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SUMMAFtY: PROJECT UBJECTIVES AND DESCRIPTION 
1. The purpose of this PDF is to finalize a proposal for scaling up an existuig programme that 
promotes the sustainable conservation of important biodiversity sites across Africa through 
building working partnerships between African NGOs and governments. The main global 
benefits of GEF support will be the consolidation of local and national support for key 
biodiversity sites, improved management of these sites, and the establishment of sustainable 
national networks of proactive African environmentalists. 

2. The programme works by harnessing individuals interested in biodiversity, specifically 
birds, into voluntary constituencies and advocacy groups consisting of local and national 
NGO's, government officials. and local community volunteers. By nature of its largely 
voluntary and highly participatory methodology, the programme builds local advocacy and 
support for important biodiversity sites, and leads to the establishment of appropriate and 
sustainable conservation mechanisms, ranging from central government protection to 
community based management. 

3. Advocacy and constituency groups also generate data on which the improved planning and 
management of both individual protected areas and national protected areas systems can be 

1 



based. Detailed cross-checked field-based inr'ormation, gathered according to rigorously 
-, 

applied criteria, provides both baseline information and a mechanism for ongoing monitoring. 
While reinforcing the management of existing protecied areas, this information can also provide 
the scientific justification for adding nev. sites to existing national protected area networks. 

4. The programme was initially launched in Africa in 1992 by a group of African NGO's 
attending the Pan African Ornithological Congress in Burundi. On learning of similar 
programmes in 32 European ,countries and 14 Middle Eastern countries, and that similar 
programmes were being started in the Americas and Asia, the African NGO's organized 
themselves into the "Africa Partnership" and agreed to establish a similar programme in 
Africa. Though focused initially on birds, and built on the IBA or Important Bird Areas 
process, this process has been extended to use birds as indicators of the full range of 
biodiversity present at a site. 

5. Financial support to launch the Africa programme was provided by the Royal Society for the 
Protection of Birds (RSPB) and the UK Darwin Initiative while technical assistance and support 
is proviJed through the secretariat of BirdLife International in Cambridge, England. As a 
result, the programme is now operating in 16 A~rican nations. In Sierra Leone and Egypt the 
process is sufficiently advanced that collaborating national NGOs are providing biodiversity 
data to national TFAP and NEAP processes and are expected to contribute significantly to the 
preparation of National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans. In Ghana and Cameroon site- 
specific local and national NGO activities have provided a basis for larger GEF financed 
projecs. Other groups have received some support and encouragement through the GEF Small 
Grants Programme. Broader GEF support is now sought to complement funding from other r\ 
donors to strengthen and scale-up the process into a continent wide network of local 
biodiversity site advocacy partnerships. 

6. In view of the success of the programme the European Union and the United Kingdom's 
Overseas Development Administration have also provided funds and to further investigate the 
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possibility of scaling-up the programme a GEF PDF Block A grant was seci-red through UNDP 
in February 1995. This resulted in participating governments and African N W ' s  submitting a 
full proposal for a US$15.2 million (US$ 6.6 million from GEF plus US$ 8.6 million of 
pofinancing) programme to scale up the process continent-wide. This proposal covered work in 

7 CBD ratifier cc or 1997-2000 an( !d a process of phased sub-regionalisation 
rhere a number o, i african NGO ap assume responsibility for training, 

arranging meetings and exchanges of staff between national programme partners. The process 
was designed to nurture a unique cadre of African conservationists in whom relevant skills 
would be fostered and refined through shared experience. 
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7. Following the subsequent release of the GEF Operational Strategy and in response to 
recommendations from internal and external technical reviewers of the draft Full Proposal, the 
Africa Partnership now wishes to dl ;a1 further before making a final submission 
to the GEF Council. In particular, uggested that GEF financing of the Africa 
programme should be split inlv two s to support separately executed and 
evaluated phases. 
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8. The objective of the first phase of GEF funding will be to consolidate the sub-regionalization 
process. By providing support to a limited number of countries in each sub-region these 
countries will not only strengthen their own national NGO-government biodiversity site 
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'iVogrammi: Objective and Activit10 
10. The objective of the programme is to en e protect  porta ant biodiversity sites 
houghout Africa by developing local and n: GO-gove ~artnerships for 

biodiversity conservation action. The GEF n~~rernerltal f imur lg  WIII achieve this by scaling- 
up an existing programme, strengthening it aAld improving its quality, and enabling it to spread 
into additional countries, thus expanding the network into a continent wide system. 
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1. These local and national NGO-government partnerships b rn the traditional conflicts 
etween communities and government authorities and build nc :rative approaches to 
iodiversity site management. The programme shifts the trad~rional relationship between local 
nd national NGO's and governments from one of suspicion to one of cooperation. The 
rogramrne brings together individuals from local and national NW's ,  governments, and 
ommunities and develops skills in broad-based constituencies of national and site-adjacent 
akeholders, both ma1 and individua :velopment fields. institutia 
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.. 12. These partnersnlps serve as constituency groups ror lnaiviaual bloaiversity sites and as 
such: 
- advocate and lobby for site conserv 
- build local public awareness and support 
- bridge the gap between protected area au,horities and local cc ies 
- establish appropriate conservation mechanisms ranging from overnrnent 

protection to community based management 
lssist in site management and protection 
:enerate baseline biodiversity inventories and provide for ongoing site monitoring 
mprove skills through the exchange of information, networking and training 
Ire sustainable in that they are based largely qn voluntary commitment 
~ i l d  a continent wide network of pro-active African environmentalists. 
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13. Partnerships are developed through a phased programme of participatory biodiversity 
survey, advocacy, and site-specific conservation action. Models initially developed through the 
IBA programmes in Europe and the Middle East, which began in 1985 and 1991 respectively, 
provide baseline working models for the application of these techniques worldwide. These 
models have been refined in the light of the first two year3 of programme work in Africa and 
four stages to the process are now identified: 

(a) Stage 1 - Set up 
The responsible national institution, normally an African NGO (e.g. Ethiopian Wildlife 
and Natural History Society (EWNHS) or Ghana Wildlife Society (GWS)), fosters 
governmental links, usually through a programme steering committee, to ensure 
approval, participation and the transfer of information to senior decision-makers. A 
national coordinator is identified (usually an NGO staff-member). 



(b) Stage 2 - Site ijontification and surveylinventory 
A workshnp brings together biodiversity experts at a national level (NGO, government 
and ~!ilr:: j :.:J generate a prei;ulinary list of priority sites based on standarj 1BA criteria. 
The naciolxd coordinator then fields a team of government and NGO professionals and 
amareurs to ..i!ndertake field surveys and inventories. Site accounts are compiled from 
the data galhered, derailing biodiversiry icprtance.  land tenure systems, protection 
status, threats and related cr3~~se~vatioru issues. Data are ermed onto a specially 
developed database and feed directly into national planning processes such as NEAP's 
~nd  BSAP's (including GEF financed Biodiversity Enabling Activities) and can be 
jnward transmitted to national, regional and global (WCMC) databases as appropriate. 
>ata is also published in appropriate natlonal languages and summary information is 
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s, maps, 
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etc. 

(c) Stage , - . , .orltlsatlon, advocacy, capaclty bullding for, and action at, key sites. 
i prioritisation analysis by the major stakeholders uses assessment of threat, 
iodiversity importance and degree of real protection at each site to target advocacy 
ffort and, where appropriate. direct on the ground action by the programme partners. 

A d by and ~d non-governmental agencies, programme 
P tablished ntegrated conservation and development 
projects are ~nitiated at a small subset ot s~tes where threats are severe and immediate 

V. B. such action will not be funded directly by the GEF as part of this proposal. 
[owever, this GEF activity will assist governments in defining priority actions, 
[locating financial and other resources, and negotiating other donor support to ensure 

conservation. Wht ierations clearly apply GEF resources may 
be sought to compl jilateral commitments.] 
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14. In practice Stages 3 and 4 merge, as all sites are drawn into a closed feedback loop of 
monitoring and action. 

IESCRIPTION OF PROPOSI B ACTTV 
5. The Africa Partnership requests PDF E suppon to lmprove runner the programme design '7 

and enr;ure the effective drafting of a full GEF Proposal. Although there was full consensus on 



the original ~rovosal to GEF, the fundamental strength of the programme lies in its nature as a 
true partnership and thus this consultation must be repeated and maintained throughout the 
preparatory activities. 

16. The ioiiowing activities will be carried out under the Block B grant: 

(a) .A drafting gr meeting of key African partners to refine the full GEF praposal. 
respond to the reviewers comments. and agree the phasing; 

I-country consultations between the partners, including obtaining the additi ma1 letters 
! commitment from government GEF operational focal points; 

(c) Donor consultations to harmonize the financial support package; 

i) Determination of baselines and inc-emental costs I,, each country; 

) Africa-wide workshop to obtain consensus on and approval of the final proposal; 

(f) Preparation and submission of final GEF proposal; 

(g) Finalization of the UNDP Project Document. 

ELIGIBILITY 
17. The African programme falls into the GEF Biological Diversity Focal under Operational 
Programs on long-term protection and sustainable use of biodiversity. The programme offers 
an integrated approach to all four target groups of ecosystems (see Annex 1) tackling the 
problems in each by taking a country driven approach. Through workshops and surveys by 
local teams, a community of conservationists is built who will work, using a suite of site- 
specific activities, to ensure the long term maintenance of the areas identified. 

18. The programme addresses all five strategic considerations for work in the Biological 
Diversity Focal Area (Operatiol~al Strategy, p14): 

(a) Plans & policies: national steering committees have already begun influencing the 
shaping of, and supplying conservation data to, policies and planning at regional and 
national levels. 

) Int erventior (b: ts.- the programme partners are already managing targeted and cost effective 
interventions in ecosystem protection and management in countries such as Ghana, 
Nigeria, Cameroon and Kenya, so are ready, willing and able to advocate and execute 
a carefully targeted subset of further actions. 

(c) Global benefits: the main global benefit will be in the consolidation of key biodiversity 
sites and the globally important biodiversity contained therein, so addressing key issues 
such as land degradation, deforestation, etc. However, other GEF focal areas will 
benefit throughout Africa from the new expertise created. The national networks of 
proactive African environmentalists will bring their influence to bear on a wide range 
of root causes and issues key to other GEF focal areas. Advocacy groups will also 
work to attract additional financial resources to address priority sites and issues. 



(dj , 'k<l;:,vjc.;7r~tit~e rccisystenls: all the ecosystems targeted in the C,rpe.raiional Programs are 
z::.:,.~*:ed by t hc  process (see 4nnex 1 .) 

(e) c-'irb: ;1:c :procr.w helps all counrnes nleer CBD objectives. ~~artii?;';ariy those in 
4r1ic:it-\ h . - .  :!:;ci 8. o r  the Cor.ver.tion 

19. The Afrca!? R?.r~~~f.xsj.,ip has, b~ n~'cessity. deployed a suite c'f highly cost effective, 
innnvatiwr management techniques for insritutional empowerment which build on existing 
regular cmmunic~tions and common approacheg. Skills sharing is a common theme within the 
programme family, which is achieved through programme-dedicated n?wsletters, subregional 
and regional meetings and schemes to second staff between srganisations, particularly for 
survey and national workshops: a proposed e-mail newsgroup will be a further enhancement. 

20. The African Partnership, by working within a global framework, has access to networked 
hnding and support, and is well-placed to tap into institutional and corporate sector sources as 
well as the general public. Extensive fund-raising experience exists in t h ~  BirdLife Partnership 
and is actively shared. Innovative routes for sustaining support in a hard-pressed fund-raising 
envircnment are constantly being sought. 

21. All participating governments are CBD rahpers. 

NATIONAL LEVEL SUPPORT 
22. Significant progress has been made at the national level which is both summarised above ,f-! 

and shown in detail in Annex 2. The commitments of ten national governments are 
demonstrated in letters of support and requests for GEF assistance for the programme (see 
Annex 4) 

JUSTIFICATION FOR PDF GRANT 
23. The external GEF technical review of the draft Brief submitted in November 1995 strongly 
recommended GEF support for the African Programme but recognised the need to further 
sharpen its focus, particularly in the areas of advocacy and conservation action. The broad 
conceptual framework and networking aspects were recognised as strong and highly relevant to 
GEF, but a lack of clarity was identified as to the exact mechanisms to be used in Stages 3 and 
4. The further refinement planned here will build on progress made in countries such as Egypt 
and Ethiopia, where planning of Stage 3 is underway. The experiences will be discussed at the 
drafting team workshop where more detailed Drocess models will be designed and fed into the 
new Brief. A log-frame approach v Lrief. vill be us ed to eni lance pre 
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ancing 
(i!  nraftin_o _qmrlp rneerlng ro refine propcrsal, agree 525 ,OOv $23.000 

;hasing, respond td reviewers con1men:s 
ii) In-country consultations $5,000 

( i i i )  Derermination of baselines and incremental costs $15,000 
(iv) Africa-wide Workshop - consensus and approval $50,000 $95,000 
(v) Coordination, donor consultations, preparation of fina $60,000 $10,500 

GEF Submission (consultant 4 mon:hs) 
(vi) Finalization of UNDP Project Docume~lt $5,000 
(vii) Miscellaneous @ 10% $16,000 $lO,oOO 
(viii) Agency Support Costs @ 8% $14,080 

TOTAL $190,080 $138,500 

EXPECTED OUTPUTS 
24. The outputs of this PDF Block B grant .will be: 

1). a full GEF proposal, divided into phases, backed by full partnership consensus, to be 
submitted to GEF Council in May 1997. 

(b). an updated sharing of experiences within the African programme partnership producing 
refined process models, particularly for Stages 3 and 4. 

E X P E ~ D  DATE OF PREPARATION COMPLETION 
25. Block B project development funded work will commence in September 1996 and be 
completed when the full GEF Proposal for the first tranche of funds is successfully carried 
through GEF Council in May 1997. The schedule for programme activities is shown in Annex 
3. 

SPECIAL FEATURES 
26. Special features of the programme identified by the independent GEF technical reviewer of 
the first draft Proposal were: 

Regional networking 
(a) "The main innovation of this project lies in its basic concept: that an international NGO 

can facilitate and coordinate a continental network of national NGOs, that can in turn 
become effective local and regional advocates for change and for raising the profile of 
biodiversity conservation, by means of sharing skills and 5xperiences between nations, 
and by building capacity within nations. This is an excellent and well conceived 
initiative and deserves support. " 

(b) "The proposal for overarching regional support is excellent, particularly the approach 
based on transboundary sharing of skills, resources and experiences." 



(c) ". .the approach taken is admirable a~ .the ptc7n.tial to buikd a cnnrdinated and 7 
sustained NCC, fcrce fcr hiodiv-s'riy conser\rs?i,;:? across Africa is exceIient.." 

Siie J cie~iiutt 

(d)  " 
. . . . i t  sl..;rt.n:;:::c>.\!. zi>:'crs iiii. fdri range of GEF t.c;.:l;vsrems (arid. semi-arid, forest. 

mnuntaln. coasriii and f r c s h w ~ t e r . ~  in ai! major biornes and geographic regions of 
Africa. .  " 

i lc case rests srrongly on the value of birds as indlcari>rs. which some would contest (e' "-' - 
)ut in the current context t: his is rno re than adequate. ' 
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Annex 2. Important Biodiversity Areas in Africa: Project Schedule 

Project schedule (as implemented to date and as expected subsequently) * indicates CEF phase I countries 

West (Franc.) 
Burkina Faso 
Cote d'lvolre 

Central 
' Cameroon 

Zaire 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

East 
Uganda 
Kenya 
Ethiopia 
Tanzania 

Southern 
South Africa 
Botswana 
Zimbabwe 
Zambia 
Malawi 

I I I t I 

I 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1  
I I I 

2 1 2  ' Madagascar 

GEF process 

IBA Steering Comrn. 

KEY 
1 Setup including project agreements and literature review 
2 Survey planning 8 execution, production of inventory 

Block B 
2nd proposal 

. 
PDF workshop 

1 st proposal 

, IBA a?on Planning; a d m c ~  Programme development. site adlon plans 
2:?:x~g;Execut1on ....... . . . . of IBA action plans, annual monitoring and aaion cycle . . . . . . . . .. . . 

GEF Council 
Proj . imp1 doc 

. 



A-lex 3. Important Biodiversity Areas in Africa: Timetable for GEF Block B grant funded work 

Activities 

Appoint consultants 
(5  months wvrk 101 draffrng and finance mnsulfanls mlhrn penodl 

Drafting team workshop 

1st draft Project Brief 

Drafting team consultation 8 comment 

2nd draft Project h ie f  

~uII regional team meeting (PAOC) 

Agreed Project Brief submitted to UNDP 

Technical review 

Submission of revised Project Briei 

GEFOP 

GEF Council 

UNDP Project Document 
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Letters of Govcmment support 

. . 
Letter of s t~pp; ;~  :::- ;!:.2rk4ej fy;;?? ~ : ; : - * i : : ; ; : ~ :  g!?ve;n;hi.il!s in the following countries: 

Cameroon 
Kenya 
Ghana 
Uganda 
Sierra Leone 
Tunisia 
Madagasc 
Ethiopia 
Egypt 
South Africa (to be receive-" 
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30th March 1995 

Dr. John IIough 
Regional Bureau for Africa, 
Globd Environment Facility, 
United Nations Development Programme, 
One United Nations Plaza, 
New York, NY 1001 7, LJSA. F -4 

Dear Dr. Hough, 

On behalf of the Steering Committee of the Birdlife Important Bird Areas for hfrica 
progmmme, I am writing to request that "JNDP xecognises our Secretariat in 
Cambridge, UK, as a facilitatiug body through which to channeI the GEF Project 
Development Funding that has been granted LO us from Block A funds. 

It is an imlncrise help to havc this money in order to fund the workshop we arc 
planning in Addis Ababa for which plans are well advanced. I atn confident that the 
workshop will provide a crilical opportunity for lny c~lleagues and I to prepare an 
effective Project Brief Document. Since the cenrral theme of the programme is to 
build effectivc NGO capacity in Africa, we necd, for the lime being, to call on 
coordination support from the Secret~lat which Birdlife has established in 
Cambridge. The growth of similar capacity for all the PiGOs in our African Ketwork 
will be cttltral lo the success of the longer term project. 

I look forward to a h i h l  cooperation between the GEF and conservation NGOs in 
Aftica, in our quest to promote the conservation of Africa's biological resources. 

/A ~lbctedbhica Representative, Birdlife Global Council. 



J,jji<iSTEKk GE L ' E ~ w ~ i K O S N E . ~ E S T  E;' REPLBLIQL'E D!..' C.4bTEROUN 
DES FORETS Republic of Cameroon 

Xlinis:~; o!'Environment and Forestry 

PAIX - TRAVAIL - PATRE 
DmECTION DE LA FAUNE ET DES AIRES Peace - Work - Fatherland 

PROTEGEES 

RE : IMPORTANT BIRD AREA PROJECT 

1 acknowl~.dge with pleasure receipt of your letter datec 
matter. 

1 14 Dec zmber 1995 on the above subject rl 

I am pleased to note that some support has been received to enable the implementation of some of the 
activities under the project. 

I wish to assure you the commitment of this directorate and indeed of the minisw of 
forestry to participate actively in achieving the goals and objectives of this project. 

~k forward to umt 

nent and 

YADJI BELL0 

DIRECTEUR DE LA F ' ?INE ET DE'5 AIRES PROTEGEES - 



PF ENVD tONMENT AND NATURI 

Telcgnmr: "ASILI", N s i h  NATIONAL ENVIRONMENT SECRETARIAT 
~cicpiloos: Nairob~ L~YLGI 
When ~splying pI0ptc qcola 

KENCOM HOUSL 

. .  , 
P.O. Box 67839 

. . m b a / l - l i , h ; ,  - . 1 j/ D i  . ~ n n r s  2 
NAIROBI 

!O Januarv ! 9 9 6  

Dr. Leon bennun 
Chai rrnan 
The East African Natural History Society (EANHS) 
P.O. 44486 
NA I R 

Dear Dr. Bennun 

RE: IMPORTANT BIRD AREAS IN AFRICA - PROPOSAL TO THE GLOBAL 
ENVrRONYENT FACILITY 

Thank you for your letter seeking for YES'S endorsements. in 
principle, to the above mentioned proj.ct and permission to seek 
for fundin the same from GEF. 

uppor t ---. act i v  - - -- We SI ities outlined in the p r o p o s a l ~ c h  hopefully 
will ~ v ~ ~ ~ r i b u t e  >~g~iificantly t r ~  the wise use of our natural 
resources in general and implementation of the Convention o f  
Biological Diversity (BD) in particular. 

We note and appreciate that several i~dividuals in the NEAP process 
and other Government Planning exercises will be involved in the 
implementation of the project. In this regard. we also look 
forward to participating in the project as we embark in the drawing 
up of our National Biodiversity Strategy. 

NES thus fully supports your project proposal and hopes that the 
project will get funds from GEF among other donors. 

fsli$$ .N. KINYAN ui a 

AG. DIRECTOR 



MDUSTRY OF LANDS AND 
N.1TURAL m S O U K a S  

P. 0. BOX U l 2  
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':' . In cr,r of reply the 
n\\nkr p!! !mlfi nf thln 
le l tat  rhnrtlrl hr: ouotcd 

your Rcf NU ... ... ... ... ... ... 

LrrukTAhT BLTU AREAS OF AkKlCA YkOJEC'C 

Please re fer  t o  your lccter clatcd 20th February. 1995 confirming thac 
the 6 0 ~ i ~ t Y  is implementing the Ghana Component of the sbove-mentioncd 
project. 

h e  Hinistry real ises  thac the identification of important b i r d  
a r e a n  nnd the promotion of r h ~ i r  protection vould be beneficial to 
the conrewaelon of birds ar  well a s  ocher flora and fauna. 

In v i e w  of the above, the Ministry cup?orte tho hplernol l ta  
of the project. 

Tho late ronponue to  your l o t t o r  i s  u ttod. 

TER *%' OP T,AN F, FORESTRY MTNTS 
tnnan ,--...,THY ONNY) 

110 TANT DII  RECTOR 

THE EXECUTlVL 11 1KEC;'I'UK. 
GIlANA WILDLIFE SOCIETY, 
P . O .  BOX 13252, 
ACCRA. 



TELEGRAMS: OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
TELEPHONE: 255477.255473.257976 OF THE DIRECTORATE OF ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION 
TELEX: 82218 ENVIRO. UG. MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
FAX: (041) 251716 KITANTE ROAD 

P.O. BOX 9629 
IN ANY CORRESPONDENCE ON W ne- 01 - 
THIS SUBIECT PLEASE QUOTE NO. DIR/103 KAMPALA, UGANDA. 

July 4, 1995 

Dr. P.M.B. Kasoma 
Chairman 
The East Africa Natural 
History Society - Uganda Branch 
C/o Zoology Department 
Makerere University 
P.O.Box 7062 
KAMPALA. 

RE: IMPORTANT BIRD AREA PROJECT 

I acknowledge with pleasure receipt of your letter dated 20th June, 
1995 on the above subject matter. 

I am pleased to note that some support has been received to enable 
the implementation of some of the activities under the project. 

I wish to re-assure you and re-affirm the commitment of this 
Directorate and indeed of the Ministry of Natural Resources to 
participate actively in realising the achievements of the goals and 
objectives of the Project. 

By copy of this letter, the Commissioner for Envirnnment is 
requested to ensure effective participation in the project 
particularly in the identification of the Uganda Important Bird 
Areas. 

I look forward to continued collaboration. 

Aryamanya-H M gisha, Henry 
DIRECTOR. 

e.c. Commissioner for Environment 

" Mr. Paul Mafabi 
Convenor 
Birdlife Uganda. 
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FORESTkY DIVtStON 
MINISTRY OF AORICULTURE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES ANT 

FORESTRY 
YOUYl %tJtLblNG 
FREETOWN 

S I B R R A  LEONE 

' r h e  GEF qoordina t.or PPA 
Global En~.ri rnnmonta 1 F a p i  1 i t : y  
UNDP Regional Bureau for Afrlca 
On United Nation's Plaza 
New York NY 10017 USA 
FAX 1-212-906-5974 

Endorsement of the Proposal for Additional..Fundlna 

for the Africa IBA Programm-e ? 

An Important Rird Areas Survev  prnaramme was initiated i n  Sierra 
'eP9no in Nov~mhor 1 0 0 ? ,  11si11r2 Ilnused RSPR ronservation programme 
funds from a fnt.pst.sd reainn in Sierra Leone (Gola Forest; 
a f  f o c t e d  by  ~ns~.cur. i f ; - .  The pr-oarammp has since ---.. lted in 3 

number of dc?sirable o ~ ~ t . p ~ ~ t s .  including: - 

a) col.labnrati*,.~ rnschanisns s e t  rip h e t w ~ e n  tho government 
Department n f  Aqriculture and Forestry (DAF); the 
Conservat~.on S0ciot.y of Sierra Leone (an NGO) and the 
Ilniversi.t:y n f  s i ~ r r a  n n ,  in o r d e r  tc implement tho 
project. 

b )  training f ~ i a h t  v r i  Idlife r,.ngers fro1 wjldlife 
conservation l3ranr.h qf DAF in bird census an6 
identification techniques. 

c )  the s u r v ~ y  and identification of 11 IBAs so far which 
will serve as nuclei for more. widespread biodiversity 
conservation efforts throughout the country. 

Thn nopartm~nt nf 4 q r . i r 1 1 1 t 1 1 r ~  2nd forestry therefore st-rongSy 
' 1 n q i r . p ~  tho rnntinilat j m n  2 p d  c l t y e n ~ !  heninn n f  t h o  TpP prC~r3nln'o I t :  

Sierra Leone and endor .;rs t.he prnposal f o r  addit ional funding from 



,r \ t h o  C!-kal u?:; rqvrpnrl*  ca-7 1 - + y  qr a ?-ni.inor\+ q , r i A e  h3s i  s ,  'T,hi c c 

P&t t lcrrlar J y r m p c , r t = ~ n t  f r  i r q l n c n  t h e  !ikelihnod q f  

I . I  r -  . - . & L ! ,  . * -  - * a  t?rss+ may !me??) * .ha t  t h e  s + T p .  u a l '  
f ! i n d s  Y J S ~ ?  t n  i n i t l a t s  t h ~  r p A  o r q a r q m m e  may he r e v e r t e d  to t h e i r  
, ? r i a i n a l  Ptlt -Dnso 3 f  f ? r o ~ t  r o n s s r 1 , a +  l r n .  T h e  ?rpspect of r e g i b l l a l  
r - n l  labqrqt ! n o  1~1ndor '7EF f r l n r l i n g  aqperi?l ! V  w p l . r q m ~  q n d  i t  is 
h::ped ? i . o r r a  ! ,??no's I I : : I ~ u ~ ?  ; : i r n r i . ~ n o  i n  cc l i abora t . i c !n  
:..- t .Jeen "- = .--.. . r . , v , ? r n m o n t  !!-I? ~ J P ~ : ~ ~ ~ S I + . J  = ~ n d  ? n  :.iC-0 19 i . rnplernent inr l  
!.he I B A  programme wl! i b e . r e c o q n l c o ~  s t r e n a t h e n e d  and  u t i l i s s d  b y  
t h e  A f r i c a  Network 1.n the coming phases ? f  the p r o g r a m m e .  

Prince D .  Palme? 
Chief Sonssrvatcr o f  F-rpste 
pppartrnent qf  4ar i r l r  1 t r l ~ e  7nd - ? r 4 G t  r)' 



Republique Tunisienne 
*** 

Ministere de ItEnvironnement 
et de "Arnenagement du Terntolrc. 
Centre Urbain Nord. Cite E S S ~ I Z I I ~ ~  
2080 Ariaila 
Tunisia 

TO WHOM IT M.4Y CONCERN 

Association "Les Arnis des Oiseaux" 
Faculte des Sciences 
Campus Universitaire 
1060 Tunis Belvedere 

IMPORTANT BIRD AREAS 

Achowledgng the importance of identifying and listing significant 
wintering, nesting, feeding and roosting bird areas, 

Aware of the importance of birds as indicator of biodiversity, 

I wish to ensure you of the commitment of the Ministry of Environment and 
Land Use Planning to participate actively in achieving the goals and 
objectives of thls project which can be considered as part of the objectives 
of the National Biodiversity Strategy. 

;) ; .C \ l l n , b i l ~  .?r :';'I?.. :rN~nnm;clli ,: J~ . hmtpdgc iiu Ttrritoirc 
1.. p 4 p C c k 1  

4,. A\'FiS 
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ASSOCIATION NATIONALE POUR LA GESTION DES ... AIRES PROTE(;EE. - .. 
I. . . . 

,P 
.. LJ  

,\ntananarivo. Ic 27 octohre 1005 

rlr .John f-,\NSH;\Wr( 

Bird[-i t'e In[ernarlirriliI 
Wellhn,ok ('oun 
Girton Road 
Cambridge CR3 O N A  CIK 

Ohjet : h-(),jet sur les zones 

Monsieur. 

d'impor bur la conservation des oiseaux L M f i a r  

Suite h I'entretien q u  nous avons eu avec M. Frank Hawkins sur la possihiliti 
d'exkuter ensemble un Projet sur les zones d'lmportance pour la conservation des oiseaus 
h Madagascar, nous tenons h exprimer ici nos vifs remerciements pour I'inte'rCt que vous 
portez aux programmes de recherche que nous initions dans nos aires protegees. 

Aussi. &ant d'accord sur les huts et methode du projet proposk. nous 
aimerions Claborer avec vous un document de prujet commun atin de pouvoir hire les 
rquhes de financement y afferemes. Nous avons &jh discute avec M. Frank Hawkins d'une 
collaboration possible entre noue Institution par I'intermediaire du DCpartement Information 
et Valorisation de la Biodiversite et le BirdLife International. 

us prie c Eur. I'ex 1 de me: ; sentiments distingues. 

Ratrimoarisaona S . N . 
Directeur GenCral p. i 



Menorandon of Understandillg Between EWCO and LWNHS on t.., 

;3i~:sr,,.~~~,-.,,; of the IBA Proyec' l n  Ethlopia 

The Etnlopzan Wildlife Conservation Organlzatlon (EWCO), and 

the Ethinp~~n, Wildlife and Natural History Soclety (EWNHS) 

Having recognized that the conservation and 

sustainable use of biodiversity is a high priority for the 

Government of Ethiopia; 

Having realized that the Important Bird Areas 

(IBAs) Survey, by using birds as indicators, can be used to 

identify areas rich in biodiversity, and that the survey 

will help to identify and document vital information on key 

sites for overall biodiversity conservation action; 

Cognizant of the ;act that the IBAs survey will ? 
contribute to local capacity development in bird 

identification and survey techniques, and thus to 

biodiversity conservation; 

Having realised that the sit' 'ectory as a 

database will contribute to partly solv he dearth of 

information on the avifauna of Ethiopia, and will be used to 

prepare proposals for conservation actions at high priority 

sites; 

Having understood that the IBAs slte directory 

will be a tool for policy and decision-making vis-a-vis 

biodiversity conservation; 

Have signea this memorandom of understanding on the 

implementation of the IBAs Survey in Ethiopia. 

n 



1 . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l t u t i o n a l  Framework 

The project will be execute EWNHS in cooperation with 

EWCO ( as the responsible Government Agency), local people 

and Regional Administrations in which the IBAs are 

identified. 

2. Duties and Responsibilities of EWCO 

To follow-up the progress of the survey and to 

provide guidance. 

To solicit and coordinate support from other 

government agencies, including duty free privileges, when 

deemed apprc e. 

To nave the site dlrec 

ntion with EWNHS. 

I avail all the necessary sul 

published in 

3. Duties and Responsibilities of EWNHS 

To take full responsibility for executing the 

project. 

To periodically report to EWCO on the progress of 

the survey. 

To mobilize and use the necessary resources for 

the implementation of the project. 



To make arrangements with EHCO in order to find 

ways &id zsaiis for a member of EWCO staff so that he/she can 

work with the IBAs survey team. 

4. Project Duration 

The project will be in operation w+<l  necember 1996. 

5. Signature 

Nam 

Title .:, . .. '. \ . . .  . : n, , 

For EWNHS f k h  

: S h i i  

Title : 

Date : 

dla 



Egyptian E~lv iro~~ lr~e l l t  Affairs Agctlcy 

L)egartt~tc.~~t of Nulul-al 1'1.olectur.nles -. ow I LIJ! 
23 A Ist~~ncil Mohuned St., Zl~tnulek, Cairo t 9 w 1 -  d~jr l -  JIY .J .pLt  L;L 1 y r  

Tel : 3400777/ 3406963 Fax : 340691 IIY : u.~U T 1 .  IVVV/Y L . O  4 l T  I GI 

Dr. Gary Albert 
Head, A F M U  UlVISION 
UirBliJc Intunationul 
We/lhrot)k Court Girton Horitl Cirnthritlge CU3 ON 
Fnx : + 44 (0) 122.1 2 77200 

: Important Bird Areas in ~ f r t c  

nr Dr. Allport , 
The Nrttuttrrrrrr rrwrccrururrz r / e p r r r r m m c  of the C I I ~ [ I ~ ~ M A  Environmental 

Ariirs Agency ( KEAA ) urfcs supparC nj* Birdl,ife Internntional's cumsetvation 
mrrk in Africa This t~r~anlzation hnr hcen one ofthe most aitive internatioad 
cnnrervation brnfies ~vurkinfi in Egypt and been ttt the forefront rfct,mrcrydtit)n 
eflorts. It is hoped that the Directory of 'the Important IIird A m t . ~  of Egypt ( IDA) 
tvltich i r  being proilucerl hy Birdlave Internationnl in cctlibration with the agency 
will an irrrprwtunt work to p~)mntc? the protef-tir~n ofbirrlr turd their habitut.~. We 
ure loakirrg/~mvard to t k e f i l l ~ ~ u p  to this &wumcn/, nvhm Rinltift Intmnational 
will initit& projects in Egypt to realize the rcc~mmendations ofthe !&A. .Such 
efforts w e  greatly needed in Egypt which is situated on internati~nally important 
flyrvays ft)r rn iptory hirdv, .Tome of which arc globidly threatened E m t  is ulso 
enrlowetl wlik habitats of imternntional imporiartcc! such as wetlu~dr vital to hr~th 
mnn und h a . r  alike und in uqemt need of protectiun 

.We hope that your o~anizution will give the utmost considemtion to 
prr~po~als submitted by I3irtlI,i/c Internatinnal for the benefit of nature 
cc~nservation in Egypt ant1 other countries in 4frica We endorse the fl3A a d  look 
fi~nuartl to continning t t ~  wurk with Rirdl,ijk Internationrd OR this and other 
convvvniion pmjccts in the future. 

Wlr ifiest rr 

Director of 
lVc tu ra l13v~ tcc to~  T~eparrment 

LQ ~ecr t t i ve  1)lrectur c~f N11U 



odiversity Areas h~ ..tFzkx Pa~rr~erships for Sustainable Management /7 

GEF Technical Re.. !:.ut of Project Briet 

.Cl ichael .l.S. Harrison. 2 February 1996 

1. Relevance to GEF 

This project is highly relevant to the conservation of biodiversity. In particular, it 
systematically covers the full range of GEF strategic ecosystems (arid and semi-arid, forest. 
mountain, coastal and freshwater) in all major biomes and geographical regions of Africa 
(Annex 3). 

2. Objectives 

While the broad aim and approach of the pro-iect is clear, there are a number of problems in 
the brief concerning the focus and clarity of the project, its objectives and its activities. 
This is partly a reflection of the way it is presented. and partly the limited space that is 
necessarily given in a 10 page brief. However. unless the basic structure is given a sharp 
focus, and a clear project purpose is defined, a number of difficulties will arise regarding 
argetted actions, monitoring of progress, and assessing prc ~ustainability . ,? dect imp act and ! 

n other words, what is this project principally about, or in logical trarnework terminology, 
[hat is the project purpose? Is it about a continent-wide bird survey to build a 
omprehensive database, using the NGO network as a vehicle? Or is it about strengthening 
le NGO network so that it can undertake more targetted advocacy? Or is it about building 
programme of site-actions or ICDPs across Africa? And thus, what project impacts can 
e expected, and what are the indicators of this? Sections 2 & 3 on Project Objectives and 

project Description do not yet provide sharp answers to these questions, and as these are at 
of the pr le heart I 1 other c oncerns flow fro: m this. 

1 shall outline the concerns I have with Sect~ons Z Clr 3, then propose how these might be 
'ealt with. 

The overall aim is to promote the conservation of important Dloaiverslty sires across 
Africa. At this level, the objective is clear. This will be achieved through a programme of 
survey, advocacy and conservation action. At this next level, there is more uncertainty. 
What will the project itself actually deliver? The programme of surveys is clearly expressed 
in the brief, and indeed the history of Birdlife work in this area indicates that this is a great 
strength, and the project will deliver a high quality output that is syternrnatic, objective. 

/? 



a icallv very sound. The advocacy and conservation aciion are much less clearly 
fc and need attention. Finally the idea of skills development is introduced as a~other  
part of the startegy for achieving conservation. However. this is developed no further. 

. . 2 2  ~ e r t _ D e s c n @ t o n  (section 31 
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k: this focusses mainly on developing national 
:s to foster NGO Iernrnent linkages. Annex 1 lists 8 national 

,maooratlng NU&., but it is unclear what will happen in the other 9 countries, as there are 
17 countries in the project. Do NGOs exist already, but need to be brought in? If not will 
these be developed? If so with what resources? Annex 4 provides government letters of 
endorsement. These demonstrate a wide range of expectations from the project, from 
general acknowledgement of suppo ;hana), to appreciation of the value of surveys 
and databases (e.g. Ethiopia), to inc ; of good government / NGO collaboration (e.g. 
Sierra Leone), to appreciation of attempts at integration with the existing national planning 
frameworks such as NEAP (e.g. Kenya). This suggests a wide range of existing approaches 
already, and that considerable investment in phase 1 is needed if meaningful institutional 
arrangements are to be set up. Little is said about how these will be established, and who 
will participate. See also comments on advocacy in phase 3 below. 

. . . .  . 
e 3. - Site i d e n t l f i c a t l o n  survev: this will develop a list of representative sites, 

targened field surveys to fill information gaps, and information relating to biodiversity 
status and threats, to develop and comprehensive database of IB.4s. This is clear. 
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. . 
advocacy. m o n l t o r l n g :  th lear, and appears in 

to be 4 distlnct steps. Advocacy is addressed first. The pluglalllne will work through 
the national steering committees and other fora for information dis~emination. A key 
assumption is that all major stakeholders are represented on the steering committees. From 
the description, it appears that local cornnr~nities are not represented, and these are key 

keholders, whose participation early in the process is essential. What is to be advocated? 
it the priorities - if so, how have local stakeholders had their voice in this? Is it the need 
action in the field - if so. what action is actually needed? Or is it the need to address 

IS at analysis of these is proposed? titutiona 
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1 or poli 
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)nltonng IS aaaressea next. I nis IS rargerted at building a local stakeholder constituency 
~ a c h  site, as a building block for phase 4, through participation in site monitoring. It is 

..,r c!ear who the local stakeholders are in t h~s  case - are these local conservation interests, 
or local forest- (or resource-) dependent communities? How effective will this approach be 
with the latter group, when they will often have overriding socio-economic concerns for 
development? 

on is adc 
2 

Iressed r 
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lext. son 
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Prioritisatic lewhat out of logical sequence, to see whether site 
action is requireu. A I ~ U  action is not addressed at all, other than to indicate that an ICDP 



wel'l be deviloped in sever~1~. threart.e:::ed sik.?.. This ii a. major undertaking, requiring ,P 

substa~ltid !cesourcfi , :$~x~[T&?_P ef+ ,:.-,-.. -;.- .lr;cx i:?c~kiiriei?. l5u$r;ljng., and possible higher level 
instilufirxl;i1. p~ ' , icy  a L d  ,'rpa7i ;l'i~$r\~.;s. AS ':::~:l!. as2 il !!:is ;S indetd 10 be a parr of the 
projecr.. this deseny, o~?r::s;d_~r~?);? ;*;i.-'ry :j.;:::r:io:~ i f i  the p roposal . 

Both the priaririi;arion : ~ n d  sire ql~ni:~.\~lng appear to be top-down In approach. where the 
biodiversity st;lkekxcrlders draw up the priority list of sjres and advocate and monitor. To 
ensure sustainability of long-term conservation efforts, it is essential to develop meaningful 

keholder participation very early in the pl lrmess. And this in itself requires 
I planning, none ! is addressed in the proposal. 
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3lanning frameworks or strategies. As such thls may duplicate or run parallel to other 

le above 
:r donor 

phases k 
program 

low the I 
me%, anc 
. . .  

its in wit 
g or dev 

I IIC plupuaa IUI UVCI C ~ I L I I I I I ~  I C ~ I U I I ~ I  S U ~ ~ O I  L IS CALCIICIIL, 111 pal rlculal UIC appr uach based 
on trans-boundary sharing of skill rces and experiences. 

~ A L  a d d r e s s i n g  thence- 
. . 

1 e. These ct structure and 
logic, inaucqua~c auulcsslug ul UIC IUII  1111plications UI local sraKenuluer participation and 
DCP xtion, and diffuse project focus. At the heart of this may be a vastly overambitious 
roject, with is trying to solve too many of Africa's conservation problems, and to deliver 
I network of protected key biodiversity sites with sustainable action progrx 
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)rove thc is to i m ~  : project 
tructure and logic, and to clarify the focus. The brief really needs a logical framework. To 
tart this, we should ask what is special about national conservation or wildlife NGOs in 
his process. and what are their weaknesses. The strengths are that they have certain key 

skills in conservation, they have strong information bases, they are flexible to operate in a 
range of ways, they can build a national constituency and can act as powerful advocacy 
groups. The weaknesses are that they do not carry the political weight of (e.g.) donors, 
hey do not often operate successfully at high gove evels, and they do not often 
lave the resources and skills to develop local corn articipation and institutions. to 
.ddress community development needs, or to mobihse large scale ICDPs. 

believe these dil Fficulties can be t n several ways. 1 :he first 

rnment 1 
nunity p 
,. . . 

The obvil igth that shines througn 1 oposal is the potc generate 
systemati~ ~ I I U  udjective biological site infu1lrla~lun. and through thc U~U~LI-national NGO 

ng arrangements to develop powerful national and regiona lange, 

n 

n this pr, 
,Ae--..*--- 

ous strer 
r ..-A rrl. 

cy for cl 



and for nrtentioii io critical sites and issues. it r a y  in fact be that this is what lies at the 
heart of the ~rcposal. bur needs improved presentation. 

If  th~s IS not u ~ ~ a t  1s Intended. !!;en I have misread rhr I!;[? 

what is intended. :hret. thlngs require ciarificarjon: 
rile prop 

ii The l ~ l a i ~ l  pivject uojecti\~e needs to be sharpened and targettzd. so that the t1:cus is 
firmly on strengthening the NGOs and their local effectiveness to influence change. 

!i) To provide ~Cf~ct ive advocacy for attention to critical sites and biodiversity conservation 
issues, more targetted analysis is required on the socio-economic, institutional. policy 
and leg! constraints on effective action, rather than resting the case on the importance 
and status of the resource. 

iii)Any suggestions of undertaking a major programme of conservation action. such as 
ICDPs, should be explicitly dropped. 

?om this, a focussed project purpose. a number of key ourputs, and set of targetted 
activities can be develo~ed in a !apical mar-er. For exam~le. 

Purpose: 
.Capacity built for errectlve advocacy ror change towaras sustainable blodlversity conservation 
in critical sites across Africa 
Results: 
1. effective national NGO network across Africa develcped 
2. national and regional NGO skills and experiences developed 
3. infcrmation and analysis of biodiversity sites and priorities used in planning 
4. information and analysis of key threats to priority sites, and of social, economic, 

institutional, policy and legal constraints to addressing these threats used in planning and 
policy debate 

5. institutional framework for advocacy to government, to local forest-dependent people, to the 
wider national and regional public, and to donors and the international public in place and 
effective 

Activities: 
1.1 
1.2 etc.. . 

3. Apprc 

roach 

As indicated above, the approach taken is admirable, and the potential to built a 
coordinated and sustained NGO force for biodiversity conservation across Africa is 
excellent, given the coordinating role and experience of Birdlife in such erideavours. 

The approach to identification and prioritisation of important sites is comprehensive and the 
priteria are objective, systematic and technically sound, and include all major African 
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prnvitlino qiinnclrt to official structures and ,,ainlng government staff. There are two 
distincr rolcs that any intervention agent (NGO in this case) may play. either advocacy 
from outside r::e official srrucrures. by building public opinion and political constituency, 
or supporrinp and facilitating actions cf government agencies from within the system. This 
should he c1;:rifird And i t  raises 3 raft of questions relevant to the design about whar rhe 
~ r - l ~ ~ ~ ~ ! . ! i i ! i r : ! - l ~  . ; i i i in i ies  are. whether they are appropriate or capable institutions. whether C - 
they are uacKeu by approapriate policy and Itgal frameworks. and in terms of project 
action. how the NGO staff will work with these official structures. 

The technical survey and database management skills of Birdlife are strong and will be a 
considerable asset to the project, particularly drawing on experience from similar 
approaches and programmes elsewhere. Thcse experiences draw lessons about the technical 
components of the project, particularly site surveys and database management, but say 
relatively little about the impact these other programmes have had in terms of institutional. 
~ o l i c y  or atrirudinal change that has been achieved, or whether this has contributed 
leasurable and sustainable impact in terms of biodiversity conservation. 

XL Issues. actin; 

The question of working at national rather than local level is raised, and training in local 
consultation is pinpointed as a key issue. The project is not svfficiently clear about the 
distinction between local consultation, as opposed to establishing genuine and active 
participation in planning and management of resources and sites. This is a key issue to 
address in clarifying the project objectives and activities, and precisely at what level and in 
what detail the project expects to undertake site actions. 

This section rightly acknowledges that tack1ir.g conservation in the wider environment is a 
key issue, which this project will not tackle. This alludes to the importance of addressing 
local development needs, and wider institutional and policy issues. This focus should be 
clarified by refining the project purpose. 

ev- 10.1): "activity WIII oe monitorea inrormally" . This is 
weak, and relates only to phase 2, the surveys and IBA information database. What about 
the monitoring of other phases of the project? And in terms of higher level monitoring, 
how will the overall impact of the project be measured? There is no mention of the 
essential first step in implementation of the project which will presumably involve drawing 
up programme details for each country and region. Included in these shoiild be details of 
milestones, and indicators that GEF can use io monitor progress. In addition, higher level 
impact indicators must be ; ~t project design. addresse d now. ; 



4. Backcrniind information /- 

oduction (sections 1 . 1  - 1 31; "The network" is not adequpr-ly explained: uhat is its 
constiruency. modus operandi. members' remir. In other words, to what extell1 does the 
existisg ne!urnr4 need srrengthening, what are its current strengths and weaknesses as a 
network, is i i  a maw ofdeveloping skills wlthin each NGO. or is there still substantial 
work in building the netu 

The biodiversity overview and status is good. and cpells out the urgency of creating 
country capacity for effective advocacy as another force for change in conservation. 

Social/culrural/economlc statussectian1.4): "carefully targetted mechanisms which 
empower people" is again very enticing: what does this mean in the context of this project. 
and can this project expect to operate in h is  area of intenentian? in which case, more 
articulation of this is needed, and how the project expects to deal with the roots of 
empowerment which lie in usufruct rights and land tenure, policy and legal review, 
political will. decentralisation of government and major change in institutional cultures. 

(sectinn 1.5): although some collaborating NGOs already contribute 
to national planning processes such as TFAP and NEAP, this is mainly in the form of 
supplying information on the resource base and priorities for conservation. While this is an 
important contribution, which may not be available from any other source, the premise of 
the project suggests that advocacy and action must have influence at high levels in the 
policy and planning process. Further background would be useful on the status of such ,r\ 
processes in-country, and what support r ight  be given to the partner NGOs to become 
*~volved in other ways. 

3. Funding Level 

The budget as presented is somewhat difficult to interpret without a breakdown. It is not 
clear whether site action programmes are ixlcluded (e.g. ICDPs: it does not appear so). It is 
also not clear on the differences between baseline costs and GEF incremental costs (section 
8.1): the 50% scale-up of GEF funds is attributed inconsistently, and in most cases the 
incremental costs are much more than 50% of the baseline. 

Equally in Amex 5, which gives a bit more breakdown (and is not complete in some 
details), I cannot easily evaluate the absolute and relative funding levels attributed to each 
of the project components, as these are not adequately described in the project description, 
particularly phases 3 & 4, and programme coordinztion which also has a high relative % of 
the budget. 

mex 7, defining project management unil :s, was n .ut attached LO the brief. 

Cost-effectiveness (section 8 . a  it is not clear how Birdlife will ensure the quality and 
effectiveness of the national NGOs. This is an important issue, as large sums of money are 



nvolved, and monitoring of ccst-effecti~eness will be an important management function 
or Birdlife. The approach is essentially m e  of decentralising the control and budget of this 

qrograrnme. to local institutions. What will be the approach with weak partners? Will there 
be a major effort at instirution building before these partner NGOs then undetake their own 
role of advocacy and support to government structures? I note that this question is 
addressed later, in section 9 on issues and ris!;s (''training a,..: ?reparation of project 
staff")- this would seem to be a major early step in the process. which has been omitted 
from the project description. 

The high quality of the information of actual or potential Protected Area Systems is raised 
as a demonstration of cost-effectiveness. While the project may indeed deliver good ideas 
on PAS, this will not in itself be a good indicator of effectiveness of conservation efforts. 
See comments above of the purpose of the project and what i t  will expect to deliver for the 
nioney being spent. 

6.  Innovation 

The innovation in this project lies in its basic concept: that an international NGO can 
facilitate and coordinate a continental network of NGOs. that can in turn become effective 
local and regional advocates for change and for raising the profile of biodiversity 
conservation, by means of sharing skills and experiences between nations, and by building 
capacity within nations. This is an excellent and well conceived initiative which deserves 
support. The design should build on this strength. 

7. Strengths / Weaknesses 

The strengths and weaknesses of the project have been outlined above, and some 
suggestions have been given for improving the structure and design, which should enable a 
clearer focus for action, and clearer indicators by .dhich GEF may measure its progress and 
impact. 

8. Summary 

The structure of this review sticks to the headings given in the terms of reference, and does 
not always fit easily with the comments made. It might have been easier for GEF and 
Birdlife to address the points raised in the review if I had stuck to the structure of the brief 
itself. However, I have tried to fit most points that arise within the given headings, with 
cross-referencing to headings in the brief. 

This review may appear critical. The intention of a critical review is to improve the 
product, and I hope these comments will be taken in this light. It might have been useful to 
have had a one day workshop with Birdlife to unpick and reformulate the brief together, as 
I feel my comments may not have done justice to work put into the brief, which is very 
compact and attempts to be comprehensive. However. Ict me be clear that I think the 
project concept and approach is excellent, and deserves support. It may be possible to 



address the queries raised hi simqle p ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ i o i , a ' I  terms. However. the queries may 
,m 

represent a deeper level of diflksios ;ik>.t ~ i b ? . :  !he project will actually deliver. and what 
the most approparif:te and et;.fecrjre t.ixg,c:ti-n.:: ;;i' intervenrion s!lould be. With the very 
substantial bud,oevL beinr ~ityues;ed. GET ix-il; want to he sure [he obje~tives and expected 
outputs are cievr ane ir.asur2&!:. so [hi-!. effective progress and sustainable impact can be 
achieve) 


