors, the regional
M&E units (URSE) and the national coordinating unit (UCP); (ii) the development and
monitoring of programme activities; (iii) elaboration of periodic reports as required by the
loan, GEF and other co-financiers; (iv) organization and supervision of baseline studies and
thematic surveys to evaluate the Programme impact on the beneficiaries; and (v)
methodological support to the three regional M&E cells and communities to faciliate data
collection.

In the Programmes’management structure there will be an M& E specialist located in the

national coordinating unit (UCP). This specialist will be complemented with M&E cells
established in each of the 3 island’s ministries responsible for agriculture. For more detail on
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the Programme’s management aspects see Implementation Arrangement (below) and
Appendix 5.

The UCP’s M&E specialist will have overall responsibility for the Programme’s M&E
activities under the direct supervision of the national coordinator. At the level of the regions
(islands), small two person cells (URSE) consisting of one full-time professional and
secretary will be integrated in the director general’s office of the ministry responsible for
production. These regional cells will have the task of directly supervising the execution of the
Programme’s field activities in conformity with that year’s approved PTBA. Each URSE will
have administrative and management automony faciliated through control over their
respective budget as approved in the current year’s PTBA .

The UCP M&E specialist, in close collaboration with the national programme coordinator,
will be responsible for preparing: (i) monthly notes, (ii) a quarterly progress report (see
below) supported with the necessary recommendations and documentation that will permit the
national coordinator to take any decision necessary to ensure that the Programme is meeting
its agreed on objectives; and (iii) an annual M&E report in support to the preparation of the
Programme’s annual activty reports for the past year.

The Programme’s system of M&E will consist of: (i) permanent internal monitoring, (ii)
periodic internal and external evaluations, (iii) participative analyses and impact studies and
research, and (iv) the preparation of the local development plan (PDL) and annual work plan
(PAT) with direct participation by the communities.

The main sources of information that will “feed” the M&E system are: (i) the M&E
participative beneficiary workshops, (ii) baseline studies, (iii) PDLs and PATs elaborated
directly with the communities, (iv) documents associated with approved sub-projects, (v) the
URSE and UCP reports, (vi) the reports from contracted operators, (vii) impact studies and
evaluations contracted to independent institution, (viii) financial monitoring and internal
management control by UCP and (ix) supervison mission reports.

The day to day monitoring of project implementation will be driven by the preparation and
implementation of the Programme’s annual work plan and budget (PTBA). The preparation
of the PTBA represents the product of a unified planning process beginning at the community
level. As atool, it will identify the actions proposed for the coming project year and provide
the necessary detail to monitor their implementation. Regional PTBAs will be prepared by
the island’s respective M&E units (URSE) in consultation with representatives from the
participating communities facilitated through a series of annual participative planning
workshops. The draft regional PTBAs will be reviewed by the Programme’s Regional
Committee for Programme Coordination (CRCP) before forwarding them to the Programme
Coordinating Unit (UCP). Once received and reviewed by the Coordinator, the 3 regional
PTBAs will be consolidated and forwarded to IFAD and the Programme’s other co-financiers
including GEF. The annual work plan will be developed in a manner consistent with the
project’s logframe to ensure adequate fulfillment and monitoring of project outcomes.

Technical monitoring will consist of the establishment of environmental baselines and annual
monitoring in: (i) up to 6 MSP supported “ecosystems” once these have been defined and
agreed to by the local communities, and (ii) the 3 candidate protected areas that are proposed
for inclusion in the project. Under the MSP’s planning sub-component, environmental
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baseline studies are budgeted for supplemented with national and international technical
assistance. As part of the studies, appropriate monitoring indicators will be identified to
ascertain environmental status of the ecosystems during and subsequent to project
interventions. It is likely that these will be surrogate indicators (e.g., bio-indicators) to ensure
that these can be monitored by the villagers themselves. Moreover, given the vagaries of the
environment (e.g., rainfall) relative to the very short project life, it should not be expected that
conclusive evidence of increased “health” of the ecosystem will be forthcoming.

Under the Protected Area sub-component, the WWF-WB scorecards for protected areas will
be used to monitor the effectiveness of PA management. These will be modified to make
them appropriate to the situation in Comoros and be prepared initially as part of the
management plan process. They will subsequently be filled in on an annual basis. These will
be the primary tool for capturing the necessary data to address GEF Biodiversity SO # 1.

Reporting will entail preparation of the following documents: (i) Project Implementation
Report (PIR), (i) Quarterly Progress Reports, (iii) Programme Terminal Report (PTR), (iv)
technical reports and an (v) independent mid-term and (vi) final evaluations.

IFAD will be responsible for the direct supervision of the Programme. It will be the
responsibility of IFAD’s Country Portfolio Manager to determine the number and timing of
supervision missions necessary to ensure the satisfactory implementation of the Programme.
These missons will additionally include representatives of the government and co-financiers.
Moreover, the Programme will be closely monitored by IFAD through quarterly
meetings/teleconferences or more frequently as deemed necessary. The UCP will inform
IFAD of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation to ensure smooth
implementation.

c) FINANCING (for all tables, expand or narrow table lines as necessary)
FINANCING PLAN, COST EFFECTIVENESS, CO-FINANCING, CO-FINANCIERS

Estimated costing for the project baseline is based on relevant project components/activities
identified from the IFAD National Sustainable Human Development Programme. Total
baseline is estimated to be US $ 4.42 million. The cost of the GEF Alternative is an estimated
US $ 7.3 million. The incremental cost associated with the Alternative is an estimated US $
2.87 million (see Appendix 3 for more detail).

a) PROJECT COSTS

Project Components/Outcomes Co-financing ($) GEF (%) Total ($)
1. Environmental Policy and Planning 266,000 241,000 507,000
2. IEM Plan Implementation 1,398,000 457,000 1,855,000
3. Capacity Building, Env. Ed, & PAware. 82,000 145,000 227,000
4. Information Dissemination and M&E 37,296 57,904 95,200
5. Project management budget/cost 88,800 100,000 188,800
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b) PROJECT MANAGEMENT BUDGET/COST?

Estimated GEF($) Other sources ($) Project

Component staffweeks total ($)
Personnel* 82 15,568 12,432 28,000
Local consultants* 72 20,016 15,984 36,000
International consultants* 12 17,920 14,080 32,000
Office facilities, equipment,
vehicles and communications 35376 37,424 72,800
Travel 11,120 8,880 20,000
Total 100,000 88,800 188,800

C) CONSULTANTS WORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENTS:
c X Estimated Other Project total
omponen
staffweeks GEF(®) sources ($) ©))
Personnel 0 0 0 0
Local consultants 250 50,700 74,300 125,000
International consultants 95 83,700 154,600 238,300
Total 345 134,400 228,900 363,300
d) CO-FINANCING SOURCES’ (expand the table line items as necessary)
Co-financing Sources
—fi i Status
Name of co-financier Classification Type Amount ($) _ _
(source) Confirmed | unconfirmed

IFAD Exec Agency Grant in cash 1,396,000 X
Government Nat. Govt. in cash 89,000 X
Beneficiaries Beneficiaries in kind 87,000 X
Diaspora Others in cash 300,000 X
Sub-total co-financing 1,872,000

Due to the “blending” of the MSP into the NSHDP the former will be very cost-effective.
Benefits will accrue from: (i) a single management structure, (ii) common procurement
procedures and operations, (iii) an integrated M & E programme, and (iv) complementary
project interventions with little risk of duplication or overlap due to sharing a common IEM

plan at each project site.

® For all consultants hired to manage project or provide technical assistance, please attach a description in terms of their staff
weeks, roles and functions in the project, and their position titles in the organization, such as project officer, supervisor,

assistants or secretaries.
4

Refer to the paper on Co-financing, GEF/C.206/Rev. 1
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D) INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT
i) CoRE COMMITMENTS AND LINKAGES

IFAD’s first Country Strategy and Opportunities Paper (COSOP) for the Comoros was
prepared through an extensive national consultation process in 2001 and 2002 and
subsequently approved by the Executive Board in April 2002. A recent review of the COSOP
indicated that many of the strategies and “lessons learned” described then remain current
today. Raising agricultural productivity is central to addressing rural poverty, since agriculture
is the principal livelihood activity of the rural poor in the islands. Human activities are
however degrading the natural resources which are the basis for agricultural and other rural
productive activities.

IFAD has financed four loan operations in the Comoros for a total commitment of US $ 11.8
million; all are closed. Under the first IFAD-financed project (Rural Services Project
approved in 1984), co-financed by the International Development Association, a number of
lessons were drawn with regard to soil protection and conservation, which have been upscaled
and proved to be sustainable under the second project, the Nioumakélé Small Producers
Support Project (APPN), approved in 1991 and implemented on the island of Anjouan until
1996. The APPN project succeeded in radically transforming the agrarian landscape through
environmental protection and rehabilitation measures, which restored a physical equilibrium
favourable to increased agricultural production while integrating livestock raising which
significantly improved rural incomes.

Future IFAD programmes in the Comoros will build on these experiences and continue to
closely link activities aimed at improving the lot of the rural poor with measures to safeguard
the environment. IFAD’s strategy in the Comoros among other elements, will continue to
focus on (i) integration of environmental conservation in all activ