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Introduction

The role of this manual is to assist those developing capacity-building projects to complete Form B of the Capacity-Building Project Development Framework (CBPDF). The purpose of the CBPDF is to develop cost-effective capacity-building projects; i.e. projects that build the capacities needed to implement the on-ground actions your organisation expects eventually to invest in achieving. ‘On-ground action’ means any behaviour undertaken by an individual, organisation or agency that directly affects the condition of natural resources or how they are used. In some cases this behaviour involves adoption of ‘on-ground actions’ as they tend to be conventionally understood, like planting trees or building fences. In other cases the behaviour may be more management-oriented, like more sparing use of water. This definition of on-ground action excludes behaviour with the potential only to indirectly affect the condition of natural resources or how they are used. Examples of such ‘non-on-ground’ actions include attendance at training events like field days, monitoring, reporting, distributing information sheets, etc.
One purpose of Form A of the CBPDF is to identify sets of on-ground actions that your organisation expects to invest in and that depend on capacity-building activities undertaken during the coming year (i.e. the first year of the period covered by the response to Question A2(a)). The purpose of this Form B is to help develop a cost-effective project for each of the sets of on-ground actions identified using Form A. 

Form B is adapted from the Project Assessment Form (PAF) used in Step 3 of the Investment Framework for Environmental Resources (INFFER) process to develop projects focused on outcomes for the condition of natural assets. The adaptation recognises that the projects developed using Form B focus on achieving specified on-ground actions rather than outcomes for asset condition. This manual for Form B is also adapted from the manual developed for the PAF.
Question A5(a) of Form A asked whether projects had already been developed for any of the sets of on-ground actions that had been identified there (and, if so, for this to be indicated in the subsequent table). Where a project for a particular set of on-ground actions has already been developed using INFFER’s PAF, much of the data from the PAF is relevant for Form B. However, Form B will need to be completed since it asks some questions not included in the PAF, and because some of the questions it asks are framed differently from similar ones in the PAF (e.g. referring to risks in achieving project goals relating to specified on-ground actions, rather than risks in achieving specified outcomes for the condition of a particular natural asset).
Manual for Form B
The manual consists of the contents of Form B interspersed with comments and examples that are included to help you complete the form. The comments and examples are presented in blue font to distinguish them from the text included in the form.

Section 1: Project goal(s) and related projects
B1.1  Which set of on-ground actions identified in Question A5 of Form A does this form focus on?

Complete the table below using relevant information from your responses to Questions A5(a)–(c) of Form A. 
Example: 

Details for the set of on-ground actions coded 3a in response to Question A5 are transferred into the table below. 
	(a) Code for the set of on-ground actions
	og1

	(b) Details of the on-ground actions
	Fencing and replanting riparian vegetation in subcatchment 5


	(c) Quantity of on-ground actions (e.g. kms)
	335.5 kms of fencing and replanting riparian vegetation

	(d) Estimated allocation from your organisation’s investment budget to achieve implementation of this quantity of on-ground actions ($)
	$1,100K


B1.2  Define the goal(s) to be attained by this project 

The project goal(s) defined below should focus on achieving implementation of the quantity of on-ground actions specified for Question B1.1(c), rather than on the condition of the natural resources with which those actions are concerned. Each goal must be specific, measurable and time-bound. Your entries for items (b), (c) and (d) in the table above provide a basis for framing these goals. The following questions are intended to help you define more specific goals.
Moving from the brief details provided for Question B1.1 to defining one or more specific project goals involves a preliminary process of project planning to identify who will implement the on-ground actions identified for that question and the time by which that implementation needs to occur. Ideally this will have been done during, or prior to, the process of answering Questions A4(a)-(c) in respect of the set of on-ground actions to be focused on in this project (at least to provide confidence that implementation of those actions is feasible given the investment budget that was estimated at that stage). If this preliminary project planning was not done then, it needs to occur now. On the basis of this preliminary project plan, the project goals in terms of on-ground actions by private citizens, organisations other than your own, and your own organisation can be specified below. However, it should be recognised that the process of completing Form B for this project may highlight areas where revisions to the preliminary project plan, and/or the goals originally specified below for part (d) of this question, are required to make the project more feasible or cost-effective. 
(a) Specify the on-ground actions in the project to be implemented by private citizens 
For each of these on-ground actions, quantify the levels of implementation to be undertaken by different categories of private citizen (e.g. hobby farmers, commercial farmers, recreational fishers, fossickers, etc.).
Example:
Private landholders need to undertake 275 kms of the replanting. This would occur within the region’s subcatchment 5.
(b) Specify the on-ground actions in the project to be implemented by organisations other than your own (e.g. local or subcatchment groups, local governments, government agencies, etc.)
Identify the relevant other organisations and quantify the level of implementation that each needs to undertake.

Here we refer to actions with a direct impact on the condition of natural resources or how they are used. For instance, activity by a local landcare group in convening a field day to develop landholders’ knowledge and skills in riparian management would not be relevant here. ‘Non-on-ground actions’ of this kind should be detailed when answering Question B3.3.
Example:
The local council needs to undertake 60.5 kms of the fencing and replanting. This would occur within the region’s subcatchment 5.
(c) Specify the on-ground actions in the project to be implemented by your organisation
For each of these on-ground actions, quantify the level of implementation to be undertaken by your organisation. For the purposes of this question, ‘your organisation’ includes external parties (e.g. private contractors) whose implementation of on-ground actions is directly supervised by your organisation.  
Here we refer to actions with a direct impact on the condition of natural resources or how they are used. For instance, contributions by your own organisation of staff to help run a field day would not be relevant here. 
Example:
Private contractors to the CMA need to undertake:

•
the fencing for the 275 kms to be replanted by private landholders (which would occur within the region’s subcatchment 5); and
•
62 kms of riverbank stabilisation measures in preparation for the fencing and replanting activities by private landholders, the local council and the private contractors themselves.  
(d) On the basis of your responses to (a), (b) and (c), define one or more goals for the project that are specific, measurable and time-bound.

Example:
Within subcatchment 5 by 30 June 2014:
(i)
private landholders will have undertaken 275 kms of riparian replanting;

(ii)
the local council will have undertaken 60.5 kms of riparian fencing and replanting; and

(iii)
private contractors to the CMA will have:

•
fenced the 275 kms of riparan replanting to be undertaken by private landholders; and
•
62 kms of riverbank stabilisation measures in preparation for the fencing and replanting activities by private landholders, the local council and the private contractors themselves.
B1.3
Related projects

(a) What projects are going on, or have gone on in the past, that are relevant to the goal(s) defined above?

Example:
CMA project 2008/7 – ‘Riparian management in the south-western subcatchments’
•
29 km of riparian replanting by private landholders

•
8 km of riparian fencing and replanting by the local council

•
29 km of riparian fencing by private contractors to the CMA
(b) Comment on the success or failure of these projects. How are you building on past work?
Example:
The project identified above occurred in the same subcatchments upon which the present project would focus. Cooperation from private landholders was less than expected, indicating that the financial incentive offered to them of $500/ha may have been too low. The local council completed all its fencing and replanting successfully and on time. The fencing by private contractors ran behind schedule due to lack of availability of suitable contractors, at least at the rate that was on offer. Hence, a more generous rate may need to be offered in the present project.

The present project builds on past work in a number of ways. It will apply innovative riparian replanting methods that were trialled and improved in the earlier project. It will also capitalise on the positive publicity and goodwill in those subcatchments that the CMA obtained from investing in the earlier project. The task of engaging private landholders with the present project will thus be easier than it would otherwise have been.
Consistency check B1

Do the previous experiences with related projects documented in Question B1.3 offer confidence that the goals specified in Question B1.2(d) are feasible given the funds and other resources likely to be available for this project? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B1.4.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: modify the goals that were defined.

B1.4
Knowledge gaps and quality of information for Section 1

(a) Note key knowledge gaps in Section 1 that may require additional research, analysis or investigation (e.g. about related projects). 
This relates to knowledge gaps on the part of your organisation, not of private landholders or other stakeholders. 

Example:
· Costs of implementing riparian management options along river reaches not previously targeted.
· Records of some previous related projects are sketchy and need to be augmented by interviews with staff involved in those projects.
(b) Score the quality of information used to underpin your responses to Section 1. 

Very poor 
Poor
Medium
Good
Very good

1 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 2 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 3 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 4 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 5 FORMCHECKBOX 

1 = very poor information. Little or no information available. 

2 = poor information. e.g. some anecdotal evidence, but no local expert available.

3 = medium information. e.g. judgement of a local expert based on limited evidence

4 = good information. e.g. judgement of local expert based on some relevant evidence

5 = very good information. e.g. highly relevant published scientific evidence. 
Section 2: On-ground actions by private citizens
B2.1  Do some of the required on-ground actions (Question B1.3) have to be implemented by private landholders or other private citizens?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B2.2

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: set A = 1 as your response to Question B2.3(c), and B = 1 as your response to Question B2.4(b), and then go to Section 3
Many, but not all, projects depend on private landholders and/or other private citizens adopting on-ground actions (i.e. actions that directly affect the condition of natural resources or how they are used). Answer ‘yes’ above if this project is one of those. Some projects are implemented wholly by other parties and thus do not depend on any on-ground actions by private citizens. Answer ‘no’ above if this project is one of those.
B2.2  Is the aim of the project to encourage beneficial change, or  discourage adverse change, in management?
 FORMCHECKBOX 

The project aims to encourage changes away from current practice (in order to provide benefits for natural assets): complete Question B2.3.
Examples:
The project aims to achieve fencing of riparian areas that are currently unfenced.
The project aims to result in irrigators scheduling water applications more closely to plant needs.
 FORMCHECKBOX 

The project aims to discourage changes away from current practice (in order to avoid greater damage to natural assets): complete Question B2.4. 
Examples:
A new pasture species has become available that increasing numbers of graziers are using to replace native pastures with high biodiversity value. The project aims to prevent adoption of the new species in order to maintain the native pastures.
Landholders are clearing native vegetation to extend their cropping areas. The project aims to maintain this vegetation in its existing state.
Most projects aim to encourage positive changes in behaviour. Select the first response for these kinds of projects.
The aim of some projects is to prevent on-ground actions that would have negative consequences for the condition of natural assets. Select the second response for these kinds of projects.
If the project aims to do both of these things, complete both questions. If the project does not aim to encourage changes away from current practice, set A =1 in response to Question B2.3(c).  If the project does not aim to discourage changes away from current practice, set  B =1 in response to Question B2.4(b).

Some projects might include elements of both types. For example, a catchment management authority might offer financial incentives to encourage positive on-ground actions, while the same project might also involve a government agency introducing regulations to prevent negative on-ground actions. For such projects select both the first and second responses above, and proceed to answer both Questions B2.3 and B2.4.
B2.3
Private adoption of on-ground actions 

(a) Consider the on-ground actions that were specified for private citizens in Q1.2(a). In the absence of this project, how attractive would full adoption of these on-ground actions be to the relevant private citizens if they were fully informed about them?
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Highly attractive. Even without this project, the on-ground actions would probably be adopted at the required scale over the coming decade.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Slightly attractive. Without this project, the on-ground actions would probably be adopted to some extent, but at less than the required scale, and reaching peak adoption would take more than a decade.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Neutral. There is currently little or no adoption of the on-ground actions, and it is unlikely that they would proceed to higher levels of adoption without a policy intervention based on payments or regulation. However, it is expected that only small-modest, temporary payments or light regulation would be needed to prompt long-term adoption.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Slightly negative. The on-ground actions would not be adopted without moderate ongoing payments or regulation.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Highly negative. The on-ground actions would not be adopted without large ongoing payments or strongly-enforced regulation.
Note that the question refers to full adoption, not partial adoption. ‘Full adoption’ means that all the on-ground actions specified in the project goals defined in Question B1.2(d) would be adopted. In general, the larger the scale of adoption required, the less likely it is to be attractive to potential adopters. Changes that may be attractive if adopted at a small scale can often be highly unattractive if they have to be adopted at a large scale. 

The attractiveness of an on-ground action is influenced by many factors, including: its costs, its financial benefits, its riskiness, its complexity, its compatibility with existing practices and systems, social pressures for or against the practice, and the attractiveness of the existing practice that the on-ground action would replace. The strength of community networks, community knowledge/awareness, community attitudes, and so on also plays a role. 

It is not expected that you should necessarily be able to respond to this question well without drawing in additional information. Consider a range of evidence and opinion about landholder adoption of the desired practices, including: their current levels of adoption; the extent to which that adoption has already been encouraged by extension or other means; whether those past efforts to promote adoption were successful; and the likely economic costs and returns from the on-ground action. 
Be realistic about adoption levels that are likely. For example, history shows that even in areas with strong social networks and well-informed landholders, voluntary adoption of on-ground actions is often well below the levels required to achieve resource conservation goals. 

For some projects, the people whose behaviour would need to change are not land or water managers, but third parties. For example, it may be townspeople collecting firewood from a valuable area of native habitat. In this case, answer Question B2.3(a) for these third parties, rather than for the land manager. The principle is that the question relates to the people whose on-ground behaviour or management needs to change to protect or enhance the asset. 

(b) How favourable are the circumstances of this project for adoption of the desired on-ground actions by the relevant private citizens?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Very favourable adoption circumstances. For example, small target audience for adoption, with excellent links to the organisation running the project.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Less favourable adoption circumstances. For example, a larger and more diverse target audience for adoption, with varying strengths of linkage to the organisation running the project.

(c) Record the value of A for later calculation of the project’s cost-effectiveness (see table below, or enter a customised value)

	A
	


The A values given in the table below are judgements based on observation of adoption levels in past projects, and extensive review of the research literature on adoption of innovations. They represent the proportion of target adoption that is expected to occur as a result of this project. (“Target” adoption means full adoption of the on-ground actions specified for private citizens in Question B1.2(c).) For example, under less favourable adoption circumstances, with slightly attractive on-ground actions, it is estimated that, even with the project in place, only 80% of the target adoption level will be achieved. 

Note that the adoption proportions are not evenly spaced. The numbers tend to be nearer to 1 than to zero, especially in the “favourable adoption” column. This reflects that the project aims to encourage adoption of the works, and is likely to succeed (to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the circumstances). If projects always succeeded in achieving full adoption, all the numbers in the table would be 1.0. Realistically, of course, projects often fall short of this ideal, and the numbers in the table reflect this. 

This bunching of A values towards 1 means that the relationship between response categories and A is non-linear. Going from “Highly attractive” to “Slightly attractive”, the reduction in likely adoption is zero (or relatively low in the right column), since “Slightly attractive” is judged to be sufficient to lead to full adoption (or high adoption in the right column). Going from “Slightly negative” to “Highly negative”, adoption is assumed to drop off more rapidly, since on-ground actions with highly negative adoption characteristics are likely to be much harder to get adopted than practices with slightly negative characteristics. 
Note that you have the option in answering this question to select a customised value for A; e.g. if you judge the attractiveness of the positive on-ground action to be somewhere between ‘highly’ and ‘slightly’ negative.

Values of A based on responses to Questions B2.3(a) and B2.3(b) 

	Average score
	Very favourable adoption circumstances
	Less favourable adoption circumstances

	Highly attractive
	1.0: Given the very favourable circumstances, the project interventions are likely to be fully successful at prompting full adoption.
	0.9: The on-ground actions are highly attractive, so adoption will be high, but given the many challenges involved, full adoption is still not assured.

	Slightly attractive
	1.0: Given the very favourable circumstances, the project interventions are likely to be fully successful at prompting full adoption.
	0.8: Full adoption reasonably likely.

	Neutral
	1.0: Given the very favourable circumstances, the project interventions are likely to be fully successful at prompting full adoption. 
	0.7: Potential adopters consider that positive and negative aspects of the on-ground actions are approximately in balance. With an intensive intervention, there should be a better than 50% probability of adequate adoption.

	Slightly negative
	0.8: The project would be highly successful at prompting adoption, but there is a modest risk that it will not be fully successful.
	0.6: Moderate risk of poor adoption even with the project in place.

	Highly negative
	0.6: Given that the on-ground actions are highly unattractive to the target audience, there is a moderate risk of poor adoption, even with the project in place.
	0.4: The on-ground actions are highly unattractive to potential adopters, and even with substantial and costly policy interventions, adoption well below the target level is the most likely outcome.

	Not relevant
	1.0: No private adoption required.
	1.0: No private adoption required.


 (d) Justification and information source(s)

Spell out the logic, evidence and assumptions behind your response. In particular comment on current levels of adoption of the required on-ground actions and the extent of the additional changes being sought by the project (e.g. they are currently adopted on 10% of the required scale). Comment on whether the on-ground actions are on a positive adoption trajectory (e.g. they are a new technology whose adoption is still growing) or whether their adoption is currently relatively stable or even falling (e.g. they are an existing technology that has been promoted to farmers before and has reached an equilibrium level of adoption). Large changes in adoption are much more likely for the former category (on-ground actions on a positive adoption trajectory). It is much more difficult to expand adoption of on-ground actions which people already know about and have decided not to adopt.

Indicate source(s) of information that were used. e.g., previous scientific studies (provide details); expert opinion by scientists (name); consensus of workshop participants (provide basic information about the workshop); estimates by officer completing this form based on a range of information; local knowledge from landholders or agency staff (name if possible).

Example

The required on-ground actions all require income sacrifices by landholders, so they are either slightly or highly unattractive. Given that some lucerne is grown in the area, and lucerne constitutes the largest area of land-use change, the rating chosen is slightly rather than highly unattractive.

Sources: Paper written by CMA Project Officer Jane Smith. Extensive local knowledge and experience.
Consistency check B2
A common mistake is to over-estimate the adoption that would really occur. Are the responses to Question B2.3 consistent with observed adoption behaviour for these on-ground actions or similar ones in the areas targeted in this project? (Your responses to Question B1.3 are relevant here)
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B2.4

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: modify the responses to Question B2.3
Check Question B2.2 to see whether you need to answer Question B2.4. If not, proceed to Question 2.5.
You only need to complete Question B2.4 if part of your project involves efforts to prevent private citizens from moving away from their current practices towards practices that have adverse public outcomes. Otherwise proceed to Question B2.5.

B2.4
Preventing adoption of adverse practices

(a) Consider the on-ground actions whose adoption you wish to prevent. How attractive are these on-ground actions to private citizens? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Highly attractive. It will be difficult and/or expensive to prevent their adoption (B = 0.4)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Slightly attractive. It will be moderately difficult and/or expensive to prevent their adoption (B = 0.7)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Neutral. It will be easy to prevent their adoption (B = 0.9)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Slightly negative. Adoption is unlikely, irrespective of this project (B = 0.95)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Highly negative. Adoption is highly unlikely, irrespective of this project (B = 1.0)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Enter a customised value for B.
The response to this question is used as an input to the selection of an appropriate class of policy mechanism (in Questions B2.5 and B2.6). The response is also converted into a probability of project success (B) as follows.

	Score
	Assumed probability of project success

(B)
	Rationale

	Highly attractive
	0.4
	The on-ground actions are highly attractive, so it will be difficult and expensive to prevent adoption. Even with the project in place, significant adoption is still the most likely outcome. 

	Slightly attractive
	0.7
	Intermediate

	Neutral
	0.9
	Potential adoptions consider that positive and negative aspects of the on-ground actions are approximately in balance, so it should be possible to prevent most adoption. 

	Slightly negative
	0.95
	The on-ground actions are unattractive so there is little risk of them being adopted.

	Highly negative
	1.0
	The on-ground actions are highly unattractive so there is no risk of them being adopted.

	Question not relevant
	1.0
	Project does not focus on preventing adoption of adverse on-ground actions. 


Note that you have the option in answering this question to select a customised value for B; e.g. if you judge the attractiveness of the adverse on-ground action to be somewhere between ‘highly’ and ‘slightly’ attractive.
(b) Record the value of B for later calculation of the project’s cost-effectiveness:

	B
	


 (c) Justification and information source(s)

Comment on the logic, evidence and assumptions behind the selection of the response given in (a). 

Indicate source(s) of information that were used. e.g., previous scientific studies (provide details); expert opinion by scientists (name); consensus of workshop participants (provide basic information about the workshop); estimates by officer completing this form based on a range of information; local knowledge from landholders or agency staff (name if possible).

Example

This project is attempting to prevent establishment of plantations in an area where fresh surface water run-off is important to downstream water users. Plantations in this area are judged to be only slightly more profitable than existing grazing systems, hence the selection of “Slightly positive” as the score for this question. 

Sources: Locally based agricultural economist. Observations of the rate of uptake of plantations locally. 
B2.5  Would payment mechanisms be the main delivery mechanism for encouraging private citizens to adopt the on-ground actions specified in Qu. B1.2(a)?
Payment mechanisms include stewardship payments, incentive payments and conservation tenders.
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B2.5(a).
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: go to Question 2.6
(a) Estimate the average level of payments (per hectare, kilometre, etc.) that would be required to achieve the relevant goal(s) defined under Qu. B1.2(d). 

Example:
Establishment of new native vegetation: $2000/ha x 300 ha

Protection of existing vegetation: $150/ha/year x 700 ha x 5 years

Lucerne: $100/ha/year x 3500 ha x 5 years

Weed and pest control: $100,000 in total

Consistency check B3
Are the levels of payments specified above consistent with the attractiveness of these on-ground actions as specified in Question B2.3? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B2.5(b)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: you must change the levels of payments.

Don’t assume that provision of subsidised inputs or standard-level incentive payments will lead to the required adoption. Unless the required on-ground actions are very small, your estimated payments will probably need to be close to the full net costs to landholders, including losses from moving away from a more profitable land use (if relevant). If the landholders are not commercially oriented (e.g. lifestylers), ensure that your estimated payments will be sufficient to overcome typical barriers to adoption by these landholders, such as lack of time, lack of skills, and concerns about the aesthetics of their properties.
The level of payments should be consistent with this table. 
	Response to Qu. B2.3(a)
	Comment

	Very attractive
	Payments not required

	Slightly attractive
	Payment possibly not required, or at most should be small and temporary

	Neutral
	Payments should be small and temporary

	Slightly negative
	Payments should be larger and longer-term

	Highly negative
	Likely that payment-based mechanisms will be too expensive to be good value for money.


(b) What particular type(s) of payment mechanisms will be used as the main delivery mechanism(s) for encouraging private citizens to undertake the on-ground actions targeted by the project. 

Examples:
Landholders will be paid a set rate ($600/km) for eligible riparian replanting activities.
(c) Provide details of how these payment mechanisms will be administered. Will they involve voluntary agreements, covenants, or other formal instruments? How will compliance be monitored and enforced? What will it cost to establish and administer the arrangements?
Examples:

Voluntary agreements will be used as the basis for all payments. Compliance is expected as the project involves a small number of farmers in a tight-knit community. Compliance will be assessed by officers of the CMA by visits to all participating farms in years 1 and 3 of the project. Planned duration: 3 years in the first instance. Cost of establishment: $50,000 in total (legal costs). 

Permanent covenants will be established across 5,000 ha on 10 farms. Terms: stock to be permanently excluded, vegetation maintained in good condition. Penalty for non-compliance: recovery of costs. All of this land is already native riparian vegetation that is fenced off from stock, so there is no income sacrifice involved. Estimated legal costs: $50,000. 
(d) Do you plan to use capacity-building activities as supplementary delivery mechanisms in support of financial payments as the main mechanism? Included here may be general capacity-building activities focussed more broadly than this particular project.
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B2.5(e)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: go to Question B2.6
Although a financial payments program may have been selected as the main delivery mechanism for this project, there may be a need also for one or more capacity-building activities to be undertaken in order for the program to succeed; e.g. to raise awareness of the program or to provide information about eligibility, selection criteria and/or how to apply successfully for funding. If such a need does exist, answer ‘yes’ above. Otherwise answer ‘no’ and proceed to Question B2.5(e).
In answering this question you should consider the response to Question A6 of Form A which identified for the set of on-ground actions focused on here any capacity constraints on implementing these changes that need to addressed in coming year (i.e. the first year of the period covered by the response to Question A2(a)). Are any of these capacity constraints likely to limit the effectiveness of a payment mechanism in motivating private citizens to adopt the on-ground actions targeted by the projects being developed in this form?
(e) What types of capacity-building activities specific to this particular project will be used in this way?
In answering this question you should consider the response to Question A6 of Form A which identified for the set of on-ground actions focused on here any capacity constraints on implementing these changes that need to be addressed in the coming year.
Example:

Three field days will be convened by the CMA in the project area to explain to landholders who will be eligible for funding and what the application process involves.

Property management plans will be developed with all 50 private landholders in the project area. This will involve support from a full-time project officer over 2011-12 and 2012-13.
(f) Which of these ‘project-specific’ capacity-building activities would be undertaken during the coming year? 

Recall that ‘the coming year’ is the first year of the period covered by the response to Question A2(a). Include here all the activities listed under (e) that would be undertaken during this year. 
Example:
The illustrative response to Question 2(a) in Form A identified the period 2011-12 to 2015-16. Hence, the ‘coming year’ is 2011-12 which is the first year in this period. Of the project-specific capacity-building activities identified in the response to (e), the following activities would occur during 2011-12:
•
three field days convened by the CMA in the project area to explain to landholders who will be eligible for funding and what the application process involves; and

•
support from a full-time project officer to develop property management plans with 25 private landholders in the project area.
(g) What types of general capacity-building activities will be used to support financial payments as the main delivery mechanism? What, if any, additional cost will be incurred in these activities due to implementing this project?
In this context, general capacity-building activities are activities that build capacities of value for implementing a range of on-ground-action projects, not only for the project presently under consideration. This question asks whether any such activities will contribute towards successfully achieving the goal/s of the present project by supporting application of a payments program as the main delivery mechanism for obtaining the on-ground actions required from private citizens. It asks also whether catering for the needs of the present project will add to the cost of undertaking the relevant general capacity-building activities. 
In answering this question you should consider the response to Question A6 of Form A which identified for the set of on-ground actions focused on here any capacity constraints on implementing these changes that need to addressed in the coming year.

Example:

A sizeable proportion of landholders in the project area are unaware of the CMA and/or have had no personal contact with it. Local NRM facilitators employed by the CMA will be particularly active within the project area to build relationships between landholders there and the CMA. 

Information kits explaining the role of the CMA and how its programs benefit landholders have been prepared for distribution to landholders at field days etc. An additional batch of information kits will be prepared for postal distribution to all private landholders in the project area, at an estimated total cost of $2,000.

(h) Which of the general capacity-building activities identified in (g) would be undertaken during the coming year? 

Recall that ‘the coming year’ is the first year of the period covered by the response to Question A2(a). Include here all the activities listed under (e) that would be undertaken during this year. 

Example:

The illustrative response to Question 2(a) in Form A identified the period 2011-12 to 2015-16. Hence, the ‘coming year’ is 2011-12 which is the first year in this period. Of the general capacity-building activities identified in the response to (g), the following activities would occur during 2011-12:
•
local NRM facilitators employed by the CMA will be particularly active within the project area during 2011-12 to build relationships between landholders there and the CMA; and

•
an additional batch of information kits will be prepared for postal distribution to all private landholders in the project area, at an estimated total cost of $2,000.

B2.6  Do you plan to rely on capacity-building activities as the main delivery mechanism for encouraging private citizens to adopt the on-ground actions specified in Qu. B1.2(a)?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: do Consistency check B4 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: go to Question B2.7 
The answer should be ‘Yes’ here if the answer to Q2.5 was ‘No’, and it should be ‘No’ here if the answer there was ‘Yes’.

Consistency check B4
Did you answer “Slightly attractive” or “Highly attractive” in Question B2.3(a)? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B2.6(a)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: answer the following question

Is the answer “No” because individual private citizens lack capacity by way of trust that others will cooperate as needed to make the on-ground actions (at least slightly) attractive?
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B2.6(a)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: you should reconsider your main reliance on capacity-building activities for this threat. Adoption is unlikely to be sufficient.
Capacity-building activities alone are unlikely to generate enduring adoption of new practices unless those practices offer worthwhile benefits to the potential adopters. The attractiveness of an on-ground action to a fully-informed private citizen can depend on the citizen’s trust that others (e.g. neighbouring landholders, authorities responsible for roadside weed control, etc.) will act as required to make that on-ground action beneficial to them; i.e. when the level of benefits from the on-ground action depends on cooperation from others. Where this dependence on others is relevant, it is possible that the response to Question B2.3(a) may have been other than “slightly” or “highly” attractive because the private citizens concerned lack trust that others will cooperate as required to make the on-ground action attractive to them. Question (b) of the Consistency Check explores this possibility. If such a lack of trust exists (as implied by answering ‘yes’ to that question), then the possibility exists to remedy this lack through appropriate capacity-building activities.
(a) What types of capacity-building activities specific to this particular project will be used as the main delivery mechanism(s) for encouraging adoption of the on-ground actions targeted in the project? How will these project-specific activities be administered?
In answering this question you should consider the response to Question A6 of Form A which identified for the set of on-ground actions focused on here any capacity constraints on implementing these changes that need to addressed in the coming year. 

Example:

A series of three field days will be run within the project area to raise awareness and knowledge of the issues addressed in the project and to provide landholders with the skills they need to undertake the required changes in behaviour.
A newsletter providing updates of progress in the project will be circulated twice yearly to all landholders in the project area.

The activities above will be administered by the CMA’s “Community” team in close collaboration with the Catchment Coordinator (Biodiversity).
(b) Which of these project-specific capacity-building activities would be undertaken during the coming year? 
Example:

The illustrative response to Question 2(a) in Form A identified the period 2011-12 to 2015-16. Hence, the ‘coming year’ is 2011-12 which is the first year in this period. Of the project-specific capacity-building activities identified in the response to (a), the following activities would occur during 2011-12:
•
two field days convened by the CMA in the project area to raise awareness and knowledge of the issues addressed in the project and to provide landholders with the skills they need to undertake the required changes in behaviour; and

•
a newsletter providing updates of progress in the project will be circulated twice during 2011-12 to all landholders in the project area.

(c) What types of general capacity-building activities (focussed more broadly than this particular project) will be used as the main delivery mechanism(s) for encouraging adoption of the on-ground actions targeted in the project? How will these activities be administered? What, if any, additional cost will be incurred in undertaking these activities as a result of implementing this project?
General capacity-building activities in this context are activities that build capacities of value for implementing a range of on-ground-action projects, not only for the project presently under consideration. This question asks whether any such activities will contribute towards successfully achieving the goal/s of the present project by helping to obtain the on-ground actions required from private citizens. It asks also whether catering for the needs of the present project will add to the cost of undertaking the relevant general capacity-building activities. 

In answering this question you should consider the response to Question A6 of Form A which identified for the set of on-ground actions focused on here any capacity constraints on implementing these changes that need to addressed in the coming year.

Example:

A sizeable proportion of landholders in the project area are unaware of the CMA and/or have had no personal contact with it. Local NRM facilitators employed by the CMA will particularly focus on the project area to build personal relationships between landholders there and the CMA.

An advertising campaign targeting the whole region, with a focus on explaining what the CMA does and how it works with landholders, will help to address this issue within the project area. Such a campaign is already scheduled, and catering for the needs of the present project will not add to the costs of the campaign.
(d) Which of the general capacity-building activities identified in (c) would be undertaken during the coming year? What, if any, additional cost will be incurred in undertaking activities due to implementing this project?
Example:

The illustrative response to Question 2(a) in Form A identified the period 2011-12 to 2015-16. Hence, the ‘coming year’ is 2011-12 which is the first year in this period. Of the general capacity-building activities identified in the response to (c), the following activities would occur during 2011-12:
•
local NRM facilitators employed by the CMA will particularly focus on the project area during 2011-12 to build personal relationships between landholders there and the CMA; and

•
an advertising campaign will target the whole region during 2011-12, with a focus on explaining what the CMA does and how it works with landholders. Such a campaign is already scheduled, and catering for the needs of the present project will not add to the costs of the campaign.
(e) Do you plan to use payment mechanisms as supplementary delivery mechanisms that support capacity-building activities as the main mechanism(s)?
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B2.6(f)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: go to Question B2.7
Although capacity-building activities may have been selected as the main delivery mechanism for this project, there may be a need also for one or more payment mechanisms to be run in order for the capacity-building activities to succeed. If such a need does exist, answer ‘yes’ above. Otherwise answer ‘no’ and proceed to Question B2.7.

(f) What type(s) of payment mechanisms will be used in this way? 

Example:
‘One-off’ low-level payments will be offered to ‘spark interest’ among landholders in the capacity-building activities widely enough that a ‘critical mass’ of landholders attends those activities.
(g) Estimate the average level of payments (per hectare, kilometre, etc.) needed to engage private citizens sufficiently with the project that required levels of participation in capacity-building activities are achieved.
Example:
$100 per hectare of land at which the on-ground action is targeted.
(h) How will these payment mechanisms be administered? Will they involve voluntary agreements or some other formal arrangement? How will compliance be monitored and enforced? What will it cost to establish and administer the arrangements?
Example:

Voluntary agreements will be used as the basis for all payments. Compliance is expected as the project involves a small number of farmers in a tight-knit community. Compliance will be assessed by officers of the CMA to a random selection of one-third of participating farms at the end of year 1 of the project. Planned duration: 1 year. Cost of establishment: $5,000 in total (legal costs). 
B2.7
Knowledge gaps and quality of information for Section 2
(a) Note key knowledge gaps in Section 2 that may require additional research, analysis or investigation. 
This relates to knowledge gaps faced by your organisation, rather than by landholders or other stakeholders.

Example:
•
The evidence available for assessing the attractiveness to landholders of the required on-ground actions is anecdotal only; hence, some uncertainty exists regarding the level of payments to landholders that will be required to achieve the required levels of on-ground action.
(b) Score the quality of information used to underpin your responses to Section 2. 

Very poor 
Poor
Medium
Good
Very good

1 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 2 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 3 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 4 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 5 FORMCHECKBOX 

Section 3: Actions by organisations other than your own
For the purposes of this section, ‘your own organisation’ includes external parties (e.g. private contractors) whose implementation of on-ground actions is directly supervised by your organisation. The term ‘organisations other than your own’ therefore refers to other organisations responsible for implementing project actions without direct supervision by your organisation. These other organisations may include: local governments; government agencies; local NRM groups; subcatchment groups; etc.
B3.1  Are some of the on-ground actions specified in Qu. B1.2 to be implemented by organisations other than your own? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No

Check the response to Question B1.2(b) to see whether achieving the goal(s) of the project depends on organisations other than your own undertaking any on-ground actions. If it does then tick ‘yes’ above. Otherwise tick ‘no’.
B3.2  Does achieving the goal(s) of the project depend on any other (i.e. non-on-ground) actions by organisations other than your own? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B3.3
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: if the answer to Qu. B3.1 was ‘yes’ then go to Qu. B3.4; if the answer to Qu. B3.1 was ‘no’ then insert “1” as the value for P in Qu. B3.4(f) and go to Section 4

Regardless of whether the project involves organisations other than your own undertaking on-ground actions, it may depend on such organisations undertaking other actions or measures. Examples of such other actions include: monitoring and enforcing compliance with regulations, releasing environmental water flows, running field days, providing reports to your organisation, etc.  
B3.3  Describe any other actions to be undertaken by other organisations (i.e. not specified for Question B1.2(b)).

The on-ground actions that other organisations need to undertake for the project’s goals to be achieved were detailed in Question B1.2(b). Aside from these on-ground actions, achieving the project’s goals may require other organisations to undertake other actions, e.g., monitor and enforce compliance with regulations, provide reports to your organisation, release environmental water flows, run field days, etc. Provide details of these other actions here.
Examples:
The Department of Environment and Water will need to release environmental water flows at specified times, and report on such to the project manager.

Three landcare groups in the project area will each need to convene one field day each.

B3.4  Delivery mechanisms for the on-ground actions and other actions by other organisations
On-ground actions that need to be undertaken by other organisations for the project to succeed were documented in Question B1.2(c). Other actions that need to be undertaken by such organisations were detailed when answering Question B3.3
(a) What types of capacity-building activities specific to this particular project will be used to encourage other organisations to undertake these on-ground actions and other actions?
Example:

The CMA will convene a workshop for the local governments responsible for undertaking riparian fencing and replanting activities, to provide their staff with the information and skills they need to successfully complete these activities. 

Landcare groups required to undertake weed control actions on roadsides will be invited to four field days where the locations and methods of weed control will be advised. These workshops will also provide opportunities to access local knowledge relevant to achieving successful weed control in these areas.

(b) Which of the project-specific capacity-building activities identified above would be undertaken during the coming year? 

Example:

The illustrative response to Question 2(a) in Form A identified the period 2011-12 to 2015-16. Hence, the ‘coming year’ is 2011-12 which is the first year in this period. Of the project-specific capacity-building activities identified in the response to (a), the following activities would occur during 2011-12:
•
the CMA will convene a workshop for the local governments responsible for undertaking riparian fencing and replanting activities, to provide their staff with the information and skills they need to successfully complete these activities; and 

•
landcare groups required to undertake weed control measures on roadsides will be invited to two field days during 2011-12 where the locations and methods of weed control will be advised. These workshops will also provide opportunities to access local knowledge relevant to achieving successful weed control in these areas.
(c) What types of general capacity-building activities (i.e. focused more broadly than this particular project) will be used to encourage other organisations to undertake these on-ground actions and other actions? What, if any, additional cost will be incurred in these activities due to implementing this project? 
Example:

A sizeable proportion of local government staff within the CMA’s region, and particularly in the project area, lacks understanding of the role of the CMA and its relevance to their activities. The CMA will be running an awareness-raising campaign focused at other organisations within the region (including local councils) that is designed to build the CMA’s profile with those organisations. This campaign includes preparing information packages for distribution to all relevant organisations (including local councils) across the CMA’s region. Packages will be distributed more intensively to local councils within the project area due to the greater lack of understanding in this area and the dependence of the project on cooperation from the relevant councils. The additional cost of distributing the packages more intensively to local councils in the project area than to organisations elsewhere is estimated at $500.
(d) Which of the general capacity-building activities identified above would be undertaken during coming year? 
Example:

The illustrative response to Question 2(a) in Form A identified the period 2011-12 to 2015-16. Hence, the ‘coming year’ is 2011-12 which is the first year in this period. The following general capacity-building activity identified in the response to (c) would occur during 2011-12:
•
the CMA will run an awareness-raising campaign focused at other organisations within the region (including local councils) that is designed to build the CMA’s profile with those organisations. This campaign includes preparing information packages for distribution to all relevant organisations (including local councils) across the CMA’s region. Packages will be distributed more intensively to local councils within the project area due to the greater lack of understanding in this area and the dependence of the project on cooperation from the relevant councils. The additional cost of distributing the packages more intensively to local councils in the project area than to organisations elsewhere is estimated at $500 – which will be incurred wholly during 2011-12.
(e) Detail any other delivery mechanisms to be used in this project (e.g. financial payments, memoranda of understanding, meetings, etc.) to encourage these other organisations to undertake these on-ground actions and other actions.
Provide details including:
•
communication methods to be used

•
committees or steering groups to be formed

•
individuals or committees to be targeted for communications

•
agreements or memoranda of understanding to be established

•
monitoring of on-ground actions by other organisations

Example:

Conduct meetings to negotiate memoranda of understanding with the relevant local governments regarding their responsibilities in undertaking riparian fencing and replanting activities.

Conduct meetings with the Department of Environment to request stronger enforcement of existing native vegetation legislation within riparian zones.
(f) Presuming that the delivery mechanisms identified under (a), (c) and (e) are applied, estimate the probability that these other organisations will fail to fully implement the actions they are responsible for.
	
	Value of P

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

0-5% Very low probability of other organisations failing to fully implement the actions they are responsible for
	0.97

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

6-25%
	0.85

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

26-50%
	0.62

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

51-75%
	0.37

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

76-100% Very high risk of other organisations failing to fully implement the actions they are responsible for
	0.12

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

Enter a customised value for P
	_____


Record the value of P for later calculation of the project’s cost-effectiveness:

	P
	


(g) Justification and information source(s)

Comment on the reason(s), evidence and assumptions underpinning the response given in (d). How will the delivery mechanisms specified in Questions B3.4 (a), (b) and (c) reduce the probability that other organisations will fail to implement the on-ground actions and other actions they are responsible for.
Indicate source(s) of information that were used; e.g. previous scientific studies (provide details); expert opinion by scientists (name); consensus of workshop participants (provide basic information about the workshop); estimates by officer(s) completing this form based on a range of information; local knowledge from landholders or agency staff (name if possible).

Example:

The changes proposed are likely to be acceptable to the local community. The project would be attractive to government agencies. The requirements for other organisations to act are not onerous and project success depends on them only marginally. Sources: local extension staff.
Consistency check B5
Considering the answer to Question B3.4(f), is there a sufficiently high probability (at least 85%) of achieving full implementation of the on-ground actions and other actions that other organisations are responsible for? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B3.5.
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: Modify the goals specified under Question B1.2(d) for on-ground actions by organisations other than your own, such that there is a higher probability of achieving these goals. 

You cannot legitimately set a project goal that is expected to have a high probability of failure. Doing so biases the decision making process towards projects with unrealistically ambitious goals.
B3.5
Knowledge gaps and quality of information for Section 3

(a) Note key knowledge gaps in Section 3 that may require additional research, analysis or investigation. 

This relates to knowledge gaps faced by your organisation, rather than by other organisations.

Example:

•
The evidence available for assessing the likely effectiveness of capacity-building activities in increasing the willingness of other organisation to cooperate in implementing the project is anecdotal only; hence, substantial uncertainty exists regarding the value assigned to P.
(b) Score the quality of information used to underpin your responses to Section 3. 

Very poor 
Poor
Medium
Good
Very good

1 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 2 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 3 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 4 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 5 FORMCHECKBOX 

Section 4: On-ground actions by your organisation
For the purposes of this section, ‘your organisation’ includes external parties (e.g. private contractors) whose implementation of on-ground actions is directly supervised by your organisation. On-ground actions by your organisation that need to be undertaken for the project to succeed were documented in Question B1.2(b). The delivery mechanisms, including project management arrangements, that your organisation needs to apply to ensure it successfully implements the ‘non-on-ground’ project activities it is responsible for (e.g. payment mechanisms, capacity-building activities, investigations, etc.) will be considered in Section 5.

B4.1  Are some of the on-ground actions specified in Qu. B1.2 to be implemented by your own organisation? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B4.2

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: go to Section 5

B4.2  Delivery mechanisms for on-ground actions by your organisation 

(a) What types of capacity-building activities (e.g. awareness-raising, training, etc.) will be used in this project to support members of your organisation in undertaking the on-ground actions they are responsible for?

Example:

A one-day training session will be run for the private contractors engaged by the CMA to undertake fencing and riverbank stabilisation measures. This session will advise them of the protocols they need to follow when undertaking these activities on private land. 

(b) Which of the capacity-building activities identified in (a) would be undertaken during the coming year? 

Example:

The illustrative response to Question 2(a) in Form A identified the period 2011-12 to 2015-16. Hence, the ‘coming year’ is 2011-12 which is the first year in this period. The following general capacity-building activity identified in the response to (b) would occur entirely during 2011-12:
•
A one-day training session will be run for the private contractors engaged by the CMA to undertake fencing and riverbank stabilisation measures. This session will advise them of the protocols they need to follow when undertaking these activities on private land. 

(c) Detail any other delivery mechanisms (e.g. payments to subcontractors, contract conditions) to be used in this project to encourage members of your organisation to undertake the on-ground actions they are responsible for.
Other than the capacity-building activities listed in response to (b), how else will your organisation ensure that the on-ground actions it is responsible for will be successfully implemented?
Example:

Private contractors will be paid by the CMA to undertake the riparian fencing and replanting activities, as well as the riverbank stabilisation works, they are responsible for. The quality and timeliness of these activities and works will be assured through contractual arrangements.
(d) Justification and information source(s)

What logic, evidence and assumptions provide confidence that the capacity-building activities and delivery mechanisms specified above are sufficient to allow your organisation to undertake the on-ground actions it is responsible for? Indicate source(s) of information that were used; e.g. estimates by officer(s) completing this form based on a range of information.

Example:

The on-ground actions proposed for our organisation to undertake are likely to be acceptable to the local community, and our staff have the knowledge and skills to implement them effectively. Sources: CMA staff.
B4.3
Knowledge gaps and quality of information for Section 4

(a) Note key knowledge gaps in Section 4 that may require additional research, analysis or investigation. 

This relates to knowledge gaps faced by your organisation.
Example:

Design specifications for the riverbank stabilisation works need to be completed by CMA staff prior to those works commencing. 
(b) Score the quality of information used to underpin your responses to Section 4. 

Very poor 
Poor
Medium
Good
Very good

1 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 2 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 3 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 4 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 5 FORMCHECKBOX 

Section 5: Project delivery by your organisation

Earlier sections identified various roles for your organisation in ensuring that the goals of this project (defined for Qu. B1.2(d)) are successfully achieved:

•
Section 2 identified various activities (e.g. payment mechanisms, capacity-building activities, monitoring, enforcement, etc.) that your organisation must undertake to motivate the on-ground actions required from private citizens for the project to succeed;

•
Section 3 identified various activities (e.g. capacity-building activities and other delivery mechanisms) that your organisation must undertake to motivate the actions required from other organisations for the project to succeed; and

•
Section 4 identified various activities (e.g. capacity-building activities and other delivery mechanisms) that your organisation must undertake to motivate the on-ground actions required from your own organisation for the project to succeed.

The focus in this section is on how your organisation will ensure it successfully undertakes the ‘non-on-ground’ project activities that it is responsible for (i.e. activities other than the on-ground actions considered in Section 4). 

B5.1  Ensuring successful project delivery by your organisation

(a) What capacity-building activities will be undertaken to ensure that your organisation is capable of successfully undertaking the non-on-ground project activities it is responsible for (i.e. actions by your organisation not considered in Section 4)? 

Your organisation may lack some of the capacities needed to successfully undertake the ‘non-on-ground’ activities that it is responsible for. For instance, existing staff may need further training to be able to administer implementation effectively (e.g. managing relationships with other organisations).

Example:

The CMA’s existing staff involved in the project will undertake a three-day training course in the group extension methods they will be required to utilise (half of cost to be covered from CMA operating budget)
(b) Which of the capacity-building activities identified in (a) would be undertaken during the coming year?
Example:

The illustrative response to Question 2(a) in Form A identified the period 2011-12 to 2015-16. Hence, the ‘coming year’ is 2011-12 which is the first year in this period. The following general capacity-building activity identified in the response to (a) would occur entirely during 2011-12:
•
the CMA’s existing staff involved in the project will during 2011-12 undertake a three-day training course in the group extension methods they will be required to utilise (half of cost to be covered from CMA operating budget).
(c) Describe the management arrangements for the project.
Who will be responsible for the implementation of the project? Who will provide oversight?

Example:


The project will be managed by the appointed project officer, who will be overseen by managers from the CMA.
B5.2  Risk of project-delivery failures by your organisation

(a) Consider the project activities that your organisation is responsible for implementing. These include the on-ground actions that were considered in Section 4 and the capacity-building activities and other delivery mechanisms that were detailed in Sections 2-4 and Question B5.1. Estimate the probability that your organisation will fail to fully implement the project activities it is responsible for.
	
	Value of Q

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

0-5% Very low probability of your organisation failing to fully implement the project activities it is responsible for
	0.97

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

6-25%
	0.85

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

26-50%
	0.62

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

51-75%
	0.37

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

76-100% Very high risk of your organisation failing to fully implement the project activities it is responsible for
	0.12

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

Enter a customised value for Q
	_____


Record the value of Q for later calculation of the project’s cost-effectiveness:

	Q
	


(b) Justification and information source(s)
Comment on the logic, evidence and assumptions underpinning the response given in (a). How will the capacity-building activities and other delivery mechanisms identified in Sections 4 and 5 reduce the probability that your organisation will fail to fully implement the project activities that it is responsible for.

Indicate source(s) of information that were used; e.g. estimates by officer(s) completing this form based on a range of information.

Example:

The on-ground actions proposed for our organisation to undertake are likely to be acceptable to the local community, and our staff have the knowledge and skills to implement them effectively. Sources: CMA staff.
Consistency check B6

Considering the answer to Question B5.2, is there a sufficiently high probability (at least 85%) of achieving full implementation of the project activities that your organisation is responsible for? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B5.3
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: Modify the goals specified under Question B1.2(d) for on-ground actions by your own organisation, and/or the capacity-building activities and other delivery mechanisms specified in Section 4 and Question 5.1, such that there is a higher probability of achieving full implementation of these actions. 

You cannot legitimately set a project goal that is expected to have a high probability of failure. Doing so biases the decision making process towards projects with unrealistically ambitious goals.
B5.3
Knowledge gaps and quality of information for Section 5

(a) Note key knowledge gaps in Section 5 that may require additional research, analysis or investigation. 

This relates to knowledge gaps faced by your organisation.
Example:

The content of the three-day training course for CMA staff in group extension methods will be finalised in consultation with leading educators and practitioners in this field.
(b) Score the quality of information used to underpin your responses to Section 5. 

Very poor 
Poor
Medium
Good
Very good

1 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 2 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 3 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 4 FORMCHECKBOX 
 (((( 5 FORMCHECKBOX 

B5.4
Response to knowledge gaps identified in Sections 2-5

(a)  Considering the knowledge gaps identified in Questions B2.7(a), B3.4(a), B4.3(a) and B5.3(a), indicate whether: 

(i) one or more of the gaps should be addressed before the project proceeds; 

(ii) one or more of the gaps should be addressed during the project; or

(iii) the project can safely proceed without filling any of the gaps.

Example:

Two of the knowledge gaps identified earlier should be addressed during the project:

•
knowledge of how ground water levels are trending; and

•
knowledge about where to locate specific groundwater monitoring bores.
(b)  Describe how knowledge gaps falling into category (ii) above will be addressed by investigations (data collection, research, analysis) included in the project.

Examples:

Install four additional bores to monitor groundwater levels. 

Engage technical specialists to advise on the design and location of specific works.
Section 6: Project costs and cost-effectiveness
B6.1  Provide costs for the project, broken down by cost item
This question relates to the costs of all the on-ground actions and other activities comprising the project. Add additional rows to the table as required.
The costs estimated in the table below should be consistent with how the project has been defined in previous sections. All project activities that have been identified as being required for its success should be accounted for below. Equally, no project activities should be costed below that have not been identified previously as being required for project success.
If possible, break costs down into cash being sought from funders (“Cash – from the investment budget”), cash already committed from other sources (“Cash – from other sources”), and in-kind contributions (from private citizens, your organisation and/or other organisations) (“in-kind input”). If you only provide a total, it should include all three of these. 

Break down the budget in sufficient detail to allow a reviewer to check for consistency between the budget and your planned delivery mechanisms. For example, if your project includes funding for extension staff, indicate the number of extension staff and the cost per staff member (including on-costs such as superannuation and workers compensation insurance). 
The spreadsheet file Form B calculator.xls has been developed to automate the task of calculating the subtotal and total values in the table. Data for the budget can be entered into the calculator file rather than directly into Form B. The subtotal and total values will then be calculated automatically. You can then copy the various parts of the table and paste them into the copy of Form B that you are working on.  

Using Form B calculator.xls for this purpose also enables the table accompanying Question B6.2 of Form B to be completed automatically within this file, so it can be copied and pasted into Form B. It also enables most of the table (i.e. other than the cells concerned with “project goal(s)” and “activity code”) within Section 7 of Form B to be completed automatically within this file, so it too can be copied and pasted into Form B.
Example:
	Item description (add rows as required)
	A: Estimated costs in achieving on-ground actions by private citizens 

	
	Cash – from the investment budget ($)
	Cash – from other sources ($)
	In-kind input ($)
	Total ($)

	A1: In-kind contributions of on-ground actions by private citizens:

	Riparian replanting by private landholders: 275 km @ $1,000/km
	
	
	275,000
	275,000

	
	
	
	
	

	A2: Payment mechanisms to encourage on-ground actions by private citizens (see Qu. B2.5(a)-(b) and B2.6(f)-(g):

	Payments to private landholders to undertake riparian replantingl: 275 km @ $500/km from CMA, and matching 275 km @ $500/km from local government
	137,500
	137,500
	
	275,000

	
	
	
	
	

	A3: Capacity-building activities to encourage on-ground actions by private citizens:

	A3a: Capacity-building activities specific to this project that would be undertaken during the coming year (see Qu. B2.5(f) and 2.6(b))

	Field-days on riparian replanting for landholders: 3 @ $5,500
	16,500
	
	
	16,500

	Project officer time in facilitating property management plans: 1.0 FTE for one year 
	275,000
	
	
	275,000

	A3b: Capacity-building activities specific to this project that would not be undertaken during the coming year (i.e. identified for Qu. B2.5(e) and B2.6(a) but not included above)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	Item description (add rows as required)
	A: Estimated costs in achieving on-ground actions by private citizens (continued)

	
	Cash – from the investment budget ($)
	Cash – from other sources ($)
	In-kind input ($)
	Total ($)

	A3c: Capacity-building activities focused more generally than this project that would be undertaken during coming year (see Qu. B2.5(h) and B2.6(d)). Include here only any additional costs incurred in these activities due to undertaking this project.

	Additional CMA information kits distributed to landholders within project area
	5,500
	
	
	5,500

	
	
	
	
	

	A3d: Capacity-building activities focused more generally than this project that would not be undertaken during the coming year (i.e. identified for Qu. B2.5(g) and B2.6(c) but not included above). Include here only any additional costs incurred in these activities due to undertaking this project.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Subtotal: on-ground actions by private citizens
	434,500
	137,500
	275,000
	D = 847,000


	Item description (add rows as required)
	B: Estimated costs incurred by organisations other than your own 

	
	Cash – from the investment budget) ($)
	Cash – from other sources) ($)
	In-kind input ($)
	Total ($)

	B1: In-kind contributions of on-ground actions and other actions by organisations other than your own:

	Riparian fencing and replanting by local government: 60.5 km @ $1,500/ha
	
	
	90,750
	90,750

	
	
	
	
	

	B2: Capacity-building activities to encourage organisations other than your own to undertake the on-ground actions and other actions they are responsible for:

	B2a: Capacity-building activities specific to this project that would be undertaken during the coming year (see Qu. B3.4(b))

	Training courses for Landcare group members on riparian weed identification and control strategies: 2 @ $2,750
	5,500
	
	
	5,500

	Workshop for local governments
	3,300
	
	
	3,300

	
	
	
	
	

	B2b: Capacity-building activities specific to this project that would not be undertaken during the coming year (i.e. identified for Qu. B4.3(a) but not included above).

	Training courses for Landcare group members on riparian weed identification and control strategies: 2 @ $2,750
	5,500
	
	
	5,500

	
	
	
	
	

	B2c: Capacity-building activities focused more generally than this project that would be undertaken during the coming year (see Qu. B3.4(d)). Include here only any additional costs incurred in these activities due to undertaking this project.

	Additional cost of distributing CMA information packages to staff of local governments covering subcatchment 5 
	1,375
	
	
	1,375

	
	
	
	
	


	B2d: Capacity-building activities focused more generally than this project that would not be undertaken during the coming year (i.e. identified for Qu. B3.4(c) but not included above). Include here only any additional costs incurred in these activities due to undertaking this project.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	B3: Other delivery mechanisms to encourage organisations other than your own to undertake the on-ground actions & other actions they are responsible for (see Qu. B3.4(e)):

	Meetings to negotiate memoranda of understanding with local governments regarding their responsibilities in undertaking riparian fencing and replanting
	600
	
	
	600

	Conduct meetings with Department of Environment to request stronger enforcement of native vegetation legislation in riparian zones
	225
	
	
	225

	Subtotal: on-ground actions and other actions by other organisations
	16,500
	0
	90,750
	E = 107,250


	Item description (add rows as required)
	C: Estimated costs incurred by your own organisation

	
	Cash – from the investment budget) ($)
	Cash – from other sources) ($)
	In-kind input ($)
	Total ($)

	C1: On-ground actions by your organisation

	Fencing of riparian areas by private contractors: 275 kms @ $700/km
	192,500
	
	
	192,500

	Construction of riverbank stabilisation measures by private contractors: 62 kms @ $2,945/km
	182,600
	
	
	182,600

	C2: Capacity-building activities to encourage your organisation to undertake the on-ground actions they are responsible for:

	C2a: Capacity-building activities that would be undertaken during coming year (see Qu. B4.2 (b))

	One-day training session for private contractors to advise them of protocols for working on private land
	
	
	2,000
	2,000

	
	
	
	
	

	C2b: Capacity-building activities that would not be undertaken during the coming year (i.e. identified for Qu. B4.1(b) but not included above)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	C3: Other delivery mechanisms to encourage your organisation to undertake the on-ground actions it is responsible for (see Qu. B4.1(c)):

	Establishing contracts with private contractors undertaking works for the CMA
	14,025
	
	
	14,025

	Supervision by CMA of construction of riverbank stabilisation measures: 1.0 FTE for one year
	184,250
	
	
	184,250


	C4: Capacity-building activities to ensure your organisation is capable of undertaking the “non-on-ground” project activities it is responsible for

	C4a: Capacity-building activities that would be undertaken during the coming year (see Qu. B5.1(b))

	Three-day training course in group extension methods for existing CMA staff involved in project (half of cost to be covered from CMA operating budget)
	6,875
	
	6,875
	13,750

	
	
	
	
	

	C4b: Capacity-building activities that would not be undertaken during the coming year (i.e. identified for Qu. B5.1(a) but not included above)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	C5: Project management arrangements (see Qu. B5.1(c))

	CMA project officer: 0.75 FTE
	68,750
	
	
	68,750

	C6: Investigations to be undertaken by your organisation as part of this project (see Qu. B5.4(b))

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Subtotal: on-ground actions by members of your organisation
	649,000
	0
	8,875
	F = 657,875

	TOTAL
	1,100,000
	137,500
	374,625
	1,612,125


Consistency check B7
Does the total expenditure in the table above under the column ‘cash – from the investment budget’ equal the response to Question B1.1(d)? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes: go to Question B6.2

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No: Either (a) modify this project to remove the discrepancy, or (b) modify one or more of the other projects listed in Form A so that the investment budget allocation to this project can be modified in Form A to remove the discrepancy.  

The project developed using this form needs to be able to be implemented given the investment budget that your organisation expects to have available to it. If the allocation required from your organisation’s investment budget to complete the project exceeds the allocation that is actually available, as specified in response to Question B1.1(d), then completing the project would require diverting some of your organisation’s investment funds from other projects it is intending to invest in. If the allocation required from your organisation’s investment budget to complete the project is less than the allocation that is actually available, as specified in response to Question B1.1(d), then after the project is completed there would remain funds from your organisation’s investment funds that could have been diverted to other projects. This consistency check is designed to prompt you to develop a set of projects that neither over- or under- expends the investment funds available to your organisation.
Example:
The total expenditure under the column ‘cash – from the investment budget’ for the example above is $400,000. This is equal to the estimated allocation to this project from your organisation’s investment budget that was specified when answering Question B1.1(d). In other words, the project developed using this form satisfies the investment budget constraint that your organisation faces in implementing it.
B6.2
Calculate the project’s feasibility-adjusted cost
This question is designed to enable comparison of the cost-effectiveness of alternative projects designs (e.g. varying in the payment mechanisms used and/or the capacity-building activities employed and/or in the mix of payment and capacity-building measures) for achieving implementation of a given set of on-ground actions. When multiple alternative project designs are able to achieve same implementation goal, it becomes important to consider which particular project design is likely to achieve the goal most cost-effectively (i.e. at least cost). 

The total cost of the particular project design detailed when completing a copy of Form B is calculated when answering Question B6.1. Total costs of alternative project designs for achieving the same goal could be calculated similarly in other copies of Form B, and the total costs of the various project designs for that goal could be compared to identify the one with the least total cost. However, such a comparison fails to take into account any differences between the alternative project designs in terms of the values assigned to their feasibility parameters A, B, P and Q. For instance, the total cost of one alternative may be less than for another alternative but it may be much less feasible (i.e. much less likely than the other alternative to actually achieve the goal). Some way is therefore needed to adjust the total costs of alternative project designs for differences in their feasibilities, so that their cost-effectiveness can be compared more validly. The calculations in the table below provide a simple way of doing this. They assume that if the total cost of implementing a particular project design is X and the feasibility of it achieving its stated goal is 1/Y, then the cost of fully achieving that goal would be X ÷ 1/Y. Suppose that the total cost (X) of implementing a project design is $100,000 and its feasibility (1/Y) is ½ or 0.5 (i.e. there is a 50% probability of the project design achieving its stated goal). The ‘feasibility-adjusted cost’ (FAC) for this project design is thus calculated as FAC = 100,000 ÷ 0.5 = $200,000. 
In order to calculate the FAC for the project design specified previously in this form, insert into the table below the values of D, E and F calculated for Question B6.1 and also the values for parameters A, B, P and Q that were specified in earlier sections.
Where the spreadsheet file Form B calculator.xls was used in answering Question B6.1 for a particular on-ground-action project, a substantially completed version of the table was generated automatically in the “Qu B6.2” worksheet of that file. Finalising the table for the project involves inserting into the worksheet the values for parameters A, B, P and Q that were specified in the copy of Form B that is being worked on. This completed table can be copied from that worksheet and pasted into this copy of Form B. 
Example:
The feasibility-adjusted cost of the hypothetical project design costed at $585,500 in the example for Question 5.1 is calculated below to be $676,758.
	Cost category subtotals ($)
	Feasibility parameter
	Calculation of project’s feasibility-adjusted cost (FAC) ($)

	D =
	847,000
	A 
(from Qu. B2.3(c))     =
	0.8
	D ÷ (A x B) = G =
	1,058,750  

	
	
	B 
(from Qu. B2.4(b))     =
	1.0
	
	

	
	
	A x B          =
	0.8
	
	

	E =
	107,250
	P
(from Qu. B3.3(f))      =
	0.85
	E  ÷ P = H =
	126,176  

	F =
	657,875
	Q
(from Qu. B5.2(a))     =
	0.97
	F ÷ Q = I =
	678,222  

	
	
	
	
	G + H + I = FAC
	1,863,148


Note: A project’s cost-effectiveness is higher the lower its FAC.

Exploring alternative project designs
This form seeks to help design a project that achieves its goal(s) as cost-effectively as possible (i.e. at least cost). The project design developed in preceding sections may not be the only one that could feasibly achieve the goal(s) defined in Question B1.2(d). Hence, it is important at this point to explore whether the project developed in this form is in fact the most cost-effective of the project designs that might be tried. This exploration involves completing a separate Form B for each project design ‘candidate’ and comparing the FACs of the candidates to identify which one is most cost effective. Of course, cost-effectiveness may not be the only criterion your organisation ultimately applies in selecting a particular project design. 
Section 7: Capacity-building activities in this project to be undertaken during the coming year
The process of completing Form B to develop a project for the set of on-ground actions defined in the response to Question B1.1 involved, among other tasks, identifying the capacity-building activities needed to ensure successful implementation of the project and that would need to be undertaken during the coming year. These capacity-building activities include those specific to the project (‘project-specific capacity-building activities’) and those focused more generally than the project (‘general capacity-building activities’). 

The project-specific activities include those for:

•
private landholders and other citizens (identified in answering Questions B2.5(f) and B2.6(b) and that were budgeted in part A3a of the table completed in Section 6); 

•
organisations other than your own (Question B3.3(b), and part B2a of the Section 6 table) ; 

•
your own organisation – to support its on-ground actions (Question B4.2(b), and part C2a of the Section 6 table); and
•
your own organisation – to support its non-on-ground actions (Question B5.1(b) and part C4a of the Section 6 table). 

The general capacity-building activities include those for: 

•
private landholders and other citizens (Questions B2.5(h) and B2.6(d), and part A3c of the Section 6 table); and 

•
organisations other than your own (Question B3.3(d), and part B2c of the Section 6 table).

For the on-ground-action project developed in this copy of Form B, transfer into the table below details of the various capacity-building activities included in the project that would be undertaken during the coming year. This table, together with equivalent tables in the copies of Form B completed for other on-ground-action projects, will later be transferred into Form C. Space is available in this table for three capacity-building activities per category. Add further rows as required.

For the ‘on-ground-action project code’ to be inserted in the 1st row of each table for a particular on-ground-action project, use the code that was listed in response to Question B1.1(a) of this form. The project goal(s) to be inserted in the 2nd row of each table were identified when answering Question B1.2(d) of this form.

An activity code needs to be inserted for each of the capacity-building activities listed in the table. The activity codes should build consecutively on the project code. For instance, the 1st capacity-building activity listed for an on-ground-action project coded og2_1 would be coded og2_1_1, the 2nd activity listed for that project would be coded og2_1_2, and so forth. In the rightmost column of the table insert the allocation from your organisation’s investment budget that is required to undertake each capacity-building activity at the level envisaged when completing this form. This budget allocation for a particular capacity-building activity is found in the cell corresponding to this activity in the “cash – from the investment budget” column of the table that was completed in Section 6 of this form.

Note: Where the file Form B calculator.xls was used for to automate calculations involved in completing the present form, much of the table below has already been completed automatically in the “Section 7” worksheet of that file. Where this is the case, the table in that worksheet can be copied from that worksheet and pasted below. The parts of the table that were not automatically completed in the worksheet – i.e. the project goal(s) and the capacity-building activity codes – need to be completed manually at this stage.

	On-ground-action project code (see Qu. B1.1(a)):
	og1

	Project goal(s) (see Qu. B1.2(d)):
Within subcatchment 5 by 30 June 2014:

(i)
private landholders will have undertaken 275 kms of riparian replanting;

(ii)
the local council will have undertaken 60.5 kms of riparian fencing and replanting; and

(iii)
private contractors to the CMA will have:

•
fenced the 275 kms of riparan replanting to be undertaken by private landholders; and

•
62 kms of riverbank stabilisation measures in preparation for the fencing and replanting activities by private landholders, the local council and the private contractors themselves.

	

	Category of capacity-building activity
	Capacity-building activities included in the project to be undertaken during the coming year
	Activity code
	Allocation from investment budget ($)

	Project-specific capacity-building activities for on-ground actions by:
	Private landholders and other citizens (part A3a of the Section 6 table)
	Three field days will be convened by the CMA for landholders in subcatchment 5 to explain to them who will be eligible for funding and what the application process involves
	og1_1
	16,500

	
	
	Project officer time in facilitating property management plans
	og1_2
	275,000

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Organisations other than your own (part B2a of the Section 6 table)
	Training courses for Landcare group members on riparian weed identification and control strategies
	og1_3
	5,500

	
	
	Workshop for local governments on riparian fencing/replanting
	og1_4
	3,300

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Your own organisation – to support its on-ground actions (part C2a of the Section 6 table)
	One-day training session for private contractors to advise them of protocols for working on private land
	og1_5
	0

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	
	Your own organisation – to support its non-on-ground actions (part C4a of the Section 6 table)
	Three-day training course in group extension methods for existing CMA staff involved in project
	og1_6
	6,875

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	General capacity-building activities for:
	Private landholders and other citizens (part A3c of the Section 6 table)
	Additional CMA information kits distributed by post to all private landholders within subcatchment 5
	og1_7
	5,500

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Organisations other than your own (part B2c of the Section 6 table)
	Additional cost of distributing CMA information packages to staff of local governments covering subcatchment 5 
	og1_8
	1,375

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Total estimated allocation from investment budget to capacity-building activities
	


Section 8: Project snapshot

Project title [provide a brief title for the project]: Enhancing riparian vegetation in subcatchment 5 of the Central-Eastern region through fencing and replanting
Project summary [describe project in no more than 150 words] 

This project aims to enhance riparian vegetation in subcatchment 5 of the Central-Eastern region through fencing and replanting of riparian vegetation along 335.5 kms of rivers/streams within this subcatchment. Replanting will be shared between private landholders (275 kms) and local councils (60.5 kms). The fencing will be shared between local councils (60.5 kms) and private contractors (275 kms). These contractors will also undertake 62 kms of riverbank stabilisation in preparation for the fencing/replanting. Private landholders will primarily be motivated to undertake replanting by offering them financial incentives – although capacity-building activities will be undertaken with private landholders to support this incentives program. The responsibilities of the councils in undertaking riparian fencing/ replanting will be confirmed through memoranda of understanding, with workshops convened to provide their staff with requisite information/skills. The contractors will be paid by the CMA to undertake the fencing and riverbank stabilisation activities they are responsible for. 
Names of people who completed this form: Fiona Blakely and Ted Johnson
Date when this form was last updated: 18 May 2010

Feasibility factors

(i) Action by private landholders/citizens. Probability of insufficient on-ground action (or of excessive uptake of adverse on-ground actions) occurring despite the project. [Qu. B2.3(c) and Qu. B2.4(b): calculate as 1 – (A X B)]  0.2
(ii) Action by organisations other than your own. Probability of insufficient action occurring despite the project. [Qu. B3.4(f): calculate as 1 – P]  0.15

(iii) Action by your own organisation. Probability of insufficient action despite the project. [Qu. 5.2(a): calculate as 1 – Q]  0.03
Feasibility-adjusted cost of project [Qu. B6.2]  $1,863,148
Quality of information

Section 1: Project goal(s) and related projects [Qu. B1.4(b)]  Medium
Section 2: On-ground actions by private citizens [Qu B2.7(b)]  Good

Section 3: Actions by organisations other than your own [B3.5(b)] Medium
Section 4: On-ground actions by your own organisation [B4.3(b)]  Good

Section 5: Project delivery by your organisation [B5.3(b)]  Good

Knowledge gaps [Qu. B1.4(a), B2.7(a), B3.5(a), B4.3(a) and B5.3(a)]

For section 1: Project goal(s) and related projects

Costs of implementing riparian management options along river reaches not previously targeted.
Records of some previous related projects are sketchy and need to be augmented by interviews with staff involved in those projects.

For section 2: On-ground actions by private citizens
The evidence available for assessing the attractiveness to landholders of the required on-ground actions is anecdotal only; hence, some uncertainty exists regarding the level of payments to landholders that will be required to achieve the required levels of on-ground action.

For section 3: Actions by organisations other than your own
The evidence available for assessing the likely effectiveness of capacity-building activities in increasing the willingness of other organisation to cooperate in implementing the project is anecdotal only; hence, substantial uncertainty exists regarding the value assigned to P.

For section 4: On-ground actions by your own organisation
Design specifications for the riverbank stabilisation works need to be completed by CMA staff prior to those works commencing. 
For section 5: Project delivery by your organisation
The content of the three-day training course for CMA staff in group extension methods will be finalised in consultation with leading educators and practitioners in this field.









� The manual for the INFFER Project Assessment Form was developed by David Pannell, Anna Roberts, Geoff Park, Jennifer Alexander, April Curatolo, Stephanie Spry and Sally Marsh. 
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