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1. Introduction 
One of the core outputs in the Global Programme: Local Climate Adaptation Living Facility (LoCAL) is the introduction of the Performance-Based Climate Resilience Grant (PBCRG). The system includes minimum conditions (MCs) as well as more qualitative Performance Measures (PMs) for Falekaupules/Kaupules’ Performance.
The system is intended to promote good public financial management performance (PFM), good governance and initiatives promoting climate change adaptation at the Kaupule level. New climate change adaptation grants will be provided to a sample Falekaupules/Kaupules to address the local challenges and investment needs within the field of climate change adaptation and risk reduction. The access to and size of the grants will be determined by Kaupules’ performance in core pre-determined areas, see the also the PBCRG Guidelines, October 2015.  

The system has been developed during intensive work in October – November 2015, and will be introduced from the Fiscal-Year 2016.
 Based on these consultations, this Performance Measurement Manual (PAM) has been finalised with clear indicators for minimum (access conditions) and performance measures and scoring, as well as guidelines on the system of assessment. This Manual will be applied in the coming assessment of Kaupules’ performance and will be regularly up-dated based on lessons learned.   
The overall rationale for a performance-based grant system (PBGS) is that it provides tangible incentives for Falekaupules/Kaupules to improve their performance – in this case in the areas of PFM, governance and transparency and climate change adaptation performance - by linking their access to grants and/or the amounts disbursed to their performance in pre-determined areas. It supplements other grant objectives and complements other incentive frameworks, e.g. salaries, legal framework, support etc. 

There are a number of specific objectives of a PBGS, which are also valid in the case of Tuvalu for the PBCRG and related annual performance assessments.
 Generally, a PBGS:

1. Provides strong incentives for LGs (as corporate bodies) to improve in key performance areas and adhere to national standards and good practices (core objective). When this is combined with the LoCAL and its objectives this it will include incentives to improve performance in climate change adaptation with the aim to strengthen local climate change resilience;
2. Ensures that spending takes place where there is a clear adaptive and absorptive capacity – it provides basic safeguards against misuse of funds and reduces fiduciary risks to an acceptable level, which then often leads to a greater willingness to support Falekaupules/Kaupules on the part of central government or development partners. Given the safeguards provided by PBGSs, greater discretion can be devolved over the use of grants – which, in turn, may imply that local priorities are more likely to be addressed;

3. Supplements Capacity Development (CD) needs assessments and monitoring and evaluation systems. The PBGS assessment is a very useful tool for identifying the functional capacity gaps in any Kaupule and an effective tool for linking the needs assessment with actual support;

4. Improves management, organisational learning and peer reviews, as the initiatives will continuously be monitored and assessed. This is the case at the administrative as well as at the political levels;
5. Strengthens capacity development efforts (focus and incentives). With the PBGS, Kaupules have stronger incentives to use CD support efficiently, as their performance is linked to funding – CD initiatives are thus more targeted towards addressing identified weaknesses, and more likely to be “translated” into actual practice. The PBGS is a CD mechanism in itself. Many Kaupule staff may have the skills and knowledge to perform the mandated functions (if not they will also be supported in this process though technical backstopping), but may simply lack guidance and incentives to do so. 

6. Improves accountability (upward, downward and horizontal). The transparent publication and dissemination of assessment results and the use of indicators promoting good governance and participation, strengthen the relationship between tiers of governance and citizens, and improve citizens’ access to information and thus enhance accountability;
7. Proves to be a very useful tool to bring funds from development partners (DPs) on-budget and promotes a greater level of streamlining, mainstreaming and coordination of DP support. It is hoped that the PBGS and LoCAL will attract more funds to the needed local investments in climate adaptation/resilience measures from global funds as well as from bilateral partners; and finally: 
8. To attract additional funding to the Falekaupule/Kaupules for needed investments in climate adaptive and risks reduction activities through documenting that they can actually handing targeted funding in an efficient manner. 
The PBGS supplements other more traditional ways and means to ensure Kaupule performance, such as rules and regulations, awareness raising and communication, legal control, audit and inspection, minimum standards and output control, agreements between central and Kaupules, and other core elements in the overall architecture of the intergovernmental fiscal transfer system. 

By linking the level of funding that LGs receive in the form of fiscal transfers to their performance, a PBGS can provide incentives for Kaupules to improve themselves in a wide range of areas (such as planning, budgeting, budget execution, downward/upward /horizontal accountability, financial management/procurement, good governance in general) and particularly cross-sectoral areas such as climate change adaptation.  In this case and within the climate resilience grant there will be a strong focus on climate change adaptation performance of Falekaupules/Kaupules. 
Given the “right” arrangements and context, the calibration of intergovernmental fiscal transfers to Kaupule performance can give Kaupule capacity development support more meaning and greater purpose, encourage Kaupules to do better all round, and significantly reduce the fiduciary and other risks associated with fiscal decentralisation. The introduction of the PBGS should be seen in conjunction with the introduction of more demand-driven approached to capacity development. 
The objectives of the Performance Assessment Manual (PAM) are to:

· Provide detailed information and guidelines on the processes, organization and management of the Falekaupule/Kaupule Annual Performance Assessments (APAs) to be applied, including activities prior to, during and after the assessment as a useful tool for everyone involved;
· Ensure that core principles for the system are well-known and appreciated and provide guidance on the entire system and the related PBCRG guidelines as well as on the institutional arrangements. The PAM will also deal with issues such as decision-making, quality assurance and dissemination of results; 
· Provide the overall guidance and outline the core principles for the assessment and provide the detailed performance indicators, scoring and ranking system as well as of the assessment process. 
This Manual has been up-dated in March 2016 prior to the first assessment, and then again in May 2016 (only a few editorial changes). 

2. The Assessment Process

The assessments of Minimum Conditions (MCs) and Performance Measures (PMs) are carried out on an annual basis to fit with the Kaupules’ planning and budgeting process, i.e. the results should be ready prior to allocation of funds from central to LGs each year to fit with the possibilities to include the results in the announcement of grant submissions to the Kaupules, which typically happen in December each year. Most of the indicators will review the performance of the Kaupules in the ongoing year (up to the point of the assessment), with impact on the coming year’ allocations
.  
Assessments should be supported by a neutral team of 1-2 assessors from LoCAL, which include experts with experiences from public financial management, planning and governance skills as well as environment/climate change experiences, together with national/regional knowledge/skills supported by the LoCAL Secretariat, and the quality of the results and the neutrality will be ensured. It is important that the team members involved in the assessment have not been involved in any CD support to the Kaupules reviewed. Hence, the assessment team may include representations from e.g. Government Agencies, but need to be combined with external non-involved experts, to ensure full neutrality and objectivity.
 The team will stay minimum one day in each Kaupule to ensure that all documents and evidence is checked and triangulated and will consult Kaupule officials (secretary, treasurer, planner, community development officer, etc., Kaupule members, Falekaupule members, representatives of various groups in the assembly (communities, CBOs etc.) and other relevant stakeholders. This is important as the trust and credibility of the results is core for the incentives the system is created to promote. Before the assessments start it is important that documents on the Kaupules, such as financial statements, reports, budgets are plans are collected and compiled, and DRD in MoHARD will support this preparatory work. Second, Kaupules will be promoted and support to conducted prior self-assessments as an internal learning exercise, and to support and ease the external assessments.    

Transition arrangements – Start-up of the system of APA
In the first baseline assessment to be conducted in the first half of 2016 (planned May), only the few minimum conditions for access to the grants will apply, and the performance measures will only be reviewed to establish a baseline and to create awareness and preparedness for further APAs. 
This first annual performance assessment (APA) will impact on the Performance-Based Climate Resilient Grants (PBCRG) allocations for 2016 (expected allocations July/August and October/November). During this APA, the timing of the compliance with the MCs have been adjusted due to the start-up of the program, and initial delays in mobilisation of all support.
The second assessment to be conducted in around November/December 2016 will impact on FY 2017 allocations to the Kaupules starting from April 1, 2017. The MCs will be similar, but will also be checked again. The performance measures will kick in during this assessment, but some (suggested future) indicators will not yet be relevant, as they concern activities, which take time to accomplish, e.g. actual spending of the climate change resilient grants, which can only be reviewed a full year after operation of the grant system (which starts in 2016, i.e. after this FY). These indicators will be included only from the third assessment to be conducted in November FY 2017 with impact on allocations for FY 2018 if the program, as expected, will be extended and up-scaled. 
The results from the performance assessments will be integrated with other allocation criteria from the general block grant system (in this case for the PBCRG which is based on 50 % equal share and 50 % population) in a weighted manner to ensure that smaller and larger Kaupules will have the same relative incentives to improve performance, and to ensure that the basic formula for allocation is not distorted, see the PBCRG Guidelines. 
Falekaupule/Kaupules will be informed about each assessment minimum two weeks in advance, and results will be shared maximum 2 months after completion of the APA. 
The steps in the APA will typically be the following, but changes may be agreed upon between UNCDF/LoCAL and the MoHARD, based on practicality.

i) Awareness rasing about the system (this started in October/November 2015);

ii) Support to Kaupules to comply with the MCs;

iii) Self-assessment by Kaupules (may not be possible the first year);

iv) External assessment by neutral teams;

v) Verification/quality assurance by UNCDF/LoCAL and MoHARD

vi) Approval of the results by the Kaupules Development Coordination Committee under DRD, MoHARD in consultation and dialogue with UNCDF/LoCAL. 

vii) Information about results central level and Kaupules

viii) Impact on releases of grants and releases according to results
3. Minimum Conditions for Access to the PBCRG
The following set of few minimum conditions (MCs) have to be complied with prior to access to the performance-based Climate Change Resilience Grants. 
Failure to pass one of the MCs during the annual performance assessment will mean that this Kaupule will not get access to the grants for the coming FY, but will be involved in capacity development activities to improve performance and support compliance with the conditions in the subsequent assessment and following FY. 
There is generally no second chance as this will dilute the incentives and delay the entire performance assessment process and allocations
. It is important to note that there is no middle way, as all MCs are on-off, either they are complied with or not and that the MCs are basic safeguards to ensure that funds can be handled properly at the local level. 

If a Kaupule cannot comply with the few basic MCs in one year, they will still get capacity development support to – hopefully- comply with the next year. 
However, as 2016 is a start up year, transitional arrangements will be put in place for this year, where the Kauples will have a grace period to the end of July 2016 to comply with Minimum Conditions Nos 1, 2, 3, 4, 8 and 10. 

Funds saved from any non-allocation of funds to the non-eligible Kaupules, will be used for extension of the program, and/or expansion of the eligible Kaupules over time, i.e. for the second phase of LoCAL. 
As mentioned above, there are changes in the timing of the compliance in the first initial year. 

Minimum Conditions (MCs) 

	Theme/Dimension
	Condition and specifics
	Year of Assessment and transitional arrangements
	Source of Verification

	Annual plan & budget
	1. Annual plan & budget with climate adaptation and risk reduction (CARR) developed including coverage of PBCRG investments adopted by the Falekaupule Assembly as per the Falekaupule Act with amendments. 
	From the first assessment (trigger to be reviewed in April prior to first release of PBCRG).

Subsequently every year.

Transitional arrangements: First Year: By end of July 2016 (grace period)
	1) Development plan and submission. The plan and budget can be one document, but projects should be identified for PBCRG funded projects. 

See the amendments to the Falekaupule Act. 

	
	2. Submission of the annual budget to the MoHARD in April, including CARR investments, in adherence with the investment menu for the new grant: PBCRG.
	From first assessment (trigger to be reviewed in April).
Transitional arrangements: First year By end of July 2016 (grace period).
	2) Budget submission letter. It should be possible from the budget to identify projects funded by the PBCRG

	Public Financial Management 
	3. Cash books submitted with only maximum one month of delay to the MoHARD and OAG
	From first assessment.
3 months of delay is accepted in first two Annual Performance Assessment (APA), then 1 month in the future APAs.

Grace period: complied if all books (until March 2016) are submitted by end of July 2016
	3) Review of accounts and submission dates. The condition is also complied with if the Kaupule has submitted the documentation with the first boat, which departure after the said month. Note that it is important that there is documentation for receipt of materials. Check the archives of the MoHARD, DRD and OAG. 

	
	4) 4. Last Financial Statement should be signed by the Kaupule or Falekaupule by resolution. 
	From the first assessment.
By the point of time of the annual performance assessment. 

Grace period: Until end of July 2016. 
	5) Review FS and ascertain that it is signed. 

	
	6) 5. Final audit of FS for the most recent audit of Kaupule FS has no adverse or disclaimer opinion.
	Only applicable from the third assessment. 

(This will need time and significant PFM capacity development support.) 
	7) Review of the most recent audit report. The audit report shows that there are no severe audit findings in the report. If there are issues in the audit report, the Kaupule should document that all these have been rectified. 

	Kaupule Administration 
	8) 6. Core positions in place at the Kaupule level in place:  

· Secretary, 

· Treasurer and 
· The planning officer. 
	From the first assessment and at time for the assessment. 
	Staffing positions, documentation on staff, meetings with relevant staff. If a Kaupule has a gab there is a clear written agreement on how to fill the position, time-plan for this, as well as with MoHARD agreed procedure for this. 

	Monitoring and Evaluation 
	7. Quarterly reporting for use of funds and progress reports according to the standard format provided for PBCRG and submitted to DRD
	From the second assessment (review the submission of reports with maximum 2 months of delays from last quarter). 

	Review reports and minutes from meetings. 

	Use of funds on eligible expenditures


	8. Funds used in accordance with the defined investment menu for eligible expenditures as per the grant guidelines. 
	Re. planning: From first assessment, this should be reflected in the plan for coming FY (checked in May/June, grace period until end of July 2016)
From second assessment: review of evidence of mis-allocation of funds. 
Re. utilization: 
From the third assessment (or in the first assessment after one year of full utilization of the PBCRG)
	Plans and accounts (outturns) compared with the PBCRG operational guidelines on the investment menu. (Use of funds (planned and actual) should be in accordance with the menu and the allowed expenditures. 

	Signing of a participation agreement
	9. The Kaupule has signed a Participation Agreement (PA) with MoHARD in accordance wit the developed format, which confirms conditions of the operations of the PBCRG and the annual performance assessments. 
	First Assessment. 
	Review whether the PA has been signed. 

	Bank account
	10. The Kaupule will inform MoHARD on the establishment of a PBCRG account in Tuvalu National Bank for disbursement of the grants
	First Assessment. 

Grace period first year until end of July 2016. 
	Review of documentation for the Bank Account. 


3. Performance Measures

The performance Measures (PMs) are designed in a manner where only one score can be given for each indicator, e.g. 4 points. The scores are added up, and the range can be between a total between 0 – 100 points. The Kaupules are then compared with other Kaupules and the relative performance will impact on the allocation formula, i.e. if the average score is 50 points for 3 Kaupules involved and the Kaupule X1 has 60 points, this Kapule will receive additional funding compared to an average score and opposite, see Example in the enclosed Annex. 

The performance will be integrated in the basic formula with factors such as population, equal share, etc., see the Manual for the PBCRG.  The performance measures are a mix of PFM/Governance and climate change related indicators, as the core governance and PFM processes are important for effective resource allocation, handling of funds and core Kaupule operations, of importance for all sector investments in the Kaupule. The indicators will be reviewed after two assessments to explore needs for adjustment. It is important to note that if information is not available on the spot due to lack of Kaupule registers etc. or lack of preparedness (despite early notice on the assessment), the indicator will be rated as zero as the Kaupule is responsible for accurate achieves and supporting documentation. 
Some of the indicators will not be possible to achieve from the beginning of the program, but the system is developed in a manner, which reviews relative performance, hence this will not impact negatively on the average allocation for each Kaupule and will therefore still be included in the assessment. 
Performance Measure (PMs) for the PBCRG 
	Functional Area
	No.
	Indicators of Performance Measures 
	Scoring System
	Means of Verification
	Assessors scoring and comments (reasons)

	I. Functioning of Kaupule & Planning
Maximum Points for this thematic area: 14 points 
	
	
	
	
	

	Planning and meetings
	1.1
	Annual plan completed on time after discussions and approval by Falekaupule Assembly after meetings with the Falekaupule.

	If done and all steps followed: 4 points. 
If completed on time, but up to 2 weeks delay in the approval by the Assembly 2 points.

If steps not followed and more delays: 0 points
	Review of annual plan and time for submission, minutes from meetings etc. Interviews at the Kaupule and central levels, i.e. following the deadlines in the planning manual.
	

	Planning and meetings
	1.2
	Quarterly meetings in the Falekaupule Assembly, including meeting on the annual budget with minutes from meetings. 
	If done with minutes from all meetings: 3 points.
If done, but minutes missing from some of the meetings: 2 points. 

If not as above: 0 points.  
	Invitations, minutes from FA meetings etc. 
	

	Planning and meetings
	1.3
	Kaupule meetings (monthly according to the Falekaupule Act) with signed minutes on proceedings
	If done monthly and with minutes: 3 points.
If done, but minutes are missing for max. 1/3 of the meetings: 2 points.
If not as above: 0 points. 
	Minutes from meetings
	

	Linkages
	1.4
	Linkage between planning and budgeting, and detailed costing of projects. 
	If full linkage and detailed costing for all projects: 2 points.
If linking of plan (with clear narratives) and budget, but costing is not done for all projects: 1 point. 

If not as above: 0 points. 
	Review and compare plans and budgets, review whether costing has been made of various projects.

Take a sample of 3 larger projects, and review costing made, and review linkages with plan). All these have to be costed to achieve the score.
 
	 

	3 year plan
	1.5
	3 year capital development plan developed derived from the ISP (linked)
	If linkage: 2 points. 
	Review Islands Strategic Plans and the 3 year-development plan and ascertain that there linkages. 
	

	II. Financial Management 
Maximum Points for this thematic area: 24 points 
	
	
	
	
	

	Budget

	2.1
	Annual budget issued as bye-law by the Kaupule and the budget encompasses the following: 
· 

“A budget message of the Pule o Kaupule briefly setting out the significance of the budget, particularly in relation to the local development plan; 

· 

-  a brief summary of the projects and activities to be carried out in pursuit of the statutory goals and objectives of the Falekaupule and the Kaupule for the ensuing financial year; and 

· 

-  a budget summary. ”
and publish this bye-law. 
	If all done and published: 2 points.
If done but not published: 1 point.

Otherwise: 0 points.
	The Act requires that all bye-laws made by the Kaupule shall be in the Tuvaluan language so that they could be easily understood by all those who will be affected.
Submission letter to AG 
And it is important that it is published. 
See the Financial Regulations, 2001, Section 3.3
	

	Budget procedures
	2.2
	· Core budget procedures from the Falekaupule Act followed (see note 1). 

	All steps in the previous column complied with: 2 Points.

1 step may be missing, but the budget has been approved by Assembly: Then 1 point.  
	Review plan calendar, interviews, invitations for meetings, minutes from meetings etc. 
	

	Budget outturn
	2.3
	The average deviations between outturns (actual expenditures) and the original budget across the major budget heads is minimal.
	Max. 5 % average deviation: 2 points.

Maximum 10 % average deviation: 1 point. 

More that 10 %: 0 points. 
	Review outturns for major budget heads (votes) and compare with the original budget heads, calculate the deviation for each and then calculate the average deviation in %.
	

	Commitment control
	2.4
	System in place to ensure commitment control, that all spending has a budget envelop and that there is no overspending with clearly assigned responsibilities and person(s) to control and approve, who review budget against spending.
	If done: 2 points. 

Otherwise: 0 points.
	Review control systems, and division of tasks between staff. 
	

	Cash-books
	2.5
	Submission of cash-books and related monthly accounts, on time (with the following month) and with the required format from DRD/OAG. 
	If done: 2 points. 
Otherwise: 0 points.
	Review date for receipt of cash books and related documents
	

	Bank reconciliations
	2.6
	Bank reconciliations: Bank passbooks and bank statement reconciled and bank statement and cash-books reconciled and tally (minimum monthly), using formats from DRD/OAG.
	If done: 2 points. 
Otherwise: 0 points. 
	Check passbooks, bank statements and cash-books 
	

	Financial statements
	2.7
	Signed final financial statement produced timely.
	If done within 3 months after FY: 2 points.

If done within 6 months after: 1 point.

If not or later: 0 points.  
	Review FS and submission date to the OAG and documentation for receipt of these at OAG office. 
	

	Quarterly financial reports
	2.8
	Quarterly financial reports (based on monthly reports consolidated) from the treasurer presented to the Kaupule and to the Falekaupule (tabled and discussed) 
	If done for all: 2 points.

Otherwise: 0 points. 
	Reports, minutes and documentation.
	

	Assets register
	2.9
	Kaupule up-dated assets register (annual) with buildings, infrastructure, equipment etc., and estimated value. 
	If done with full estimated value of all assets: 2 points.
If done but some gaps in the valuation: 1 point. 

If significant gaps: 0 points. 
	Review assets registers and check that it is been up-dated on an annual basis. Some gaps: (assessors estimate up to max. 25 %).  
	

	Audit
	2.10
	Audit statement approved by Kaupule and Falekaupule for last audit and tabled in the Kaupule and Falekaupule with minutes from meeting. (Note that this will be a future MC as well).
	If done and tabled (with minutes in both bodies): 2 points.
If done but only tabled in one of the bodies (with minutes): 1 point.
If no: 0 points.  
	FS audited and approved for last FY and tabled at the Kaupule and Falekaupule with minutes from the meeting.  
	

	
	2.11
	Publication of audit report as per rules. 

Within six weeks-upon receipt of the Auditor-General’s report, the Pule o Kaupule shall cause the public exhibition of copies of the following the Kaupule office:

a) Annual Balance Sheet or Statement or Abstract of Accounts; and b) Auditor–General‘s report on such accounts.


	If done: 2 points.
Otherwise: 0 points. 
	Audit report published as per the Act. 

Review signed of public exhibition at the Kaupule office.
	

	
	2.12
	Evidence that all audit queries from last audit report have been followed-up and rectified
	If more than 80 % of queries rectified: 2 points. 

If 50 % or more than 50 %: 1 point. 

If less than 50 %: 0 points. 


	Review of audit reports. Both the last audit report and the last audit report but one. 
Review of evidence of how it has been followed-up in the management letters and review subsequent audit reports. 

	

	III. Fiscal Efforts
Maximum Points for this thematic area: 6 points
	
	
	
	
	

	Revenue collection efforts
	3.1
	Percentage (%) that actual local revenue collection has increased for previous year compare to previous year -1. 
Example: FY 2013/14 was 100,000 AUS and FY 2014/15 was 150,000 AUS. The % increase is then: (150,000-100,000)/100,000%= 50 %
	More than 10 %: 2 points. 

5-10 %:  1 point

Less than 5 %: 0 points.
	Review the FS for the last two fiscal years in sections of local revenues (outturns i.e. actual figures).  If actual figures are not provided, then zero points. 
Note: Only review the Kaupule’s own revenues, i.e. taxes, licenses etc. 
	

	Projections
	3.2
	Percentage (%) collection of actual local revenue against the planned revenue for last year.  Last year’s actual revenue will be verified against the planned revenue of last year.  Local revenue will not include any direct transfer done central government.
Example: FY 2014/15: Budget was 100,000 AUS, and actually realised was 80,000 AUS. The deviation is then: (80,000-100,000)/100,000%=(-20 %) which means no points as twenty percent is above +/- 10 %.
	If deviation is less than +/- 5 %: 2 points.

Between +/- 6-10%: 1 point.

More than + /- 10 %: 0 points
	Review of the planned and actually realised revenues in plans, budgets and financial statements for the last FY.
Note: Only review the Kaupule’s own revenues, i.e. taxes, licenses etc.  
	

	Administration
	3.3
	The Kaupule maintains a register of all taxes and tax-payers per type of tax that is kept up to date. 
	If all done: 2 points.
If not: 0 points.  
	Tax registers and registration of revenues on a monthly basis in up-dated tax register, which is kept by the Kaupule. 
	

	IV. Monitoring and Evaluation 
Maximum Points for this thematic area: 8 points 
	
	
	
	
	

	Review meetings
	4.1
	Review meetings on progress in implementation open for communities. 
	If done minimum every year: 2 points. 
Otherwise: 0 points
	Minutes from review meetings, invitations etc., discussions with invited people. 
	

	Reporting
	4.2
	Kaupules makes timely submissions of quarterly physical progress reports and annual final report to the DRD/MoHARD. 
	All reports submitted on time during the last FY (12 months): 3 points. 
1-2 reports have been up-to 2 months delayed. 2 points. 

If not above: 0 points.
	Obtain copy of reports including the date for submission from both Kaupules and the DRD.
	

	Community monitoring
	4.3
	System for community monitoring/ scorecards where communities review and assess/rate performance of the Kaupule established and operative.
	If operative and used within the last 12 months: 2 points. 

If not: 0 points.
	Community scorecard where selected representatives from various interest groups such as women, youth, minorities, the disaster management committee, fisher’s association, and Red Cross volunteers, assess performance of outer island administrations in terms of the use of island resources for the agreed purposes as outlined in the annual budget and ISP. 

Scorecard conducted at point of time for the APA. (See note No. 2 below the table)
	

	V. Communication and Transparency
 Maximum Points for this thematic area: 8 points
	
	
	
	
	

	Public meetings and involvement and transparency

	5.1
	Public meetings conducted regularly (minimum quarterly)
Assembly meetings etc. 
	If done timely:  2 points.

If done, but with delays (up to a quarter): 1 point
If not: 0 points. 
	Review minutes from meetings, invitations etc. Interviews with communities. 
	

	
	5.2
	Evidence for involvement of citizens in monitoring of progress of projects/Kaupule activities. 
	If signpost and/or user committees established and operational: 2 points. 
If not: 0 points. 
	E.g. Review the signpost and the system for addressing the comments made.
Review of establishment of user committees for projects etc.  
	

	Sharing of information
	5.3
	Publication of finance information by the to Kaupule to ensure that citizens are informed. 
a) Budget and plans

b) Financial statements

c) Quarterly and annual progress reports

d) Audit report

e) (future: performance assessment reports)
	Points per document published on minimum public notice board. 

If all 5 (a-e): 4 points
If 3-4 documents shared of a-e: 3 points.

If 2 documents shared: 2 points

If one document shared (e.g. “a”): 1 point.

If none: 0 points. 


	Office building, radio, newspapers, etc. Evidence that this has happened and is available. 
In the first assessment the maximum documents are 4, hence 4 points will be given for 4 documents. 
	

	VI. Climate Change Related Performance Measures

Maximum Points for this thematic area: 40 points
	
	
	
	
	

	Strategy on climate change
	6.1
	The Kaupule has made a plan/strategy on how to address climate change and CC risk related issues
	If done: 4 points
	Review the existence of a strategy, which outlines challenges and ways and means to address these over the medium and longer term. 
	

	Data collection on climate change
	6.2.
	The Kaupule has started data collection on climate change relevant indicators such as temperature, areas with draught, rainfall, etc. and stored in a data-base for planning
	If done: 3 points
	Review data –base. 
	

	Climate change planning
	6.3
	Kaupules have discussed climate change issues with citizens as part of the planning process, and reviewed vulnerable sectors and areas (started vulnerability assessments and consultations with citizens on CC related issues)
	If done: 3 points
	Review minutes from meetings and consultations. 
	

	Mainstreaming of CC
	6.4
	Climate change is included (mainstreamed) in the: i) ISP and ii) with linkages to Capital Development Plan  (3 years) and iii) the annual development plan/budget as a chapter with clear description of the areas to be addressed
	If done and included in ISP, 3-year development plan and ADP: 4 points.

If included in two documents: 3 points.

If included in only 1 document: 1 point. 

If not: 0 points.  
	Review annual plan.
	

	Linkages
	6.5
	CC activities in the annual plan are derived from the vulnerability assessment
	If done: 3 points.
	Review the annual plan and the VA and check whether there are linkages in a sample of min 3 activities. 
	

	Targeting
	6.6
	Evidence that climate change projects have addressed vulnerable groups such as women, children’s and elderly persons needs (documented in narrative in the annual development plan). 
	Evidence in the planning and from with evidence in the plans and implementation (subsequent assessments).

If done: 3 points
	Review of the planning and actual spending, and evidence to prove that this is the case. Review whether there is a clear narrative of this in the ADP and whether the identified projects have been addressed (subsequent assessments). 
	

	Costing
	6.7
	Additional costing of climate change proofing of investments has been conducted in minimum 50 % of the projects
	If done in all sampled projects: 3 points
	Review of design costing.
Sample 3 projects sourced from the PBCRG. 
	

	Mainstreaming of CC in contracting
	6.8
	Climate changes considerations are included in relevant projects in the tender documents and work description of contracts within the ceilings and documentations that Kaupules are responsible for. 
	If done: 3 points
	Sample of a few (2-3 relevant projects)
	

	Monitoring of contractors and work implementation
	6.9
	Evidence that work with investments on climate change and environment related areas have been monitored by Kaupules on a regular basis (minimum before each instalment) to ascertain that cc resilient work is being implemented.  
	If done: 3 points
	Monitoring reports from field -work.
Note: Only applicable for future assessments.  
	

	Level of completion of planned projects 
	6.10
	Level of completion of planned projects from the PBRC grants 
	(first year with impact of APA): Completion of more than 50 % of the annually planned projects by November: 7 Points.
More than 25 %: 3 points.

Less: No points. 

Future assessments (100 % of last year’s projects and minimum 50 % of ongoing year at the November assessment): 7 points.
Min. 80 % of last FY’s projects and more than 25 % of ongoing year: 3 points.

If less on one of the two dimensions: 0 points.  
	Review of plans and accounts, quarterly progress reports etc.

If there is no evidence from reports etc.= no points.  
	

	Monitoring and feed back mechanism
	6.11
	Evidence that the Kaupule has established a project monitoring facility to review ongoing projects & evidence that the climate change investments have been reviewed after implementation and discussed in the Falekaupule assembly and other consultative meetings.
	If done: 4 points. 
	Monitoring reports on ongoing projects minimum on a quarterly basis.

Minutes from review meetings and consultations
	

	Total Maximum Points. 
	
	
	Max. 100 points 

(note that in the first APA, - baseline some of the points cannot be achieved due to up-start of the program but that this will be similar for all Kapules).  
	
	


MCs= Minimum Conditions, NA= Not applicable, PM = Performance Measure.
NOTES

Note 1: Steps (budget requirements): The first step in budget preparation is to identify the priorities and activities of the island based on its local development plan, current salaries and wages, the Kaupule’s debts and obligations and other necessary data that will help in knowing its financial obligations. The various departments or offices in the Kaupule be required to submit their respective budgetary proposals that shall likewise cover their economic, social, or general services for the incoming financial year as additional inputs. All these shall take into account the Kaupule’s projected income limits or budget ceilings for the incoming financial year. The Ofisa Teu Tupe shall then prepare and submit to the Failautusi ote Kaupule, on or before the second week of October each year, the following documents, namely; 

a)  A statement covering the income and expenditures of the preceding financial year; 

b)  The actual income and expenditures of the first half of the current financial year; and 

c)  The estimated income and expenditures for the remaining half of the current financial year. 

Upon receipt of the above documents, including the budgetary proposals of each department or office, the Failautusi ote Kaupule shall then prepare the proposed budget for the ensuing financial year and shall, on or before the second week of January each year, submit the proposed local budget to the Committee on Budget and Appropriations.

On receipt of the proposed budget from the Failautusi ote Kaupule, the Committee on Budget and Appropriations shall review and evaluate it to –

· a)  determine the feasibility of the income projection for the ensuing financial year; 

· b)  recommend to the Kaupule the appropriate tax or rates and other revenue measures to  support the budget: 

· c)  recommend to the Kaupule the level of annual expenditures for economic, social and  general services based on the approved local development plan; and 

· d)  recommend to the Kaupule the proper allocation of expenditures for each development  activity between Current Operating Expenditures and Capital Outlays. 

The Committee on Budget and Appropriations shall return the proposed budget, with its comments and recommendations, to the Pule o Kaupule on or before the first working day of February each year.

The budget process follows the consultative process in the Act: The Pule o Kaupule shall then submit the proposed budget to the Kaupule which in turn shall make its own comments and recommendations, if any. Thereafter and note later than the first week of March each year, the Pule o Kaupule shall again submit the said budget proposal, with the appropriate changes, to the Falekaupule for the approval at the annual Falekaupule Assembly by the Assembly (amendment to the Act).

Evidence that the citizens propose new amendments to the budget: The Act grants them that full privilege to do so before the Kaupule finally enacts it into an appropriations bye-law in the annual Falekaupule Assembly in March every year. 

In the assembly, the proposed budget shall be debated and may be amended. 

After the proposed Kaupule budget is approved by the Falekaupule Assembly, the Ulu Aliki shall sign it and shall endorse it to the Pule o Kaupule. The proposed budget is then filed with the Kaupule as a proposed measure (or proposed appropriations bye-law) and goes through the usual legislative process like any other proposed bye-law until it is enacted and becomes the Kaupules’ annual budget.
The points will be factored into the allocation formula from the second year in accordance with the enclosed formula. 
Note 2: This scorecard may be a simple questionnaire and entails criteria such as “completion of proposed projects”, “level of beneficiary engagement” and “targeting of proposed beneficiaries”. (The specific reporting format will be determined in the first consultation, both at outer islands and Funafuti, during the inception phase of the project (NAPA II).

Annex 1: Example of how Performance Measures will impact on allocations (from second year, FY 2017) 
Below is an example of the allocation to the 3 Falekaupules/Kaupules in Phase One of LoCAL. The actual allocation will depend on the actual scores of the Falekaupules/Kaupules determined in the annual performance assessment. In the first FY (2016) only the Minimum Conditions will be applied (i.e. the column with “allocation of 100 basic shares” is applied. 
[image: image1.emf]


Assuming that all 3 Kaupules qualify on the MCs



Case : All 3 selected Kaupules comply with MCs
Table: 50 % basic formula (of this population 50%  and 50 % equal share) and 50 % on performance****



S.No Name of 
Kaupule



Resident 
Population 



2012***



Equal Fixed 
share (50%)



Allocation on 
Population 



(50%)



Total 
Allocation of 



with 50 % 
basic formula-
component



Allocation if 
100 % basic 



shares



Scores 
(example)*



***



Relative 
scores



Relative 
score 



weighted 
with basic 
allocation 



*



Relative 
performance 



weight **



Performance 
allocation (50% 



weight) 
component



Total weigthed 
allocation 



(50% basic 
formula and 50 



% perf.)



Per capita 
before use of 
performance



Per capita 
after use of 



performance



Changes in 
allocation 



due to 
performance 



(%)



1 Nanumea 612 11,667 13,045 24,712 49,423          35 0.20 5058 0.22 15,655           40,367 81 66 -18.3%
2 Nukufetau 666 11,667 14,196 25,863 51,726          56 0.33 8470 0.37 26,215           52,078 78 78 0.7%
3 Nukulaelae 364 11,667 7,759 19,425 38,851          80 0.47 9088 0.40 28,129           47,555 107 131 22.4%



Grand Total 1,642 35,000 35,000 70,000 140,000         
Fixed share 50% 35,000 171 1.00 22616 1.00 70,000           140,000         85              85              0.0%
Population 50% 35,000 Average  Score 57
Total allocation 140,000



0.5 70,000         



0.5 70,000          2
Exchange rate 1.40 Total pool AUS 140,000
1 USD = AUS
Notes* To ensure that all have similar incentives to improve on performance, large and smaller Kaupules, the performance will be weigthed. Also not to distort the basic allocation formula and ensure that the amounts are adjusted 



relative (-/+) in  a similar manner. 
** New relative performance scores, where scores are weighted with the results of the basic needs-based formula according to best practices. 
*** Population figures based on number of resident, not where people are registered. Data from Tuvalu National Population and Housing Census, 2012, Basic Tables, page 12. 
**** Note: Equal share is much higher than normal international standards, but the reason is that much of the costs are related to each island, not only to number of people. 
**** Results of this will only be available after the annual performance assessment. First year will allocated based on compliance with MCs (Row G). 



Basic allocation 50 %
Note that the exchange rate used will depend on the prevailing rate. In the simulation is used 1 USD = 1.4 AUS
Total pool for performance allocation (50%)










Assuming that all 3 Kaupules qualify on the MCs

Case : All 3 selected Kaupules comply with MCs

Table: 50 % basic formula (of this population 50%  and 50 % equal share) and 50 % on performance****

S.No

Name of 

Kaupule

Resident 

Population 

2012***

Equal Fixed 

share (50%)

Allocation on 

Population 

(50%)

Total 

Allocation of 

with 50 % 

basic formula-

component

Allocation if 

100 % basic 

shares

Scores 

(example)*

***

Relative 

scores

Relative 

score 

weighted 

with basic 

allocation 

*

Relative 

performance 

weight **

Performance 

allocation (50% 

weight) 

component

Total weigthed 

allocation 

(50% basic 

formula and 50 

% perf.)

Per capita 

before use of 

performance

Per capita 

after use of 

performance

Changes in 

allocation 

due to 

performance 

(%)

1 Nanumea 612 11,667 13,045 24,712 49,423            35 0.20 5058 0.22 15,655             40,367 81 66 -18.3%

2 Nukufetau 666 11,667 14,196 25,863 51,726            56 0.33 8470 0.37 26,215             52,078 78 78 0.7%

3 Nukulaelae 364 11,667 7,759 19,425 38,851            80 0.47 9088 0.40 28,129             47,555 107 131 22.4%

Grand Total  1,642 35,000 35,000 70,000 140,000          

Fixed share 50% 35,000 171 1.00 22616 1.00 70,000             140,000           85                85                0.0%

Population 50% 35,000 Average  Score 57

Total allocation 140,000

0.5 70,000          

0.5 70,000            2

Exchange rate 1.40Total pool AUS 140,000

1 USD = AUS

Notes* To ensure that all have similar incentives to improve on performance, large and smaller Kaupules, the performance will be weigthed. Also not to distort the basic allocation formula and ensure that the amounts are adjusted 

relative (-/+) in  a similar manner. 

** New relative performance scores, where scores are weighted with the results of the basic needs-based formula according to best practices. 

*** Population figures based on number of resident, not where people are registered. Data from Tuvalu National Population and Housing Census, 2012, Basic Tables, page 12. 

**** Note: Equal share is much higher than normal international standards, but the reason is that much of the costs are related to each island, not only to number of people. 

****  Results of this will only be available after the annual performance assessment. First year will allocated based on compliance with MCs (Row G). 

Basic allocation 50 %

Note that the exchange rate used will depend on the prevailing rate. In the simulation is used 1 USD = 1.4 AUS

Total pool for performance allocation (50%)

The table and the points are just shown as an illustrative example, and the actual performance scores (points, in this example from 35-80 points with average score on 57 points) will be entered based on the annual neutral performance assessments. In should be noted that the figures below are in AUS, and that they may vary according to the exchange rate at date for transferring from LoCAL to the National Bank of Tuvalu.  Note the figures are just examples. 
� LINK Excel.Sheet.8 "/Users/jespersteffensen/Dropbox/data brug denne november 2008/Tuvalu/Program Design Document/Annex  - Simulations of PBGS implications-Oct 11.xls" "Sheet 1 40%60%, 50-50 %!R4C1:R27C16" \a \p �Error! Not a valid link.�








� Based on time required to start the new Program up, the timing of the compliance and few transitional arrangements are now included in this up-dated Manual. 


� Please refer to the publication on the experiences from Performance-Based Grants from UNCDF: “Performance-Based Grants, Concept and International Experience”, 2010.


� This is a bit different from the system applied in all performance-based grant systems, see UNCDF, Performance-Based Grants – Concept and International Experience, 2010 in many countries (performance in year N-1, reviewed in Year N, impact Year N + 1), but is introduced to ensure that performance allocations kick in within the pilot period to test the PBGS and refine before scaling up. 


� This point was also emphasized by the Kaupules during the various de-briefing sessions on LoCAL. 


� Experiences from other countries have proved the importance of ensuring a robust systems without any waivers. 
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