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AFB/PPRC.36/31

1. The Board through Decision B.39/61, approved the Fund’s new Medium-Term Strategy
(MTS-II) for the 2023 — 2027 period. The strategy introduced a special emphasis on promoting
locally led adaptation (LLA) in the Fund’s work and included a new cross-cutting theme to “Promote
locally based and locally led adaptation action including by devolving access and decision-making
on adaptation finance to national, subnational, and local levels.”

2 The Board also requested the secretariat to “prepare, for each proposed type of new or
adjusted grant and funding window, a specific document containing objectives, review criteria,
expected grant sizes, implementation modalities, review process and other relevant features, and
present them for consideration by the Board, in accordance with the tentative timeline contained in
the Annex | to document AFB/B.40/5/Rev.1.” (Decision B.40/72, para (b) (iii)).

3 The implementation plan identified the following actions for the implementation of the cross-
cutting theme “Promote locally-based or locally-led adaptation actions”:

Under the action pillar

(a) The Fund will continue to support concrete adaptation projects and programmes that
meaningfully involve and deliver benefits to local actors and the Board will be invited to
consider enhanced project review criteria, proposal templates and guidelines, as well as
revised project reporting requirements.

(b) To expand support to modalities that promote locally led action, and expand the reach
of the Fund, it is proposed to enhance measures, including the existing Enhanced Direct
Access window, a new Global MIE Aggregator programme for channeling grants for LLA
to non-accredited entities, and opening the option for EDA-type national programmes for
MIEs and RIEs.

(c) The proposed new aggregator programme would resemble the model of the AF Climate
Innovation Accelerator (AFCIA) but would be focused on LLA. Accredited MIEs could be
invited to express interest for administering such a programme, especially those MIEs
that are active in LLA relevant themes, sectors and target groups.

(d) Such a vehicle for LLA grants through global MIE aggregators would also be an
opportunity, among others, for the Board to identify, on a pilot basis, sectors, themes or
target groups with high impact potential or relevance for adaptation and/or that are
currently being underrepresented in adaptation, such as related to health, biodiversity
and nature-based solutions, fragile and conflict-affected settings, Indigenous Peoples
etc.

4. As mandated by the Board’s request in paragraph b (iii) of Decision B.40/72, the document
AFB/PPRC.33/39 ‘Additional delivery modalities for expanding support to locally led adaptation’
was developed, leading to Decision B.42/36.

5. Subsequently, as mandate by Decision B.42/36, the secretariat circulated a Call for
Regional and Multilateral Implementing Entities to express their interest in applying for funding to
support to serve as LLA Aggregators on June 24, 2024. IEs were invited to submit expressions of
interest to the AFB Secretariat in line with the provisional criteria presented in document

2
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AFB/PPRC.34/8 for consideration at the forty-third meeting of the Board. The secretariat had
received six submissions, which were presented in document AFB/PPRC.34/8.

6. Having considered the recommendation of the Project and Programme Review Committee,
the Adaptation Fund Board (the Board) decided:

(a) Toinvite the Caribbean Development Bank to develop a programme of up to US$ 8 million, noting
the possibility to submit a proposal under the regional locally led adaptation modality, once
available;

(b) To invite the Development Bank of Latin America and the Caribbean to develop a programme of
up to US$ 12 million, noting the possibility to submit a proposal under the regional locally led
adaptation modality, once available;

(c) To invite the United Nations Development Programme to develop a programme of up to US$ 10
million, noting the possibility to submit a proposal under the regional locally led adaptation
modality, once available;

(d) To invite the United Nations Industrial Development Organization to develop a programme of up
to US$ 15 million;

(e) To encourage the implementing entities that have submitted expressions of interest to consider
future opportunities to support locally led adaptation;

(f) To request the selected implementing entity or entities to indicate their acceptance by letter to
the Chair of the Board no later than two weeks from the date of the official invitation notification;

(Decision B.43/19)

7. The following fully-developed proposal document titled “Adaptation Biodivercities (ABC)
Regional Programme for Latin American and Caribbean Cities Adapting to Climate Change through
Locally-Led Actions” was submitted by the Development Bank of Latin America (CAF) , which is a
Regional Implementing Entity of the Adaptation Fund.

8 This is the fourth submission of the fully-developed proposal.

9 The current submission was received by the secretariat in time to be considered in the forty-
fifth Board meeting. The secretariat carried out four technical reviews of the project proposal, with
the Project ID number AF00000457.

10. In accordance with a request to the secretariat made by the Board in its 10th meeting, the

secretariat shared this review sheet with CAF and offered it the opportunity of providing responses
before the review sheet was sent to the PPRC.
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ADAPTATION FUND BOARD SECRETARIAT TECHNICAL REVIEW
OF PROJECT/PROGRAMME PROPOSAL

ADAPTATION FUND
PROJECT/PROGRAMME CATEGORY: LLA Aggregator Fully-developed proposal

Country/Region: Regional (LAC)

Project Title: ADAPTING BIODIVERCITIES (ABC) Regional Programme for Latin American and Caribbean Cities Adapting to
Climate Change through Locally-Led Actions

Thematic Focal Area: Nature-based solutions, including ones that are biodiversity-supporting, in various settings (e.g. urban, peri-
urban and non-urbanized), Urban adaptation and Disaster risk reduction and early warning systems

Implementing Entity: Development Bank of Latin America (CAF)

Executing Entities: CAF and Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI)

AF Project ID: AF00000457
IE Project ID: Requested Financing from Adaptation Fund (US Dollars): USD 12,000,000
Reviewer and contact person: Alyssa Gomes Co-reviewer(s): -

IE Contact Person:

Technical Summary | The project “ADAPTING BIODIVERCITIES (ABC) Regional Programme for Latin American and Caribbean Cities
Adapting to Climate Change through Locally-Led Actions” aims to facilitate innovative local solutions and support
the development and dissemination of local practices and knowledge that strengthen community capacities,
promote inclusive and sustainable adaptation, and contribute to enhancing urban resilience to climate change in
Latin American and Caribbean cities. This will be done through the 3 components below:

Component 1: Provision of Small Grants for Implementing LLA Actions (USD 7,700,000);

Component 2: Technical support and capacity development for implementing national or regional LLA programs
(1,500,000 USD);

Component 3: Knowledge Management and Exchange (1,000,000 USD)

Requested financing overview:

Project/Programme Execution Cost: 1,000,000 USD
Total Project/Programme Cost: 11,200,000 USD

Official Use Only



Implementing Fee: 800,000 USD
Financing Requested: 12,000,000 USD

The first technical review raised several issues, such as, clarification on participating countries, absence of gender
analysis, inadequate checklist for USPs, question of programme duration, implementation arrangements and budget
clarifications among others as is discussed in the number of Clarification Requests (CRs) and Corrective Action
Request (CAR) raised in the review.

The second technical review found that the IE has made significant progress in addressing the initial concerns.
Many of the original clarification requests and corrective action requests have been cleared through substantive
revisions, including new annexes for the Gender Action Plan and the Environmental and Social Management Plan
(ESMP). These changes provide greater detail and clearer justification for the project's design. However, a few
pending issues remain concerning a concrete plan for institutionalizing knowledge, engaging national policymakers,
and collecting crucial baseline data for core impact indicators. Lastly, a minor inconsistency was noted in the
execution costs breakdown. These remaining issues are discussed in the number of Clarification Requests (CRs)
and Corrective Action Request (CAR) raised in the review.

The third technical review found only a few pending issues related to budget discrepancies in the components and
financing table related to the total project cost, and couple of pending issues in the results framework and core
impact indicators.

The fourth technical review finds the pending CARs to be addressed.

Date: 5 September 2025
Review Criteria Questions 15t Review [11 2" Review [25 3 Review [3 4" Review [5
March 2025] August 2025] September 2025] September 2025
1. Does the Cleared. - - -
proposal include
a mechanism All countries in the
PR that will ensure region are eligible on
Country Eligibility that the the basis of being
participating party to Paris
countries are Agreement or Kyoto
party to the Paris | Protocol.
Agreement
2
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and/or the Kyoto

Protocol?

Does the Not cleared. Cleared.

proposal

describe how the | The proposal

IE will involve the | references Latin | The revised proposal
participation of American and | now clearly states in

developing
countries
particularly
vulnerable to the
adverse effects
of climate
change? Does it
specify countries,
a region, or two
or more regions?

Caribbean countries,
but it does not specify
which countries will
be the beneficiaries.
In absence of
identifying the
participating

countries upfront,
there needs to be an
assurance that only
countries that are
eligible to access
Adaptation Fund
funding will
participate.

Table 1 that the
program  will  be
implemented in "LAC
countries, eligible to
access  Adaptation
Fund funding." This
addresses the need
for assurance that
only eligible countries
will participate even
though specific
countries are not
identified upfront.

Does the length
of the proposal
amount to no
more than one
hundred(100)
pages for the
fully-developed
project
document, and
one
hundred(100)

Yes.

The proposal
contains 64 pages
including its
Annexes.
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pages for its
annexes?

Does the
proposal describe
how it will source
locally-led small
grant proposals,
and screen them
for the potential
to support
concrete
adaptation
actions to assist
the participating
countries in
addressing the
adverse effects of
climate change
and build in
climate
resilience?

Not cleared.

The proposal
presents a structured
small grants
mechanism within
the BiodiverCities
Regional
Programme,
emphasizing
ecosystem-based,
community-based,
and gender-based
adaptation
approaches.
However, several
aspects require
further clarification to
ensure that locally-
led adaptation (LLA)
is at the core of the
grant selection,
decision-making
process, and
implementation.

The proposal
describes a
competitive grant
process and
highlights plans for
periodic calls to fund
pilot adaptation
projects. It also

CR1: Cleared.(Part
I, Section C,
paragraph 91).

While the program
requires proposals to
be submitted by local
governments, the
mechanisms detailed
in other sections
ensure that this
process is guided by
and includes
meaningful input
from local
communities and
marginalized groups.
The IE's response to
CR1 is justified by
the details provided

Total project cost
in the Components
and Financing
Table as errors.

The total project
cost including of
the EE cost is
11,200,000 in the
detailed budget and
Disbursement
Schedule- this is
fine. Please
reconcile the
figures in
Components and
Financing Table as
there seems to be a
missing number.

Cleared (Page 19).
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mentions capacity-
building measures to
enhance project
formulation skills.
However, further
details are needed
on how local
actors—especially
grassroots
organizations,
Indigenous groups,
and informal
community
networks—will be
reached and
supported in the
application process.

CR1: Please
elaborate on the
specific mechanisms
to source grant
proposals from local
actors, particularly
informal community
groups, Indigenous
Peoples, women-led
initiatives, and youth
organizations?
Kindly specify
whether outreach
strategies (e.g.,
community
workshops,
simplified application
processes, direct

in the following
related CRs and
CARs, which
collectively clear the
issue of community
engagement.

- CRO9 asked
how
communities
would
actively
participate in
defining,
prioritizing,
and
designing
projects. The
proposal
addresses
this by:
Implementing
a co-design
approach for
all proposals,
ensuring
community
input from the
initial stages
of needs
identification
and solution
prioritization.
Adding a new
quota to
allocate at
least 25% of
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engagement with

projects to

local networks) will those led by
be implemented to women,
ensure broad youth,
participation. Indigenous
Peoples, and
The proposal marginalized
provides a logical communities.
sequence of CR27 asked
activities under each for
component, but mechanisms
clearer articulation of to ensure
the causal pathways vulnerable
is needed to: groups have
meaningful
e Explicitly link participation
activities, beyond open
outputs, calls. The
outcomes, proposal
and long-term addresses
adaptation this by:
impacts. Including a
e Ensure stakeholder
integration engagement
across the strategy in
three Annex 5 (the
components ESMP).Plann
(i.e., how ing for
small grants proactive
(Component outreach,
1) contribute such as
to regional women-
knowledge- focused
sharing webinars, to
(Component specifically
support and
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3) and vice
versa).

e Strengthen
the rationale
for regional
scale
intervention,
ensuring the
added value
of a multi-
country
approach.

Component 1 lays
out a tiered grant
system (G1, G2, G3)
that scales
adaptation
interventions based
on financial
thresholds and
implementation
timeframes. The
inclusion of periodic
calls and a
mentorship program
is a strong
mechanism for
quality
enhancement.

CR2: Please clarify
how the grant-
supported pilots will
be sustained beyond
their implementation
period? Will there be

engage these
groups in the
proposal
preparation
process.
CR29 asked
for a defined
role for civil
society
organizations
(CSOs) and
grassroots
networks in
the
consultative
process. The
proposal
addresses
this by:
Making
meaningful
participation
by these
groups a key
selection
criterion (C2)
for all
projects.
Explicitly
mentioning
that the
screening
process will
involve local
stakeholders
and that a
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mechanisms for
scaling successful
LLA models beyond
the grant timeframe?
Consider outlining a
strategy for
upscaling best
practices within and
beyond
BiodiverCities.

CR3: Please provide
more details on how
the geographical
distribution of grants
will be managed to
ensure equitable
access across urban,
peri-urban, and
marginalized areas
in the LAC region?
Will there be specific
quotas for
underrepresented
regions?

CR4: Please
integrate a more
explicit pathway on
how pilot adaptation
projects will inform
broader urban

new criterion
will prioritize
projects that
provide
details on
how the
needs of
vulnerable
groups were
considered.
These changes
demonstrate that,
while a formal
government entity
remains the required
applicant, the
program’s design
actively promotes
and necessitates
community and
grassroots-level
input to be
successful. The IE’s
response to CR1,
therefore, is justified
by a broader set of
changes that
collectively address
the underlying
concern about
community
engagement.
CR2: Cleared (Part
I, Section P). The
IE's response
correctly states that

CRS5: Cleared (Page
18-23)
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adaptation policy.
How will the linkage
between local-level
pilots and city-wide,
national, or regional
adaptation strategies
be strengthened to
ensure that LLA
solutions do not
remain isolated
small-scale
interventions?

Component 2
provides a strong
foundation for
strengthening
institutional and
technical capacity at
the subnational level
through training,
adaptation planning
support, and
participatory
governance
mechanisms.
However, there are
gaps in ensuring
direct impact at the
community level and
clarity on institutional
sustainability.

CRS5: Please clarify
how the capacity-
building activities will

LAPs and
institutional
strengthening are
key. The proposal
now includes a
robust section on
sustainability
(Section P) that
details a plan for
continued financial
and institutional
support beyond the
grant period.

CR3: Cleared (Part
11, Section C,
paragraph 94).

The IE's response
clarified that while
there would be no
quotas, the
Executive Committee
would ensure
equitable
distribution. The
proposal's text
confirms this, and
the addition of the
MEL system to
monitor this trend is
a reasonable and
cleared mitigation
measure.

Official Use Only



be tailored to
different levels of
governance (i.e.,
local government
officials vs.
community-based
organizations vs.
grassroots
networks)? A
differentiated
capacity-building
strategy would
ensure that technical
support is
appropriately
targeted to different
actors..

CR6: Could you
please elaborate on
how local actors will
be involved in
adaptation planning
and decision-
making? The outputs
mention participatory
governance
schemes, but further
details on co-design
mechanisms
between
governments and
communities would
strengthen alignment
with LLA principles.

CR4: Cleared (Part
11, Section D,
paragraphs 78, 116,
118). The IE's
response points to
several paragraphs
and the Theory of
Change. The
proposal now
explicitly makes
alignment with local
and national policies
a selection criterion
(C4) and outlines a
clear pathway for
pilots to inform policy
through knowledge
management and
dissemination
(Component 3).

CRS5: Not cleared.
The clarification
relates to how
capacity building
would be tailored to
different levels (e.g.,
local government vs.
community groups).
The IE's response
stated that the
program's focus is
on local government
officials. However,
please explain how
the proposal will play

10
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CRTY: Please
consider
strengthening the
linkages between
this component and
Component 1
(grants). How will
lessons from funded
projects be
integrated into
institutional planning
processes at the
municipal and
subnational levels? It
is recommended to
outline a clear
feedback mechanism
between these two
components.

Under component 3,
the proposal
highlights regional
learning through the
BiodiverCities
Network, including a
knowledge
database, regional
cooperation cycles,
and best practice
dissemination. While
this component has
strong elements, it
lacks clear
mechanisms to
ensure sustained

a role in building the
capacity of all local
actors. The proposal
fails to outline a
differentiated
strategy for non-
governmental
stakeholders.

CR6: Cleared (Part
Il, Section E,
paragraph 85). The
IE's response points
to new elements in
the proposal. The
revised document
includes a
commitment to a "co-
design approach"
and a new quota of
"at least 25% of the
projects... will be
allocated to projects
led by women, youth,
Indigenous Peoples,
and marginalized
communities." This
demonstrates a
concrete mechanism
for involvement,
clearing the issue.

CR7: Cleared
(Annex 3, Theory of
Change). The IE's
response points to

11
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impact and practical
application of
knowledge at the
local level.

CRS8: Please
consider
strengthening the
integration of MEL
(Monitoring,
Evaluation, and
Learning) into the
regional knowledge
platform. Consider
detailing how MEL
findings from LLA
projects will inform
adaptive learning
and guide
continuous
improvements in
adaptation
programming.

the Theory of
Change. The revised
document's narrative
and visual
representation in
Annex 3 clearly show
how the three
components are
interconnected, with
lessons from one
component feeding
into another.

CRS8: Cleared (Part
Il, Section D,
paragraph 82). The
proposal now
includes an explicit
output (Output 3.5)
for developing a
MEL system within
the BiodiverCities
Network, directly
addressing the
comment.

12
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Does the
project/programm
e enable
devolving
decision making
to the lowest
appropriate
level? Does it
give local
institutions and
communities
more direct
access to finance
and decision-
making power
over how
adaptation
actions are
defined,
prioritized,
designed,
implemented;
how progress is
monitored and
how success is
evaluated.

Not cleared.

The proposal states
that small grants will
be provided to local
governments in the
BiodiverCities
Network and
highlights capacity-
building efforts for
municipal actors.
However, direct
community
participation in
decision-making is
not explicitly
addressed beyond
the role that
subnational
governments play in
adaptation planning.
LLA requires that
local communities
have direct decision-
making power over
adaptation actions.

CRO9: Please clarify
how the programme
will ensure that local
communities,
including vulnerable
groups, actively
participate in
defining, prioritizing,

CR9: Cleared (Part
[l, Section C, C12;
Part Il, Section E,
paragraph 85).

The IE's response
points to the same
changes as CR6.
The inclusion of a
co-design approach
and the new
prioritization of
projects led by
vulnerable groups
address this request
by providing a clear
mechanism for active
participation in
project design.

CR10: Cleared (No
longer applicable).
The clarification asks
if CBOs would
receive direct
funding. The IE's
response is "Does
not apply." The
proposal's model
channels all funds
through local
governments, limiting
the ability of CBOs to
have full financial

13
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designing, and
implementing
adaptation projects?
What participatory
governance
mechanisms or co-
design processes will
be integrated?

CR10: Kindly clarify
whether funding will
be available directly
to community-based
organizations or
whether local
governments will act
as intermediaries. If
the latter, please
provide details on
how the funding
mechanism will
ensure that local
communities
maintain financial
control and decision-
making power over
adaptation projects.

CR11: Please
elaborate on how the
programme will
devolve decision-
making power to
community-level
actors. This could
include community-

control and decision-
making power.

CR11: Cleared (Part
I, Section C, C12;
Annex 4, Gender
Action Plan). The
IE's response points
to the new criteria
and the Gender
Action Plan. The
proposal now
includes a criterion to
prioritize projects
that have
"meaningful
participation of
vulnerable and
underrepresented
groups" and the
Gender Action Plan
outlines activities to
empower these
groups.

14
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led grant review
panels, participatory
budgeting
processes, or direct
funding allocations
for community-based
organizations.

4. Does the
proposal describe
how it will screen
small grant
proposals for
their potential to
provide
economic, social
and
environmental
benefits,
particularly to
vulnerable
communities,
including gender
considerations,
while avoiding or
mitigating
negative impacts,
in compliance
with the
Environmental
and Social Policy

Not cleared.

The proposal
outlines broad
adaptation themes
for grant funding,
including urban
planning, ecosystem
restoration, and
integrated water
management.
However, it does not
provide a detailed
screening framework
for ensuring that
grants deliver
tangible economic,
social, and
environmental
benefits while
avoiding unintended
risks.

CR12: Cleared (Part
Il, Section G,
paragraph 115).

The IE's response
points to
improvements in
Section D (now
Section G). The
revised proposal now
clearly links its
prioritization criteria
(C1-C13) to specific
environmental,
social, and economic
benefits.

CR13: Cleared (Part
Il, Section C,
paragraphs 108 and
110).

15
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and Gender
Policy of the
Fund?

Does the
project/programm
e address
structural
inequalities faced
by women, youth,
children, people
with disabilities,
people who are
displaced,
Indigenous
Peoples and
marginalized
ethnic groups?

CR12: Please outline
the specific
screening criteria
that will be used to
evaluate economic,
social, and
environmental
benefits of small
grant projects? For
instance, will
proposals be
required to
demonstrate:
Economic benefits
(e.g., livelihood
creation, income
generation for
marginalized
groups)?

Social benefits
(e.g., enhanced
resilience for women,
youth, and
Indigenous
Peoples)?
Environmental
benefits (e.g.,
biodiversity
protection,
sustainable urban
infrastructure)?

CR13: Kindly clarify
which stakeholders
will be responsible
for screening grant

The IE's response
points to specific
paragraphs. The
proposal now clearly
defines the roles of
the PMU and the IPE
in the screening and
safeguards
assessment process.

CR14: Cleared (Part
IV, Section J,
paragraph 168).

The IE's response
explicitly states a
"minimum quota to
women's
participation" of "at
least 25% of the
projects." The
proposal confirms
this, clearing the
request.

CR15: Cleared (Part
IV, Section J,
paragraphs 168-169;
Annex 4).

The IE's response
and the proposal
itself confirm that
genderis a
mandatory criterion

16
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proposals for
compliance with
Environmental and
Social Policy (ESP)
and Gender Policy.
Will there be local-
level screening
committees to
ensure that projects
meet LLA criteria
and effectively
address community
needs?

The proposal
references gender-
based adaptation
(GbA) and
acknowledges the
importance of social
inclusion in
adaptation planning.
However, there is no
explicit mechanism
to ensure that
funding is equitably
allocated to
vulnerable and
underrepresented
groups.

CR14: Could you
please clarify
whether there will be
dedicated funding
windows or quotas

(C2 for all grants and
C11 for G3) and that
gender-sensitive
indicators have been
included in the
results framework.

CAR1: Cleared
(Annex 4). The IE's
response points to
Annex 4. The
proposal now
includes a
comprehensive
Annex 4 that
addresses this
request.

17
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for projects led by
women, youth,
Indigenous Peoples,
and marginalized
communities? If so,
how will these
groups be prioritized
and supported
throughout the grant
process?

CR15: Kindly specify
how the gender-
based adaptation
approach will be
operationalized in
grant selection. Will
gender
mainstreaming be a
mandatory criterion
for project funding? If
so, will gender-
sensitive indicators
be required in the
monitoring and
evaluation
framework?

CAR1: Please
include a Gender
Assessment and
Gender Action Plan.
The Gender
Assessment should
include an initial
assessment of

18
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gender dynamics
where feasible but,
more importantly,
should outline a
gender
mainstreaming
strategy, with
specific actions and
indicators to track
gender inclusion
throughout project
implementation.

Please follow the
link below to the
Guidance
Document:

Gender Guidance
Document for
Implementing
Entities on
Compliance with the
Adaptation Fund

Gender Policy
(Updated in 2022)

5. Does the
programme
provide an
analysis of the
cost-
effectiveness of
the proposed
programme and
explain how the
regional or multi-
regional

Not cleared.

CR16: The proposal
provides a strong
foundation for cost-
effectiveness by
integrating
prioritization criteria
(C1-C11) and
aligning with existing
frameworks.

CR16: Cleared (Part
Il, Section H,
paragraph 116). The
IE's response points
to an expanded
section. The
proposal's Section H
now includes a
robust justification,
citing a study with
high benefit-cost

19

Official Use Only


https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/guidance-document-implementing-entities-compliance-adaptation-fund-gender-policy-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/guidance-document-implementing-entities-compliance-adaptation-fund-gender-policy-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/guidance-document-implementing-entities-compliance-adaptation-fund-gender-policy-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/guidance-document-implementing-entities-compliance-adaptation-fund-gender-policy-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/guidance-document-implementing-entities-compliance-adaptation-fund-gender-policy-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/guidance-document-implementing-entities-compliance-adaptation-fund-gender-policy-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/guidance-document-implementing-entities-compliance-adaptation-fund-gender-policy-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/guidance-document-implementing-entities-compliance-adaptation-fund-gender-policy-2/

approach would
support cost-
effectiveness

However, the cost-
benefit rationale for
each component and
how these
prioritization criteria
translate into actual
financial efficiencies
is not fully detailed.
Could you please
provide quantitative
estimates or case-
based justifications
on how these criteria
will ensure cost-
effectiveness,
particularly regarding
the sustainability of
LLA actions beyond
the grant period?

CR17: Component 1
outlines prioritization
criteria for selecting
LLA projects, but the
proposal does not
clearly explain how
these criteria will be
operationalized in
decision-making.
Kindly clarify how the
project will ensure
funding is allocated
to the most impactful
projects while
balancing equity
considerations.

ratios and explaining
how the regional
approach reduces
costs.

CR17: Cleared (Part
I, Section C, Figure
6). The IE's
response points to
Figure 9 (now Figure
6). The proposal now
has a clear, phased
process for grant
allocation that shows
how technical merit
is balanced with
equity
considerations.

CR18: Cleared (Part
Il, Section D,
paragraph 52). The
IE's response points
to a new paragraph.
The proposal now
explicitly justifies the
three grant tiers (G1,
G2, G3) based on
project scale,
timeline, and
requirements.

20
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CR18: The
justification for
financing strongly
aligns with the
Adaptation Fund’s
focus on locally led
adaptation and its
global aggregation
mechanism.
However, the
rationale for the
specific grant size
categories (USD
50,000-500,000) is
not fully explained.
Kindly provide an
explanation of how
these funding tiers
were determined..

6.

Is the programme
consistent with
national, sub-
national or local
sustainable
development
strategies,
national, sub-
national or local
development
plans, poverty
reduction
strategies,
national
communications
and adaptation

Not cleared.

The proposal
demonstrates strong
alignment with key
international
agreements,
including the Paris
Agreement, the NAP
process, SDGs
(specifically SDG
11), and the
Kunming-Montreal
Global Biodiversity
Framework.

CR19: Cleared (Part
Ill, Section A,
paragraph 219). The
IE's response points
to a new paragraph.
The proposal now
states that all grant
recipients must
submit reports
demonstrating
compliance with
national policies.
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programs of
action and other
relevant
instruments

CR19: The proposal
notes that
Component 1
ensures LLA-funded
projects align with
local and national
policy. However, the
mechanism for
verifying compliance
with national
frameworks beyond
project selection is
not explained. Kindly
clarify how
compliance will be
monitored post-
selection to ensure
long-term policy
alignment.

Does the
proposal describe
how it will screen
small grant
proposals for
meeting the
relevant national
technical
standards, where
applicable, in
compliance with
the
Environmental
and Social Policy
of the Fund?
Does the project
provide support

Not cleared.

CR20: The proposal
outlines an
Environmental and
Social Monitoring
System (ESMS) for
compliance with
national and local
regulations, which is
a strong approach.
However, concerning
meeting the various
technical standards
in respective
countries and
sectors, please

CR20: Cleared (Part
I, Section J). The
IE's response points
to Section 1.G (now
Section J). The
proposal now details
the use of an
Environmental and
Social Monitoring
System (ESMS) and
offers capacity
building to local
governments on this
topic.
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to local actors
and build their
capacities to

provide further detail
how the programme
intends to ensure

comply with the compliance?
standards?
Is there Yes. CR21: Cleared (Part

duplication of
programme with
other funding
sources?

Does the
programme
enhance
collaboration
across sectors
and enhance
efficiencies and
good practice?

However, additional
clarification is
required.

CR21: The proposal
provides a
comprehensive
overview of existing
initiatives (C40,
ICLEI, CAF, UCLG,
and Mercociudades)
and articulates how
the programme
complements, rather
than duplicates,
ongoing efforts.
However, there is
limited information
on specific funding
overlaps. Could you
please clarify if any
ongoing initiatives in
LAC cities are
already financing
similar LLA
interventions and
how this programme
will ensure
complementarity?

Il, Section K,
paragraph 139).

The IE's response
clarifies there are no
direct funding
overlaps for LLA in
LAC and points to
the proposal's
detailed articulation
of complementarity
with other programs
like C40 and ICLEI.
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9. Does the
programme have
a learning and
knowledge
management
component to
capture and
feedback
lessons, in
particular
managing
traditional and/or
indigenous
knowledge,
where relevant?
Does it contribute
to building and
institutionalizing
local capacities?
framework, and
other relevant
instruments?

Yes.

However, additional
clarification is
required.

CR22: Please clarify
how the knowledge
management system
will ensure that
lessons learned from
LLA projects are
institutionalized
within participating
cities? Will there be
formalized
mechanisms for
policy uptake or
integration into city
planning processes?

CR23: Kindly provide
more details on how
Indigenous and local
knowledge will be
captured and valued
within the knowledge
exchange activities.
Are there specific
mechanisms to
document and
integrate traditional
ecological
knowledge and
community-led
solutions?

CR22: Not cleared.
The IE's response
states that "formal
policy uptake or
integration
mechanisms are not
expected." This is an
explicit refusal to
implement a
mechanism for
institutionalizing
knowledge, which is
a major
inconsistency and
leaves a gap in the
program's long-term
impact.

CR23: Cleared (Part
[l, Section L,
paragraph 184).

The IE's response
points to a new
section. The
proposal now
explicitly mentions
that the knowledge
database will include
"indigenous peoples
and local
knowledge."

CR24: Not cleared.
The clarification

CR22: Cleared
(Pages 45-56).

The IE's response
and the revised
proposal have
successfully
addressed this by
explicitly outlining a
new mechanism for
policy uptake. The
proposal now states
that the program will
ensure
institutionalization by
having funded
projects produce
"Evidence Briefs"
with policy
recommendations
that will be "formally
presented for the
record to city officials
(executive and/or
legislative) and city
technical staff". This
provides a concrete
and direct pathway
for integrating
knowledge into local
planning processes,
resolving the issue.
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CR24: Please
elaborate on how the
regional exchange
mechanisms (e.g.,
in-person meetings,
cooperation cycles)
will ensure that cities
facing similar
adaptation
challenges
collaborate
effectively? Will there
be thematic working
groups, twinning
mechanisms, or
structured peer
learning sessions?

CR25: Component 3
aims to strengthen
regional learning
through knowledge-
sharing networks,
but the role of
national
governments in
integrating
knowledge into
national adaptation
strategies is not
explicitly described.
Could you please
elaborate on how
national
policymakers will be
engaged in the

requested details on
how collaboration
would be ensured.
The IE's response is
to "be defined during
programme
implementation."
Please provide
details on the
process to be
followed at the very
least in the proposal
how this will be
monitored during
implementation.

CR25: Not cleared.
The clarification
requests how
national
policymakers would
be engaged. The
IE's response is that
"no other mechanism
for capacity building
with national
governments is
planned." This is a
significant
inconsistency with
the LLA principle of
collaborative action
across all levels of
governance.

CR24, CR25, CR26:
Cleared (Pages 20 -
21, 23-25, 37-38).

Related to CR24, the
revised proposal now
clarifies this by
describing concrete
mechanisms under
Component 3. The
program will
implement
"structured online
peer learning
sessions" and
organize "specific
knowledge-sharing
online and/or
presence
workshops" to
ensure cities facing
similar challenges
can collaborate
effectively. This
explicit detailing of
the process and its
components
addresses the
previous deferral and
resolves the request.

Related to CR25, the
revised proposal has
corrected this by
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learning process to
ensure that local
insights inform
higher-level
adaptation planning?

CR26: The proposal
mentions that the
MEL system will
contribute to global
adaptation tracking,
but there is no clear
mention of how local
knowledge will be
translated into
insights that feed
into national or
international policy
frameworks. Could
you describe how
lessons from LLA
projects will be
structured to support
national adaptation
reporting (e.g.,
NAPs, NDCs,
adaptation
communications)?

CR26: Not cleared.
The IE's response
states that this is
"part of the
programme’s
activities." This is
another deferral and
inconsistency, as it
fails to describe the
process itself and
instead promises to
create one later.

explicitly detailing
how national
policymakers will be
engaged. It states
that program
publications and
policy
recommendations
will be "formally
presented for the
record to city officials
(executive and/or
legislative) and city
technical staff," as
well as to "national
governments, in
particular UNFCCC
Focal Points, AF
National Designated
Authorities of
participating
countries and
national adaptation
planning and/or
report experts". This
demonstrates a clear
mechanism for
engaging national
policymakers.

Related to CR26, the
revised proposal now
provides a clear
description of this
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process. It states
that project
publications will
include "references
of how lessons from
LLA projects can
support national and
international
adaptation policies
and frameworks" and
that the program will
build indicators at
the local level that
can "feed into the
UAE-Belem Work
Programme on
indicators" to support
global adaptation
tracking. This
provides a concrete
description of how
local knowledge will
be structured and
disseminated to
inform higher-level
policy, successfully
addressing the
request.

10. Has the proposal
described what
consultative
process will take
place, and how
will it involve all

Not cleared.

CR27: The proposal
provides a strong
foundation for
stakeholder

CR27: Cleared
(Annex 5). The IE's
response points to
Annex 5. The revised
ESMP and GAP
detail a proactive

CR30: Cleared.

The implementing
entity's response
states that while the
calls are primarily for
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key stakeholders,
and vulnerable
groups, including
gender
considerations?
Does the
consultative
consider and
address gender-
based, economic
and other
inequalities in
compliance with
the
Environmental
and Social Policy
and Gender
Policy of the
Fund?

engagement through
the BiodiverCities
Network, ensuring
broad participation in
grant procurement.
However, there is
limited detail on how
vulnerable groups—
including Indigenous
Peoples, women,
youth, and persons
with disabilities—wiill
be specifically
engaged in
consultation
processes. Could
you please elaborate

on mechanisms to
ensure that these

groups have
meaningful
participation beyond

open calls and
notifications?

CR28: The proposal
mentions gender
balance within the
Independent Panel
of Experts (IPE) and
the prioritization of
projects with strong
governance
structures and
participatory
decision-making.

engagement strategy
that goes beyond
open calls.

CR28: Cleared (Part
[l, Section J,
paragraph 168;
Annex 4, GAP). The
IE's response points
to the GAP. The
proposal now
confirms that gender-
sensitive tools, like
women-focused
webinars, will be
used.

CR29: Cleared (Part
I, Section J,
paragraph 168;
Annex 5, ESMP).
The IE's response
points to Annex 5.
The revised proposal
now includes a new
criterion (C12) and
ESMP section that
addresses the role of
community-level
actors.

CR30: Not cleared.
The IE's response is
"Does not apply" and
states that calls are
only addressed to

members of the
Biodivercities
Network, which
includes remote
cities, the project
acknowledges the
potential for limited
digital access within
communities. To
address this, a
request will be made
to participating local
governments to
provide digital
access spaces, such
as community
centers, for
grassroots groups to
participate in project
preparation and
implementation. This
new activity
demonstrates a
proactive approach
to include
underserved
populations. Please
insert the
explanation from
the response sheet
in the proposal
main text.
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However, there is no
mention of how
gender
considerations will
be integrated
throughout the
consultation phases.
Kindly clarify whether
gender-sensitive
engagement tools
(e.q., gender-
disaggregated data
collection, women-
focused consultation
sessions, or specific
guotas for women's
participation) will be
used.

CR29: The role of
local civil society
organizations
(CSOs), grassroots
networks, and
community-based
organizations in the
consultative process
is not well defined.
While the Executive
Committee and
Network members
will have input, could
you please clarify
whether external
community groups,
informal local

members of the
Biodivercities
Network. However,
how will the project
address the very
issue of accessibility
for underserved
communities? This

needs to be clarified.
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governance
structures, or
marginalized
populations outside
municipal
governance will have
structured roles in
the consultation
process?

CR30: While the
proposal ensures
transparency
through the
publication of calls
for proposals, it is
unclear whether
additional outreach
efforts will be
conducted in
marginalized areas
that may have lower
digital access. Could
you describe any
proactive
engagement
strategies to reach
underrepresented
groups, particularly
in remote or
underserved cities?

11. Is the requested
financing justified
on the basis of
full cost of

Yes.

3