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PROPOSAL FOR REVIEW 

Project Title: 

GEF Focal Area: 

Country Eligibility: 

African NGO-Government Partnerships for Sustainable 
Biodiversity Action 

Biodiversity 

Country 
Burkina Faso 
Cameroon 
Ethiopia 
Ghana 
Kenya 
Sierra Leone 
South Africa 
Tanzania 
Tunisia 
Uganda 

CBD Ratification 
2/9/93 

191 10194 
5/4/94 

29/8/94 
26/7/94 
121 12/94 
211 1/95 
8/3/96 
15/7/93 
8/9/93 

UNDP Support 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Total Project Costs: $1 1.447 million 
GEF Financing: $4.330 million 
Cofiiancing: $ 7.1 17 million (BirdLife Partnership, European Union, 

UWDarwin Initiative, UWOverseas 
Development Administration) 

GEF PDF Block B: $0.191 million 
Total GEF Contribution: $4.520 million 

GEF Implementing Agency: UNDP 
Executing Agency: African Partnership of BirdLife International 
Local Counterpart Agencies: Naturarna (Burkina Faso) 

Cameroon Ornithological Club 
Ethiopian Wildlife and Natural History Society 
Ghana Wildlife Society 
East Africa Natural History Society (Kenya) 
Conservation Society of Sierra Leone 
BirdLife South Africa 
Wildlife Conservation Society of Tanzania 
Association Tunisienne de Recherche et d'Informations sur les 
Vertebres (ATRIV) 
East Africa Natural History Society (Uganda) 

Estimated Starting Date: 1 October 1997 
Project Duration: 5 years GEF (total 8 years ongoing) 

GEF Preparation Costs: $24,000 (GEF PDF Block A); $18,500 (BirdLii,, 
$190,080 (GEF PDF Block B); $138.500 (BirdLife) 
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Introductiu~~ 
1. Since 1994, national institutions in an Africa-wide network have been collaborating to 
promote the conservation of sites of global biodiversity significance. Sites are identified using 
objective international criteria1, resulting in a comprehensive set of sites, encompassing all the 
major biomes in ~ f r i c a ~ .  Using birds as biodiversity indicators3, teams of people, both 
professional and amateur, identify the sites, (known as Important Bird Areas (IBAs), agree on 
priorities for action in relation to these sites as the foundation for a national conservation 
agenda, advocate for, manage, and then monitor, these sites. Appropriate participation at all 
stages guarantees that the process and priorities belong to an in-country constituency, greatly 
enhancing the prospects of effective conservation action. While the overall objective is to 
contribute to ensuring the conservation of all globally important biodiversity sites in Africa, the 
specific programme objective is: 

enhance biodiversity conservation in Africa throi 
vernment partnerships in the Important Bird Arc 

ugh loca 
ea proce 

1 and na 
ss4 

tional NGO- 

2. Since 1994, resources have been found by the African network (the BirdLife African 
Partners and collaborating organisations), but a GEF incremental contribution has been 
requested by participating governments and NGOs to scale-up the application of the IBA 
process across the continent. A five-year phase of GEF funding is proposed, to support the 
development of existing national programmes in 10 countries, to enhance regional coordination 
and sharing of skills within Africa, to strengthen the institutional base and programme 
sustainability and to permit the expansion and replication of the process in a further suite of 
African countries. 

iodiversi 
Africa ( ~d its ass( 

ity Overview 
'includin Madagascar) an ~ciated islands sul :r 22 % .of the world's 

9,700 bird speciesr. In Africa, 42 areas are known as centres of avian endemism (including the 
Eastern Arc mountains of Tanzania, Kenya and Malawi, the dry forests of western 
Madagascar, the Upper Guinea forests and the South African grasslands)6. Birds are proven 
indicators of species-rich faunal and floral hotspots, revealing critical concentrations of 

- - 

1 See Annex 4. 

2 See Amex 5. 

3 As an integral part of human cultural systems, as well as being widespread, taxonomically well known, and easily surveyed, 
birds can accurately indicate locations of sites critical for conservation of terrestrial global biodiversity. See Thirgood, S.J. & 
Heath, M.F. 1994. Global patterns of endemism and the conservation of biodiversity. Pages 207-227 in Systematics and 
Conservation Evaluation. Oxford. UK: Oxford University Press. 

4 The Important Bird Area (IBA) process is the application of internationally agreed criteria to define the global importance of sites 
for biodiversity conservation at a national level, followed by a cycle of monitoring, action and advocacy to ensure the conservation 
of sites, in perpetuity. National and local capacity for achieving biodiversity conservation is built through the process. 

5 Of these 2,200 species, approximately 75% are endemic to the continent. Extinction threatens 212 species and, with another 
117 classified as near-threatened, over 15% of the Africa's bird species are at risk - Collar, N.J., Crosby, M.J. & Stattersfield, 
A.J. 1994. Birds to Warch 2: The World fist of Threatened Birds. Conservation Series Number 4. Cambridge. UK: BirdLife - International. 

6 ICBP. 1992. huting Biodiversity on the Map. Cambridge, UK: BirdLife International. 
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terrestrial biodiversity where conservation efforts can be targeted. Over 800 bird species are 
also uniquely confined within one of the continent's 15 major biomes (notably to forests); IBA 

r\ 

selection criteria address this and will specifically encompass all four of the key ecosystems 
identified for action within GEF Operational programmes7. The IBA process identifies a 
minimum set of sites which will ensure the long term survival of these species across their 
ranges. 

fty Status 
,E E, 

L).. L I G ~ I ~ I I L C ;  UI IUIGJL IuwlalIu allu ~ ~ ~ u ~ l ~ a l l G .  13 a I I I ~ J U L  L I I I G ~ ~  to b i o d 1 ~ ~ 1 3 1 ~ ~  in Africa, 
ccounting for the 'thr- 6 of bird species at risk. Since 1990, rates of 
losed canopy forest loss are thougl : reached 1 % per annurn8, and such losses have 

ueen greater in Africa than other COIILIIIGIILS, with rainforest, which is thought to hold over half 
of Africa's biota, now covering only 7% of the land surface (one third of its historical extent). 
Rates of forest loss are known to be highest in biologically rich areas9. Clearance of non-forest 
habitats is also a major threat (the cause of risk to 15 % of bird species). Fire, overgrazing, 
fuelwood and timber cutting are the principal causes of habitat degradation in arid and 
semi-arid areas. Over 10% of threatened species in Africa are waterbirds, largely as a result of 
wetland drainage and conversion to agriculture. The programme will result in local efforts to 
protect critical sites for birds and other biodiversity and will also train and empower the 
conservation community, at national and regional levels, to advocate widely for change towards 
Tore sustainable use of natural resources. 

ocial/Cultural/Economic Status 
3. Biodiversity loss and degradation or all habitat types is closely linked to the root causes of 
human poverty, in particular population growth and falling agricultural output. In n 
consequence, people exploit marginal lands, such as the poor soils of semi-arid and forest 
areas. Traditional practices of shifting agriculture, pastoralism and land tenure systems break 
down for the lack of 'new' land to bring into production, while soil fertility is reduced by short 
fallow cycles and frequent burning. Natural wood is considered a free resource, for both fuel 
nnd building material, for which there are no obvious alternatives. Combined with the 

lces of cc or forest ment, these phenomena all 
: to habit ly targetc nisms which encourage and 

Gllavlc p~ople to l i ~ ~  WIUI IIIIIIUII~I u1lpaC.L un habitats ~ U L I I  a3 forests are, therefore. essential if 
a high proportion of African biodiversity is to be conserved. 

onsequer 
ontribute 
..,,&.la -a, 

~mmerci~ 
at loss in 
..a .-.:+I. . 

a1 loggin 
! Africa. 
rr:-:....n1 : 

g and po 
Careful1 
:....-..,.4 A. 

manage] 
:d mecha . "...-.I. "" 

Institutions/Regulations 
6.  Collaboratin institutions contribute to national planning processes (e.g. in Sierra Leone and 

70 Egypt to TFAP and NEAP" preparation) by providing objective data on biodiversity 
conservation priorities. The identification of key sites through the generation of cross-checked, 
field-based data gives gove a level o .nd precision otherwise difficult to attain. rnments f detail a 

7 See Annex 5. 

8 Sayer, J. Harcourt, S. & Collins. M. 1992. Tropical forest atlas of Africa. UK: Macmiuan. 

Balmford. A. & Long 

Forestry Ac; 

:. A. 1994. Avian endel misrn and fc west loss. b 

tion Plan. 13 Tropical I 

11 National Environmental Action Plan. 
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P Work carried out to date will contribute to national Biodiversity Strategies, currently in 
preparation in a number of the participating countries with GEF Enabling Activity funding. The 
programme will also assist these countries to implement Biodiversity Strategies and Action 
Plans and to fulfil their obligations under the Convention for Biological Diversity1*. The 
network already participates in GEF programmes in East Africa, Cameroon and ~ h a n a ' ~ ,  as 
well as in the Small Grants' Programme administered bv UNDP'~. 

Project History 
7. In 1985, a European group, a forerunner ol ULG bu~rent applicants, began to identify 2,400 
Important Bird Areas in 32 European countrie~'~ and now advocate national conservation 
agendas based on IBA analyses. This example was followed by other regional groups of NGOs, 
governments and collaborating institutions. Similar work has revealed 391 IBA sites in 14 
Middle c as tern'^ countries, and programmes run by regional networks of collaborating 
organisations are now underway in the Americas and Asia. Site identification has led to a wide 
--7ge of site-specific conservation measures, such as inclusion in European Union regional and 

tional legislation and the creation of local patron groups which play an active role in site 
mitoring and conservation. In Africa, a preliminary forest-based analysis has been 
dertaken17 and this has already led to the African network pursuing site-based conservation 
tiatives at a range of sites, e.g. in Cameroon and Kt es at a 
lge of locations elsewhere. (see section 4.3). 

ini 
raI 

:nya, plu s action ' by other 

8. Regional meetings of the African I ' of NGOS and collaborating institutions agreed 
unanimously to support the establish1 , rolling suite of national programmes throughout 
Africa founded on the IBA process (as resources and circumstances allowed). BirdLife 
~ a r t n e r s ' ~  have provided funds since 1994, and continue to do so. With this proposal, 
however, members of the network seek to increase significantly the resources available for the 
fiv zriod 1997-2002. to reinforce and further tl. s and sustainability of the 

network1' 
nent of a 

.e year pc 
lgramme 

ie succes 

Notably CBU nit. u (requiring dev plans and programmes for conservatlulr a1.u au~tainable use of 
liversity); An. 7 (dealing with momtortng), ana An. a (concerning in-situ consewation and development of protected area 
vorks). In Egypt, IBAs are now being assessed for inclusion within the protected area network 

' strategies. . .  - .  
nen 

and Tanzani 
., 9 .. Institutional support to protect East African biodiversity (BirdLife Partners in Kenya, Uganda r a) (GEF: 

.- EI!X?IG31); Cameroon: Biodiversity Conservation and Management (CMIGE1311); Coastal Weuanas Management in Ghana 
(RSPB. Ghana Wildlife Society. Wildlife Clubs of Ghana) (GHlGEl833). 

14 For example, the KIPEPEO butterfly fanning seeks sustainable income ~nities aroun Sokoke Forest, an 
internationally important area for biodiversity conservation in Kenya (East Arrlca ~vamral History . , 

: for commu . e-:.. -7.- .  

15 Grimmett, R. F. & Jones, T. A. 1989. Imponant Bird Areas in Europe. ICBP Technical Publication No.9 Cambridge, UK: 
ICBP. 11 out of the 32 countries covered in the European programme have published national IBA directories in national 
lanmages. - - 

Evans, M. ponant Bin i Areas in th 

Q Ya., Cnrn.  

e Consewar 

.. ACAnn 1. 

ion Series N lo. 2. 

Pn..nril C n r  Collar, N.J. and Stuart, S. M. 198". .~.-;ts for threat-..,, ,..,, ,., ,.,.,,. ...,-..,..,.,. ,,,.,-, .,. Bird Preservation 
Monograph No.3. Cambridge, UK: ICBP. 

18 At the Pan-African Ornithological Congress (PAOC) in Bu 
the BirdLife World Conference in Germany in 1994. 

I2 and the African Regional Partnership meeting during 

19 Notably, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), the European Union and the UK Government's Overseas 
Development Administration and Darwin Initiative. 
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
9. The programme will use GEF funding in participating countries to create NGO government 
partnerships to strengthen national processes and build national capacity for the conservation of 
important biodiversity sites. While the overall objective is to contribute to ensuring the 
conservation of all globally important biodiversity sites in Africa, the specific programme 
objective is: 

to enhance biodiversity conservation in Africa through local and national NGO- 
government partnershi~s in the Important Bird Area ~rocess'~ 

'ROJECT DESCRIPTION 
-0. The programme is based on implementation of the llrlpurlarit Bird Area (IBA) process. The 
IBA'process is the application of internationally agreed criteria to define the global importance 
of sites for biodiversity conservation at a national level, followed by a cycle of monitoring, 
action and advocacy to ensure the conservation of sites, in perpetuity. National and local 
capacity for achieving biodiversity conservation is built through the process. Four stages have 
been defmed: 1) setting-up the institutional framework; 2) site identification and survey plus 
inventory compilation; 3) setting priorities and implementing advocacy, monitoring and action 
for key sites; 4) establishing a sustainable management cycle. Seven programme Outputs are 
detailed in the attached Logical Framework (Annex 1). A national institution, normally an 
NGO (e.g. the Ethiopian Wildlife and Natural History Society (EWNHS) or Ghana Wildlife 

\ Society (GWS)), is given lead responsibility country me. for each 

- 
overnrne 
rogram 

s and the 
inator is ; 

transfer 
appointee 

governr 
d to the 1 

program 

11. Stage 1 includes the creation of a National Liaison Comm~ttee (NLC) to foster NGO and 
g lntal link: of information to nent decision-makers. A national n 
P le coordi (usually attachec ead NGO). 

12. Stage 2 begins with a workshop involving relevant biodiversity experts (NGO, government 
and other) to generate a preliminary sites list using the agreed selection criteria and covering all 
the country's main habitat types. Existing protected areas are reassessed and often qualify as 
IBAs, increasing the justification for their continued conservation. Many new sites are also 
identified and, critically, are brought onto the national agenda for the first time. The 
coordinator also leads a team of nationals to carry out targeted field surveys to fill any major 
gaps in coverage identified and to start the process of local consultation and participation in the 
process by site adjacent communities, where applicable. Individual site accounts are compiled, 
detailing local land tenure systems, protection status, threats and related conservation issues 
alongside biodiversity importance. This inventory is published in the appropriate national 
language and the data are entered onto a customised database available to all participants. 

13. Stage 3 continues with a programme of advocacy, monitoring and action. All major 
stakeholders participate in the NLC, including representatives from local, site support groups. 
Data are thus available to relevant government and agency staff immediately and information is 
distributed more widely through radio broadcasts, posters, maps, articles and other media. An 
analysis of threat, biodiversity importance and degree of real protection identifies those sites at 
which immediate action may be needed to prevent loss or degradation. For non-threatened 

20 The Important Bird Area (IBA) process is the application of internationally agreed criteria to define the global importance of 
sites for biodiversity conservation at a national level, followed by a cycle of monitoring, action and advocacy to ensure the 

-, 

conservation of sites. in perpetuity. National and local capacity for achieving biodiversity conservation is built through the process. 
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es (see 4 .3 Site ac unding fc 

i advocac 
~diversiq 

;As, local site action may be simply on-going monitoring anc :y to ensure that the 
~nservatiw status remains favourable and to reinforce the bic r importance of the site 

in local, national and regional policy and planning processes. For threatened or degraded IBAs, 
a detailed action plan and programme of site protection or restoration may be required. In 
many cases, such additional action is beyond the scope of the national IBA programme, in 

hich case the programme will advocate and stimulate the necessary action by third parties 
.g. bilateral government-assistance agency programmes). In a few instances, the network has 
cluded in its own programme, integrated conservation and development projects at very high 

priority sit :tiom): no GEF fi )r such p 
proposal. 

d in this 

I.. Stage 4 establishes a long-term, sustainable cycle of all the activities initiated in Stage 3, 
cluding planning and financing the programme in the long-term. At the national level, the 
ogramme coordinates monitoring of all the identified biodiversity sites, examines national 

policy and legal frameworks for NGO-government collaboration and sites conservation 
(stimulating reform if required), and ensures that the conservation needs of all sites in the 
national inventory are advocated in all appropriate policy discussions and fora. Activity at the 
local level is highly dependent on the nature of the site and threats to it. Appropriate 
participatory techniques are employed wherever there is a local, adjacent community whose 
interests mav be affected bv conservation initiatives and (ideallv) whose commitment can be 
stimulated the site. to act fo ration of 

the natic 
wners an 
.---A- -A: - 

15. Participation in S I L ~  IIIUIIILUIIII~ ouilds a local stakel~u~ucr constituency around each IBA 
hich becomes a vital resource in sustaining any long term conservation initiative. Local 
lncern has proved a valuable consequence of participation in Europe where, (e.g. in Spain 

--id Hungary), semi-formal networks of organised groups have assumed responsibility for 
monitoring and reporting to ma1 level2'. It has also created a pool of expertise and 
goodwill among local lando ~d administrators. In many African countries this approach 
can build .,oon existing site proremon22 2nd help to formalise indigenous natural resource 
managemi! 

16. Regionally, tne exisrlng N ~ U  networK cooramates, monltors ana evaluates the 
programme23. The network is supported by a technical sub-committee (the "IBA Steering 
Committee") and facilitated by staff based at the Secretariat established by the BirdLife 
International Partnership in Cambridge, UK. The focus is national, but it encourages trans- 
boundary sharing of resources, skills and experience, to develop a cadre of professional 
African conservationists. Two sub-regional posts will be designated in Year 1 of the 

G 

programme, to service one or more of the programme regions (north, south, east, west and 
central Africa) and coordinate meetings, training and staff exchanges between national 
programmes. These posts will be created within existing NGO Partners, using GEF funding, to 
strengthen regional coordination and the programme's institutional base. The posts will form a 
permanent part of the regional network and their sustainability will be ensured within the long- 

21 These "patron groups" often consist of committed teachers, landowners and local 
sites in Spain, all 18 sites in the Czech Republic, and 18 in Slovakia, benefit in this w 

22 For example. kaya forests and sacred groves in coastal Kenya. 

23 See Annex 6. 

it officials (( 



A-6 
Page 8 

term planning and fund-raising for programme continuation after the end of GEF funding (see 
section 5 and Annex 6). Further sub-regional posts will be created subsequently, as resources 
~ermi t .  

7. Techn 
- A  L-. F-- 

ical s u p ~  
r 

rided by 
- . . I - - .  A,? 

the glob; 
. ? - -  - n- 

of a ded~ 
boundaq 

~ort  to national programmes is pro\ a1 BirdLife Secretariat 
--w oy curupean dirdlife Partners which assist particular nrrican rartners' programmes. This 

.eludes provision icated database, ensuring equable application of selection criteria, 
:ovision of trans-1 r and continental perspectives - e.g., developing complementary 

..stworks of sites across supra-national ecosystems - and advice on the production of national 
publications. Institutional development support is also provided in areas such as fund-raising, 
administration, programme planning and coordination and related training and capacity- 
building exercises24. 

18. The proposal contributes to conservation at an international level by identifying and helping 
to protect sites of global biodiversity significance. Each NGO-government partnership forms 
part of a network in which data are transferred to international as well as regional 
decision-making processes. Reclaiming these data, once combined into regional databases, is an 
integral part of the process. 

LE FOR C ANCING 
- . . -I . . -Ll 

RATIONAI :El? FIN 
19. The prugral~ul~e offers a valuaule contribu~lurl LU Lrle ucr purLluno. By integrating 
prioritised action for key biodiversity sites into plans and policies at local, national, continental 
and global levels, across all four GEF Operational ~ r o ~ r a m m e s ~ ' ,  the process will lead to the 
sustainable management of key conservation areas in Africa. At the same time, a cadre of 
expert, committed conservationists will continue to monitor, act and advocate action by others 

-, 

to maintain the biological integrity of each site long after GEF input to the process ceases. By 
scaling-up the IBA process, GEF will accelerate the take-up of ideas enshrined in the CBD, 
particularly the cycle of research, monitoring and interventions at sites and the concept of 
sustainable use. The programme complements existing government activities in relation to the 
CBD, by making information on sites and species readily accessible, through innovative 
approaches to the analysis of relative conservation priorities and through the establishment of a 
sustainable monitoring and action cycle for key sites of biodiversity importance. 

:n and cr 
mcially) 

estment I 

-elevant f 
20. The programme is country-drive itical inv takes place at a national level but 
the networking approach ensures (c that all I :xperience is shared. 
Participating national organisations have developed the programme and experiences are 
exchanged regularly across the continent at sub-regional meetings, through a network 
newsletter and through exchanges of personnel. A series of participatory workshops convened 
by the African IBA network, to plan the national and regional resource needs 
for the next 5 year phase, has resulted in this proposal request ale-up the 
project with an appropriate incremental contribution from GE: s took place in 

program 
:ing supp 
F. The u 

m e  and 
ort to sci 
rorkshop 

24 Training and capacity building workshops sharing skills across the network at least annually. In anticipation of GEF scaling-up, 
a training needs assessment workshop was undertaken in February 1996 in Accra, Ghana with 18 network members. The results 
form the foundation for the Africa-wide training initiatives. 

7 
25 See Annex 5. 
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da 
bic 
re: 
ex 
to 
all 

ldis Ababa, Cambridge UK, and Accra, with funding from GEF-UNDP PDF sources26. 
xumented support from governments (GEF Focal Points or equivalent) is attachedz7. 

sites 
EF Oper; ational SI trategy a: ims to m; aintain a network areas a( 

Network 0) 
21. The GI of conse :ross key 
ecosystems and this proposal seeks to support the same goal. NGO-government partnerships in 
each country apply well-established criteria to select lists of biodiversity sites, then monitor all 
sites regularly and set priorities for action. Application of IBA site selection criteria to these 

.ta provide new insights into national protected area systems, focus attention on sites of 
odiversity value, and reclaim data in a form which promotes wide understanding, helping to 
kindle a sense of local and national ownership which may have been lost. The assessment of 
isting or planned action (both governmental and NGO) reveals gaps in coverage which need 
be filled. Such gap analyses lead to a national portfolio of priority initiatives which draw on 

I the relevant in-country expertise to ensure cost-effective and sustainable conservation of a 
representative network of sites. 

22. The project is advancing our knowledge of all four GEF target ecosystems. Publications 
F-rm a permanent and easily accessible record, but information is also shared through linked 

.tabases2'. National liaison committees, meetings and a range of other forms of advocacy 
sure that results are widely available at all key levels. For the CBD process, data are 
ovided to the relevant national point of access (e.g. the National Environment Secretariat in 
:nya). At a global level, verbal and written inputs are made at NGO fora, as well as at 
eetings of the Conference of Parties, Clearing-House Mechanism, Subsidiary Body on 

Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice, and the Commission o iable 
Development (including the Intergovernmental Panel on Forests). 

I Africa. 
.:- --A -. 

People i 
--- A---l 

n Sustair 

Developing the cadre of national conservationists 
23. A pool of conservation awareness is developing ir ncreasingly understand 
the threats sites face and often feel a sense of owner sh~~  aIlu cart: u e ~ ~ i y  about the future of 
individual sites. A constituency for each IBA is beginning to develop: communities empowered 
to provide effective advocacy and action. The cadre of trained specialists is also broadening, 
increasingly capable of research, action and advocacy in wider environmental fields (such as 
those covered in other GEF focal areas). Such groups are aware of the importance of both 
immediate and root causes of biodiversity loss, and that solutions need to be sought across 
Africa through government and NGO collaboration and through further increases in public 

and in capacity to implement consc action. 

- ,. Many of the programme activities (outlinea in section 3 ana Annex 1) are already 
under-way and actively taking account of local circumstances i )untries. In in partici pating cc 

26 Representatives from all ten of the participating countries in the proposal (Burkina Icaso, Cameroon, Etluopia, Ghana, Kenya, 
Sierra Leone, South Africa, Tanzania, Tunisia and Uganda) together with additional members of the IBA Steering Committee 
participated in all or some of the workshops: in Addis (hostedby the Ethiopian Wildlife and Natural History Society), 7 
participating countries: in Cambridge at the BirdLife Secretariat. 4 countries; in Accra (hosted by the Ghana Wildlife Society), all 
10 countries. (Proiect references: RAFl94lG41 and RAF196lG41). 

See Anne: 

n,.... ,, : 28 vrln increasingly available e l tc~~urucar~~,  those from the IBA processes in Europe and the Middle East are being 
disseminated by such means. It is anticipated that data from the African regional programme will be incorporated into African 
databases and ~nformation networks as they emerge - such as the GEF-fmnced REIMP in Central Africa. 
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Ethiopia, the national NGO (EWNHS) has signed an agreement with government (Ethiopian 
Wildlife Conservation Organisation) which supports surveys being undertaken in.protected -, 

areas; staff from the National Museums (a parastatal) in Kenya are working on IBA 
programmes alongside volunteer members from the EANHS; in Egypt, data from IBA surveys 
are feeding in to plans for the reassessment of the national network of protected areas. 

'ite actiol 
5. The I1 

'2s 

BA procc 
A------ 

:ss has lt ..:-- /- - 
the netu 
1 n- - - - -  

rork at k8 
-\ A- I - -  

ey sites, 
- -  A-- - 

from simple 
uoundary ue~riarca~iun (c.g. auuss csluary rrujeu in ~v~uruccu), LU lung term site-based 
onservation projects, (e.g. the Arabuko-Sokoke coastal forest conservation project in Kenya 
nd the montane forest conservation projects at Kilum, Ijim and Kupe in ~ a m e r o o n ) ~ ~ .  The 
ifrican network only has the capacity and resources to implement a small number of such 
ltegrated conservation and development projects (ICDPs) but the experience gained is widely 
isseminated and advocated to other implementing agencies. This project experience lends 

,redibility to the advocacy, particularly in efforts to stimulate action by third parties for sites at 
which the programme itself lacks the resources to act. 

SUSTAINA~ILITY AND PARTICIPATION 
6. A diverse range of activities arise from this programme which lever funds from an array of 
onors. Resources have already been obtained from BirdLife NGO Partners, the UK Overseas 
)evelopment Administration and Darwin Initiative, and the Euro~ean Union: these initiatives 
re continuing. Scaling-up with GEF support means that furtf ~ r t  continuation 
f the programme and specific site projects are more likely to leet funding 

drgets after the end of GEF support. from 2002 onwards3'. 
f7 

ler funds 
I be attra 

to suppc 
cted to n 

as the GI ion les A mis des 27. Partners such iana Wildlife Society and Associati Uiseaux (Tunisia) 
are already achieving self-sustainability through their own national and international fund- 
rtising efforts and the sustainability of the programme beyond the period of GEF input is 
~unded on building such capacity in all national Partners. The GEF initiative is a fertile 
nvironment from which to achieve fund-raising self-reliance in the collaborating Partners. 
)utput 5 of the programme will develop specific financing strategies and mechanisms at 
:gional, national and local levels. Wide fund-raising experience exists in the network and is 
ctively shared. Working within a global framework, programme collaborators have access to 
etworked funding and support and are able to tap resources from a range of sources 
institutional, corporate and public). Innovative routes for sustaining support in a hard-pressed 

rund-raising environment are sought constantly31. Options such as endowments and trust funds 
will also be explored at both national and local levels. At the regional level the annual 
"African Partnership" meetings will coordinate and review national and local strategies as well 
as considering financing mechanisms for regional programme coordination. Technical sub- 
committee's and expert advice will be drawn on as necessary. 

> BirdLife ICDPs follow a process approach, are appropriate in scale, long-term (including planned local hand-overs), involve all 
akeholders and pay attention to the of biodiversity loss, incl le resulting from action to prevent 
:gradation 

root causes luding declil 

30 See Annex 2. 

31 National and international tourist revenues at specific sites are increasingly important. Birdwatching is one of the fastest 
growing pastimes in Europe and North America with increasing numbers of people travelling overseas. Sponsored annual bird 
events now play a major role in awareness-building and have successfully raised extensive funds in a number of African countries n 
including Egypt, Ghana, Kenya and South Africa. 
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range of additional skills is accrued. bnthusiastic volunteers are a sustainable source ot 
decentralised commitment. Backed-up by cadres of professionals, they undertake monitoring, 
advocacy and field action, in support of official structures, with little external funding 
required32. Training of government staff invests in sustaining official commitment alongside 
NGO capacity33. At sites, local participation is maximised, to build sustainable local solutions 
and institutions. 

I AND TE LESSONS LEARNED CHNICAL REVIEW 
29. From Iceland to Yemen, 46 country programmes have been executed across Europe and 
the Middle East, and a national model has been shaped to take account of all the lessons learned 
since the work began in 1985. The programme in Africa draws on these experiences, using and 
adapting existing, field-tested survey techniques, technical database management skills and 
established mechanisms to ensure data quality (e.g. site selection criteria and peer-review 
meetings). New players benefit from this knowledge, establishing their national programmes 
significantly more quickly and efficiently, and producing results comparable between countries 
and regions. Members of the European network have provided advice and experience to the 
African workshops which produced this proposal using GEF PDF funding (see section 4). 
Lessons learned from Europe and applied to the African programme include the need for a 
designated national coor 'inator in each country (particularly to mobilise and sustain voluntary 
support for the prograrr ze); the importance of a strong national and regional institutional base 
for the progamme; the importance of JGO and government collaboration nal 
level. 

strong b 

30. Technical reviews of earlier stages of the proposal have been favourable, citing in 
particular its innovation, skills-sharing between nations, capacity-building within nations and 
the excellence of the overarching regional support, "particularly the approach based on trans- 
boundary sharing of skills, resources and experiences". However, a lack of clarity and focus in 
the project objectives and the activities to be funded by GEF was also identified and a Logical 
Framework format for the proposal was recommended to improve clarity. These criticisms 
were addressed through further workshops (see section 4), in which the network came together 
to refine the proposal and produce the recommended programme Logical Framework, attached 
here34. 

rec 
rai 
--, 

. The GEF STAP Technical Review (Annex 8) recognizes that "the c ; good", that it 
"an ambitious but workable project", and that it is both needed and U I ~ G I I L .  dhile 
:ognizing that the proposed institutional and organizational structures are good, the review 
ses some questions regarding the detailed nature of the linkages with government agencies 

a l~d local participation. These are addressed in a detailed answer to the Technical Reviewers 
comments which points out both that the nature of these varies from c o ~  :ountry and 

32 For example, the East Africa Natural History Society (Kenya) has coordinated 500 volunteers r 
the country; of these, 100 are regulars turning out at least twice a year to monitor their local site 

nonitoring v vetland sites across 

33 In Sierra Leone, staff from the Wildlife Conservation Branch of the Department of Agriculture and Forestry have played a full 
pan in survey and site identification. 

34 See Annex 1.  
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from site to site within each country, and provides examples of how these are already working 
in a number of countries. Having reviewed this additional detailed technical information the rl 

STAP Technical Reviewer concludes that there is substance behind the statements of intent, 
:on firms 
:larificati 

the irnpc 
.on are si 

rtance o 
itisfied. 

f site spe lcific soh ~d that a1 :1 the rev iewers nl eeds for 

GEF Contribution Total Year 1 Year2 Year 3 Year4 Year5 
Personnel 
NGO's / national staff (14-20) 884 128 212 196 186 162 
Regional 21 9 
Training 
Courses UV 17 
Norkshol 37 
gublicatic 64 
Equiprne 
dehicles I 0 
Equiprner 2 1 
Miscellar -. - 
3perations & Maintenance 71 124 76 
4drnin/Comrnunication - Natl & Local 29 34 25 
4dmin/Cornrnunication - Regional 19 23 16 
Monitoring, Evaluation 339 52 85 . 54 
Sundries, Contingencies (3' 191 39 42 37 

92 n 
36 

Support Costs (8%) 320 66 68 63 6 1 
SEF Total I$ l.OOC\'-' 4.330 one a-n 849 0.4n 826 

support s 

2s & Exct 
Ins 
~n t 

ianges 

(5) and b~ 
lt 
ieous 

oat ( I )  

'otal ($1, Project T 

oms AM 

'ncremental Costs 
13. The IBA programme, started in 1994, will extend to 2002 with GEF funding and continue 
.fierwards. Baseline costs of the national inventories have been covered, for many countries, 
rom a variety of sources.  ding will scale-up the project by p 50% to 
unning costs over five ye: lrer Stage 1 of the process in some la Faso 
.nd Cameroon), and Stage ers (e.g. Ghana and Uganda). A f :ost 

Analysis is provided in Annex 3. 

GEF fun 
lrs to coy 
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roviding 
countriel 
ull Incre 

an extra 
s (Burkir 
mental C 

Cost Effectiveness 
34. The network uses innovative management techniques which build on existing 
communications and common approaches. Skills will be shared via a network newsletter, 
e-mail newsgroups, and sub-regional programmes of staff secondments between organisations. 
By scaling-up the process, the GEF benefits under-resourced Partners, and is assured of T-, 
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backing a network programme already proven over a wide range of countries and 
circumstances. By harnessing the power of volunteers, strengthening self-sustaining local 
NGO's, and bringing together the resources of communities. NGO's and governments, the 
roject promotes biodiversity conserved per dollar 
pent. 

.d w 

ligh leve eness in I terms of 

AND RIS 
---A --11. 

LCTIONS 
35. NGO-government c v ~ ~ a o v r a ~ ~ v n  1s crucial LV Lne acnleve~rlent of prvgramme vojec~ives. 
Commitment to the process and strong NGO-government relationship! ready been 
developed in many participating countries. However, a lack of govern erance towards 
'JGOs or a refusal to collaborate in any one country would jeopardise success. The proposal 
lso assumes that the enthusiasm of local communities will be captured through appropriate, 
larticipatory approaches to the identification, monitoring and conservation of sites. If it fails to 

excite local interest and commitment, a fundamental element of programme sustainability 
rould be lost, as there would be no site-based constituency to monitor and advocate for the 

,onsewation of the important biodiversity sites identified. Combining the diverse skills and 
needs of both professional and amateur groups together is also a challenge, but many network 
members are already doing this successfully. 

26. The NGO Partners possess considerable expertise in network relations and operate within 
n established institutional framework, but project-related skills and capacity at the national 
we1 are limited. The programme is designed to develop skills and capacity in both NGOs and 

governments and to strengthen the institutional base during the proposed five-year period 
scaled-up by the GEF. The creation of sustainable national programmes and regional support 
structures as programme outputs are essential to sustainability after the end of GEF funding. 
'hese outputs rest on two assumptions relating to funding. One is that a volunteer, sites-based 
onservation constituency can be created during the five years and subsequently sustained at 
ittle cost. The second is that the network will be able to obtain funding from sources other than 
;EF, both as co-funding during the course of the five years a ogramme funding after 
~e end of GEF support. The track record of the network in t: to date suggest that this is 
chievable (see sections 3 and 5). 

mnd as prl 
his area 1 

s have a1 
unent to1 

37. Site-based conservation alone does not guarantee biodiversity conservation: the IBA process 
needs to be seen in the context of a wider approach, since the site is only one unit of 
conservation currency. Two other fundamental approaches exist. The species approach has 
already been used extensively with endangered and other flagship birds as the focus3'. The 
second, more powerful, approach tackles conservation in the wider environment but this has 
,et to be addressed in Africa in the detail it has in other regions36. Developing plans to 
onserve ecosystems does, however, require data on species' ecology, population sizes and 
rends and relies on the existence of a community of informed local data gatherers. The IBA 
lrocess will take five years to build this constituency in Africa, leading to the I :p in the 
lrocess of achieving wider habitat conservation across the continent. 

35 Collar. P 

- 
)85. Threat, ened bird o lf Africa am ! related isla 

36 Tucker, G. M. & Heath. M. F. 1995. Birds in Europe: their conservation stat 
Cambridge, U K :  BirdLife International. 

ridge. UK: 

next st( 

ICBP. 

.ion Series No.3. 



A-6 
Page 14 

INSTITUTIONAL F~AMEwORK AND PROJECT IMPLE 
n, 

rION 

.on areas in Afric a37 and a le will de 38. The p :velop a network of key cc . robust 
national conservation community38 to monitor and take action for their conservation during and 
after the period of GEF support. The institutional structure is based on strong national NGO- 
government collaboration in each country, linked regionally via the existing network of African 
BirdLife Partners, supported by technical sub-committees and sub-regional coordination posts 
to be created during the period of GEF support39. Internationally, support will be provided by 
the global Secretariat of BirdLife International and by other European BirdLife Partners during 

~d after GEF funding. However, a principal objecti programme is to increase the 
ipacity for action within the African region. The Se is delegated to take responsibility 

ror certain functions during preparation and at the start or lrnplementation and will coordinate 
lchnical and financial reports to GEF-UNDP. There will be a gradual transfer of 
:sponsibilities for coordination and administrative functions to the national and regional level, 
 ring the project, through the creation of stronger, independent national Partners and of sub- 
:gional programme coordination positions. This process will over five years, 
I build capacity slowly and not destroy existing structures b: them with an 

Jministrative load which, at the outset, they cannot carry. 

.tives anc 
rernment ... .*.:I1 .. 

1 other e: 
and con 
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cretariat 

.c * - -  

<pert me1 
ununity 1 
-:+a +- 0 .  

occur g~ 
y over-bi 

radually , 
urdening 

39. The nature of the institutional structure at the national level will vary between countries but 
will consist of a National Liaison Committee (NLC) with government, NGO, and local (site) 

:presents mbers. At the site level Local Site Committees will involve 
GO, go\ representatives, though again the precise structure and 

~ d r n ~ o s i t i ~ ~ l  WIII V ~ L  v LLUIII 31LG LU 3ite. Further details of the Institutional Framework are laid 
/7 ~t in Anr 

1 n- a. 
I .  IIIG ~ U U ~ L I U I I  u1 UIC IDA ~ I U L C S S  LU SLICII~LIICII LUIISCI~V~LIUII  aulull 111 IICW LUUIILIICS will be 
jvocated through a variety of published media and the invitation of representatives from other 
~untries (in addition to the 10 in the proposal) to attend meetings of the African Partners; 

rarticipants will be invited from GEF eligible countries with an existing or potential Partner 
~d strong NGO and government interest in :ogramme. Funds to launch new 

~ountry programmes will be sought using tht )ertise and resources within the 
international BirdLife Partnership (see section 2 aoove), in me same way as funds were 
obtained for the early stages of the ten country programmes detailed in this proposal. 

onservation - 

ng will b 
rough art 
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:icles sub . - 

a nation: 
: fund-ra 

F * -  

11 IBA pl 
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Monitoring and Evaluation 
1. National level monitori I out by each NLC, through regular reports and 
~eetings and informally thl mitted to the network newsletter, via electronic 
.ailin~s etc.. Key milestones in a national programme include launch workshops, field 

texts, IBA action planning, publication of the national directory and 
.e monitoring-action cycle. The continental programme will be monitored by 

L1lG AlllLall 1icLwul.k which will meet annually to review progress and plan subsequent phases; 

nventory 
lent of th .. ..a+...,-.* 

at specific s 
. .  . 

oss ecosyste 37 Action in favour of c iites has been stimulated by the prog~ar~ullc awl ms targeted by the 
GEF Operational Strategy. For example, in weuands (eg Zaranik Protected Area in Egypt); in forests (eg montane community 
forest reserves of Kilum, Ijim and Kupe in Cameroon. and the Ulugum montane forests in Tanzania's Eastern Arc); in semi-arid 
lands (eg Souss Massa National Park in Morocco). 

38 For example, the Wildlife Conservation Society of Tanzania and the Ethiopian Wildlife and Natural History Society. m 
39 See Annex 6. 
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these Partnership meetings will also provide technical and financial reports (incorporating each 
national report) to GEF-UNDP and will liaise with GEF-UNDP staff over the organisation of 
the Mid-Term Review and final programme evaluation. The meetings will propose individuals 
(including members of NLCs) to participate in external programme reviews. 

Schedule and Duration 
42. The GEF contribution will support specified stages of the national IBA programmes in 10 
countries (see Annex 2 for full programme schedule) and contribute to sub-regional 
coordination, skills-sharing and staff secondments and advocacy of the IBA approach to a 
further suite of African countries. 

43. It is fundamental to the philosophy of the Partnership that the network creates site-based 
local and national structures which can stand alone by providing an objective agenda for 
important biodiversity area conservation into the next century. From a beginning in 1994, the 
five years scaled-up with GEF funds (1997-2002) will provide essential additional support at a 
critical stage, enabling the process and participants to become self-sustaining. 





African .YGO-Government Partnersfzips for Sustainable Biodiversio Action 

Annex 1. Logical Framework 3latri-x 

ries 

OBJICCTIVES r\SD 
.;\CTIVTTIES 

\\'ider Objective/ Coal: 
To ~ o n s e r \ ~ e  all globally 
important biodiversity sites 
in Africa 

ISDI(:.-\TORS 

Conservation S ~ ~ I U S  of all 
impomnt biodiversity sites 
maintained or improved 

51EASS O F  1-ERIFICATIOS 

Go~emrnenr repons to CRD on national 
surus of biodiversiry and sires 
Sumey, monitoring and sire repons 

Immediate Ol~jectives: 
To  e~ihance hiodiversiry 
conservation in Africa 
through local and ~latiorlal 
NGO-government 
partnerships in the 
Important Bird Area 
process 

ASSU3IlDTIOSS A S 0  RISKS 

The IBA process is an effective conservarion tool 
The IRA process is a good hasis for t l~e  identific;ltion 
of sites of global biodiversity importance 

Outputs: 

1. NGO-government partnerships for Important Bird .Area conservation established and funcrionin in all (10) participating countries 
. Collaborative natiorlal (NGO-government) programmes functioning 10 monitor and conserve In~ponant Bird Areas (lB.4~) in all particip 
3.  Conservarion of national In~porrant Bird Areas (1B.4~) achieved through IWJI moniroring. sire action an . advocacy programlnes 
4. Local and national NGO and government capacity built to sustain all activities in the Imponant Bird Area (IBA) process 
j. Srraregy ant1 nlecl~arlism in place ro ensure sustainable long-term fundins for lmponanr Bird Area (1A.A) conser\~atinn in all particip;ltinp counrries 
6 .  Rr~iorlaI srructures esrahlished NIJ functioning to excha~lgr information and expsnise and ro suppon devrlopnlenr of Inlportanr Bird ;\re3 (IRA ) p i i l l  rle\v 

countries 
7. Re_pi01131 an'artness of [tit Important Bird Are3 (IB.4) 3ppr03ih created and expressions of inreresr made for rhe launcl~ of n31ional Inr\ programr~ies III a rurttler ! 10':) 

cou~ir rics I 

NGO - gover11111e111 collabors~ion is possll>lc 
NGO - g~!~ernment collaboration in rhr IRA 
process will achieve conservarion of sires 
NGOs and gover~ir~~ents accept tile IR:\ process 3s 1 
narional conservarion tool 
NGOs and governments have or can drvclop the 
capacity lo actiirve cffec~ive IRA co11servatic)n 

Conservation sratus of IBAs - 4 ~ ~ 3 1  reports from 10 national IB.4 
maintained or improved programmes 
No IBAs removed from any Government repons 10 CBD on national 
national IBA directory due to  ratu us of biodi\ersiry anJ sires 
degradarion or loss of biodiversity 
importance 
Support for IB.4 process 

Indtpcndenv' sptsnlisr surveys of sires 
and hiodiversir). 
Progress1 slatus rcpons from rhrearened 

demonstrated bv mrional NGn IB.4s where recover). and conserva.ion 
and pov proiects are in place 
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Afn'can hrGO-Governmenr Partr~erships for Susrainable Biodi\*ersic Acrior~ 

ing teams 
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a uea I 
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sites datah 
idual sires 
ase up-to- 

OnJECTIVES  ASD .ACTIVITIES 1 I hDICATORS 
Output  4: 
Local and narional NGO and government iective nariorul prorramme 
capacity built to sustain all activiries in the rrioning to achieve IB.1 
Inlporranr Bird Area (IBA) process ~servarion 

- 
Acl 

\E .LXS OF VERIFICATION 

Xarional programme repons 
InSernal progress monitoring and 
enrrrnsl programme reviews 

Programme progress and monitoring 
repons 
Inform:.' surveys o r  questionnaires 
Site reports and minutes of meet i r i~s  
from local sire acrion groups 
Sire survey and monitoring repons 
and analyses 
Xarionsl Important Bird Areas 
newslerrcr or other co~i~municaiion 
medium 
Nsrional programme coordinariori 

.e of situation st indiv 

4.  I Train national cadres of  professionals and 
volunteers ro implement IB.4 conservation 

4.2 Build capacity of local IBh  support groups 
4.3 Idrnrify training needs for volunteers, 

NGO and govermerir personnel 
4.1 Orgariise trainin5 courses, work exchanges 

and experience to meet needs identified in 
4.3. 

4.5 Identify corl~municnrionsl infrasrructure 
and orlier resource needs for nsrional 1B.A 
progrsninie coordirlarion and 
implc~~~enrarion 

tsrahlisli effective mechariisms for national 
corriniu~iicntiori snd programnic. management 
and ohtain ~~ecessary  equipmerit 31111 resources 

- 

A S S U ~ I ~ T I O S S I  K I  

Volun~eers. NGO and goverrin~crir 
personnel willirig and ahlc lo 

uliderpo lral l~il~g 
\loluri~cers. NGO and Foverllniclit 
personnel corllrnittcd lo Iwg-rerr~i  
fulurr of  narional IBA pro~. ran i r~ ic  

1,ccll vo lu~~reers  are irircresred ill  

llie process and wish to 
participare actively in t l ~ c  
programnir 
Governn~enr and NGO staff 
available and can he rclessed ft\r 
training 
Efficient communication 
r n s c l ~ a i ~ i s ~ ! ~ ~  CJII he es tab l~ \ l~ed  in 
counl I-!. 
3esouri .c~ and equipmcnr cxn h s  

It arid nisintsilied 

Local suppon groups runcrioning 
to monitor sires 
Numbers of volunreers 
panicipating regularly in IB.4 
activities 
IB.4 s u n e y  and monitori 
[rained 
IBA survey and moniroril~: tcalrl, 

c~prraring effecrively 
Local sire groups c o m m ~  
effectively with n3tiorul 
programme cmrdinarion 
National programme eifesrively 
coordin3trd a - ~ d  rnan3_red 
Trained SGG ~ n t i  government 
p-.rsonnel operating eifectivcly ro 
implement a11 stapes of  the IBA 
process and rutioml programme 

centralised 

I 
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Afican A'GO-Gol.ernrnenr Partrlerships for S~urainable Biodiversiy Action 

OBJECTIVES A W  X C T I V I T I G  
Output 5: 
Strategy and mechanism in place to ensure 
sustainable long-term funding for lmpomnt 
Bird Area (IBA) conservation in all 

Activities: (for each of 10 nation31 IB.4 
programmes) 
5.1 Prepare 5 year funding plans and longer- 

term strategies for actlieving IBX 
conservation with minimal external funding 

5.2 Prepare long-term funding plans for 
priority threatened IBAs requiring site 
conservation programmes 

IhBIC-4TORS 

Documented rntional IB.4 
programme funding srraregies 

k-orecasts produced tor annual 
recurrent costs of IBA programme 
(after end of GEF programme 
funding? 
Future funding srrategy prepared 
for rntional IB.4 pro; oranlnle 
NGO co-funding undcr GEF 
programme secured successfully 

1 I 

5lE;ISS O F  I 'ERIFICATION 

Published strategy documents 

Funding strategies for all nalional 
lB.4 programmes 
IBA programme pro rnitred 
to funding agencies 
IBX programme budgets and 
financial repons 

5.3 Investigate Trust Funds and other Funding secured from other (non- 
mcchmisrns GEF) sources for IBX work 

5.4 Investigate opportunities for regional Long-term funding secured for 
funding and collaboration individul site consenation 

5.5 Prepare funding proposds for future projects 
programme needs (after GEF program National NGO developed with 

funding) strong c ~ p a c i y  for external fund- 

~1SSUhIPTIONSI RISKS 
NGO. gover~lmenr and volu~~teer 
c o m ~ n i t ~ i ~ e r ~ ~  10 long-ter111 future 
of nali.>nal IIIA progra~llllle 
Core IBA progran~mr activities 
(especially sites moni~oring) can 
he sustained indefinitely. at fairly 
low cost. rhrough voluntesr input 
N~tional programme iu r~d~ng  can 
he ohtained from sources other 
than GEF 
Strong national XGOs will help to 
ensure programme su~tain3hility 
and access 10 other furlding 
sourcss 

Secure institutional basis for IBA conservation 
(NGO-governmenr collaboration and volunteer 

raising 
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Afncnn ,?IGO-Government Parnlerships for S~uraifzable Biodiversi~ A criorr 

Partnership meetings occur panicipants 
annually National IBA programme progress 
Sub-regiorul coordirution posts repons 

:\SSU.\lPTIOSSI RISKS 

I NGO structur:.s can cttccr~vcly Output 6: 
Regional structures established and functioning 
to exchange iriforniation and expertise and to 1 cclrl~rnunicare a r~d  coordir~arc 21 3 

regional level witllin Africa 
Orl~er counrries will he ir~rcredttJ 
in the I11A approacl~ and wish 10 

l e ~ m  more about ~ h c  ~ ) r r ~ g r a n ~ ~ i ~ e  

support development of Important Bird Are3 
(IBA) programmes in new countries created and functioning I hloniroring and evaluarion reports 

Represenrarives from new 
countries attend Partnership 
meetings I 
African Pannsrship 
Strong and efieaive narional 
conservation SCOs  in place ro 
implemenr the IB.4 agenda 

- 
, s and actio~ 111 

: s 
Individual P ~ n n c r  and st aft^ 
apprsisuls: ptrforniance against o\vn 
developrnmr targets 

Sutiic .ccs and capaciry 
ey;c[ RirdLife 
F....:iersl~~p or can he huil~ duril~; 
I I I C  programnle to achie\.e 
effecrive regional coordinlrion 
and sharing of expertise 
Trchr~ical capacity exists to 
ensure piogramrlle co~~r i s r r~ icy  
and zcic~~rilic rigour r11rou;ll tllr 
operatiol~ of rlic s u l ~ - c o ~ n r ~ ~ i r ~ s t s  
Advice and recom~neridatic~ns 
fro111 tccl~nical suh-coni~nirrees 
\rill he aJl~ered to in progr3111111r 

I in~plenientation 
Resources can he r11adc available 
rhrough the psogra11i111~ to 
facili~nre suh-rrgicl~~al : I I I ~  

regiol~al rnecri~~g 
c o n ~ r ~ ~ u n i ~ r i o ~ ~ .  and 
rraining opporrul 
Or11r.r inrer~~ational tunJ111g 
II ICC~I ; I I I~SII IS  C311 hr c o ~ l ~ i ~ ~ i c d  hy 
and inrrresred in S U I I ~ I I I ~  IIIC IIL\ 
appro;lch 

11 plans fro1 

. -- 

.\ctivities: 
6.1 Establish regional support process hased on 

[lie exisring DirdLit'e Africa Partnership 
6.2 Strengrl~en BirdLiie Partnership and 

regional nettvork 
6.3 Create up to 5 sub-regional programme 

coordination posts within existin2 BirdLife 

~ p r e e m e n t  on location and roles Kariornl programme reports; slaff 
of sub-regiorul programme I lists from Pannrrs 
ioordinat&n pc7s~~: relevant >raft I Conservation achievc~l~c!~ts of 
appointsd 
Appropriate techniial sub- 
commirtecs set-up 
Effective regional linkages and 
informa:ion sharing taking place 

rurional programmes againsr ar~nusl 
target ohjecrives 
Membership lists and minutes of 
meetings of suh-committees; 
resolutions to technical issues 
published and dissemiliared 
Regional IDA neu.slerrrrs, published 
anicles (popular and siienrific) 
Individusl exchange visir and training 
uvorkshtjp repons 
BirdLiSe Africa Pannership 
progranlnie documcnrs and minutes 
of mrerings ; funding applications 
Prograninle rechnic~l and financial 
repms: internal and external 
monitoring and review reports 

( 6.1 Achieve programme consistency by I 
coordina~ing and standardising the 
application of the lB.4 process and IBA 
selection criteria 

6.5 Build a teclinical network, including sub- 
con~niittees of the Africa Partnership 
meeting. 3s required 

6.6 Excl~al~ge experience and lessons learned 
tl~rough sub-regional exchanges of 

Staff e 
workrl 

xchange visits and training 
hops organised svihin s u b  

Joint (sub-regional or rc,cion.l) 
programmes agreed 
Joint (regiorul or sub-regionalj 
funding applications suhmil 
Funding obtained and joint 
programmes implemented 

I 0 courses personnel and joint rrainir~, 
6.7 Share resources and morivation 

3~11 international corlsrrvation and 
ding rnccl~anisrns (including GEF) 
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, \ I I ~ C X  3. C; l l c~~ l ; l t i o~~  of I I ~ c I - c I I ~ c I ~ ~ ; ~ ~  Costs T 

131-o;ltl Dcvclopnicnt Goals 
All of tlic countries i~ivolvcd ;ire engaged in a rnngc of biodiversity plnnning autl 111 11t 

activities. Tlicy all have environnient agencies of one kind or anothcr \vho are rcsponsl[llc  or 
tlie broader issucs associ;itctl with biodiversitj policy and planning (Environment Agencies). 
All have some kind of NEAP or NEblP. All, with the current exception of Etliiopi:i. arc 
ellgaged in tlie preparation of biodiversity strategies arid action plans. At [lie manngerncnt level 
they all have protected area systems involving national parks, forest rcscrvcs, and the like, 
together with scctoral ageucies with responsibility for these. Hence all countries have a 
co~il~i i i t~i lc~i t  to tllc conservatio~i and sustainnblc use of biological diversity as a part of their 
natio~ opment r 

Basel ..., 
Incre~nental cost issues can I;e discussed at two levels of detail depending on tlic systz~ii 
bou~idary selected for analysis: (i) n bro;idcr o ~ i c  dealing witti [lie iJcntificatio~i and 
nian:igcnlcut of sitcs of global biodiversity sig~iifica~ice in Africa as a wliolc; and (ii) a 
n;irrower onc tlealing wit11 tlie Il3A process in t l~e  :ibsencc of GEF support. 

(i) On t11e basis of t11c I)ro:~tlcr systc~ii hol~~icl:iry, b;~scline activities i~icludc. llie fill1 rani 
o f  activities in each country :~ssociatctl with the itlcntification, managcmcnt and monitoring ( 

sites of biodiversity ;ictivity. Wliilc this is very varial)le across countries scvcr;il 
geticr;~liz;itions call 1)c ni;iilc: 
- fI1c cllrrellt level 01' k~io\vIedgc is i~ i ; i dc (~~~ :~ tc  (tllis applies to botli invc~itory atid ~iii)nitori~ig -, 
- nialisgcmcnt is irl3cIcclu;1te 
- Iiinn:lgcnictlt is haseil on c c ~ ~ t r ; ~ I  govcrlillicnt nutliority ant1 control and few. it' auv, 1i;ivc  lo^,^ 

advocacy groups supporting rn;~n:igc~iie~it. 

(ii) Withi11 tlic 1i;lrrowcr systcni I)ou~idary. ill1 ~ x i r t i c i ~ ~ ; l ~ l u ~  L O L I I I ~ I  ~ c b  11;1ve lau~lclicrl all 113A 
process (see alincx 2). 111 sonic. st~cli as Glinlin ;i~id Sicrr;~ I,COIIU, tlic process is quite ii~Iv;i~~ced 
i~nd  so~iic  site I~ascd activities liavc been started. 111 otliers sucli as Tunisia a~ id  Ca~ncroou,  tlic 
process is just stiirting. I.lowcvcr, evcrl witlli~i tliesc cou~itrics the NGO-gover~imcnt 
partncrsliips arc gcncrally rudimc~it;lry and w x k .  Possi1)lc exccptio~ls :ire Ethiopia - wlicrc a 
forliial govcr~i~~icnt-NGO agrcculelit to coopcrate has been signed - tliougli no on-the-ground 
activities liavc started, and Kcnyn - where government staff and volunteers arc working sidc- 
by-side 011 field invc~itories dcspitc the absence of any forn~al agrce~nent on cooperation. In 
both of tllcse cases, howcvcr, this cooperation tias not yct bee11 extended into real site advocacy 

nanagcmeut . 

broader system boundary incorporates the full range of ecological, social, political and 
econonlic systems tliat impact biodiversity in all 10 countrics, and to a lesser extent tlirougliout 
Africa. Given its ni:~gnitude as co~npnrcd to the size of the programme, this scale of analysis is 
probably of little assistance. Consequently the analysis is based on tile narrower systcni 
boundary, tliat of the IBA process itself. 

,tly little In eitl~cr cast. 11 countries tI1e1-c is cllrre~i coordination and therc is little 
opportunity for cxcliange of icleas, experience and expertise. Wl~ile long tern1 funding support -~ 
for NGO-govern~ne~it partnerships in biodiver~ity activities seems to be available, little 



attention Ii;is yet I J C C I ~  (lc\.ot~iI 10 sceki~i! this t111t ;irlcl est;il>liaiiiilg 1lic~ll.11iis111~ for its c;iITture. 
While nunicrous new cou~~tr ies  are intcrcstecl in joining tllc progrnnlme. tl~ere is IIO c;1p;icity t~ 
reacll-out. nurtllre, ;iud train these clilcrgi~ig new govern~ilent-NGO pnrtncrs. The Ririllilk 
Secretari;it in E~igla~ld provicles tllc littlc s\ll>l>ort t l lnt  is ;ivailablc to all of these progranillles. 

Global E~ iv i ron~ i i e~ l t  Ol).jcctivc 
The ol~jcctive of this project is to cnll:iilce biodiversity conscrv;ition in Africii through local and 
national NGO-government partllersliips in ilic l~llporta~lt Bird Area process. 

GEI? Alterlintivc 
Tlle GEF alternative will provide resources to scale-up the existing low-level activities. This 
will result in much morc rapid advnnccment of tlie programme, tlle strell:tlleni~y of 
governnient-NGO partnersllips, increase11 abilities to carry out biodiversity iuveutory. 
advocacy, site management ant1 nlonitoring 011 the part of governments and NGO's, the unore 
rapid spread of the progmnlmc to orlier countries, tlie excllange of expertise between countries, 
the enlergencc of financial sustainability, and a reduction in tecllnical dependency on the 
Birdlife Sccrctnriat in England. 

onl~nunit 
arc ii ffc 
witlli~l 

Scopc of the Allnlysis 
Tlie progr;uunle systc.111 nouua:lry i~lvolves pri~~lari ly:  
- tile c~ ies, institut ions and st;tkcliulders living in. around, c a way tl i :~t  they 

:cted by activities nssocinted with, iiny p:irticular glo ~ortant biodiversity 
the ten countries 

- the ~ n : i ~ ~ : i g e ~ i ~ e ~ ~ t  ;igcl~cies witlii~i [lie ten coi~~itr ics  rcsponsil~le for, or \vit11i11 \vliose ~l~;i~id;ite,  
glolxilly ilnport:~~it biodiversity sites fiills.. 'l'liesc ulay include n:ition:il ant! loc;ll 
~ O V C ~ I I I I I ~ I ~ I S  a~ltl :issoci;~tctl i~~st i tut io~is  witlli~i tlie forestry, Iislieries, wiltllik, i i~ i i l  

other rcl;rtctl 11;itur;iI resource sectors, as wcll as NGO's, co~iirilunity groups a1111 tile 
like. 

- tliosc iigc~lcics. NGO's :iliJ i~idividu;~ls i l l  ~iciglil)ourilig cou~itrics wlio Iiiivc ;ill interest in, or 
rcspo11sil)ility for, glol);illy ililp~rt;i~it I)i~iliversity sites. 

For ~n i i~~agcu lc~ i t  agc~lcics iucidc~lt;il tlo~ilcstic bcrict'its nliglit i~ivolvc irgrircilcu ~c>~~onsil)il i t ics 
and workloads as volu~itccrs are drawn illto assisti~ig tlic~n ill fulfilli~lg tllcir mandate, tllougli 
tlicsc arc likcly to bc offset by incrcascd rcsporisibilitics nssoci:itcd with thc addition of new 
sites, as wcll as tile coorclitlation of a broader rnrigc of sites and actors. For local co~n~nunitics 
increased attention to globally important biotliversity sites nliglit lead in the lotlg tcrrii to tlic 
arrival of benefits in the for111 of integrated co~isc~-vat io~i  and development projects, improved 
communications, cotnmunity empowerment, and tlic like. Associated with these might be 
I1lovelnent towards Inorc sustainable systcms of resource manngemcnt, and hct~cc associate 
livclilloods, thougll tlicsc normally entail otlicr forrns of sacrifice including lost opportunity 
costs associated with linlitations on natural resourcc harvesting, 

Participating tlationiil and local NG9's  arc likcly to rcceivc i~icidental doniestic benefits in that 
the results of the programliie shoulcl include tllc dcvcloprncnt of sustainable financing 
mec l~an i s t~~s  for continuatiotl of the process. Sint :ive in the long term anyway, 
under tlie bascliue, h i s  project is sirliply Ilastcnin 

:e these 1 

g these . 



Costs I 

Bnsclin~ $ 7,117,000 
Altcrnnt ivc 1 1,437.000 
111cre11ic11t S 4,330,000 

Costs 

Ilc~icfit 
Gloh:~l 
Uiodivcrsity 
Bc~~cl'its 

Baseli~~c 
N;1tio11:11 biodiversity C O I I S ~ ~ V ~ I ~ O ~ I  actio11 
below potcntinl due to overl:~p ; I I ~  lililited 
NGO-govcrli~~le~it cooper;lrioa :111tl 
coll;~l~or:~tio~i. 

r\lter~~;~tivc 
Ilapid strel~gtlicl~ir~g of gclvernnlelit- 
NGO partlierships lentling 11) i;lsrer. 
111ore sust;ril~nhle, nlid Iligller ilu:~liry 
i~~ve~itory. ;~dvoc;~cy, I ~ I J I I J ~ C I I ) ~ I ~ ~  ;111d 
tilollitoring US glt~b;llly itnp1)rr:1111 
hiodiversiry sires. 111 parricul;lr: 
- c~ill;~~lcctl 11;1!ioli:ll hi~divcrsiry 
C ~ I I S ~ I . V : I I ~ I ) ~ I  :ictiotl tllrougl~ 
coortli~~:~tcd :111il coll.~l~or:~~ivc acti1111 
I)y NGO's allti govcrnnlellts 
- l i l l l  SI;IIIIS ot' illlporta~)~ I)ioiIivcrsity 
silts i l l  c;tclr coulltry kl)owrl illclutlillfi: 
inll~)~-t:lllcc, Icg;rl st:rlus. tllre;lts, level 
of lll:lll:lgclllclll. 
- site specific n;~tio~l;ll I)iodivct.sity 
corlserv;ltiol~ cfl'orts ~~l;lxilllisctl. 
All i1nl)ort;lnr 1)iotlivcrsity sitcs 

I>c~l~~cstic 
llcl~clits 

l~~crc~iiclit  

~ i~o~~i torc i l ,  S I ~ S I ; I ~ I I ~ I I ) I ~  I ~ I : I I I ; I ~ ~ I I I ~ I I ~  
;111d l'i11;111cilig regillics i n  pl;~cc for 
c:lcll. 
1l;lpid sprc;ltl ol' progr;lllltllc 10 
;~ilditio~~:~l co11111rics. 
I<ctluctioll ol'dcl~clltlcllcy 011 Ilirtllili. 
Sccrc~:~r i ;~~ ill 1~11g&vl. 
Gc~lcl;ll il~~provcl~~c:,- ill NGO- 
govcrlllltctlt coll;lI~or;ltioll 
lkttcr ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l c r s t ; ~ r ~ d i ~ ~ g  of SI;IIUS ol' 
I)iotlivcrsity sites. 
More rapid strctigtl~cr~ilig ol' tl;l!i~ti;ll 

i~hilitics to illvelltory, advocntc li)r. 
11i:111;1gc ;i11d 111otiitor i111l)ort:111! 
hi y sites. 

$ 3,450.000 

Iai~~~itc(l  11:1tio11:11 al)ilitics to i ~ ~ v c ~ ~ t o r y ,  
i~ilvoc;~te for, I ~ I ; I I I ; I ~ ~  ; I I I ~ I  111o1ii1or 
i~~~port;lrit I~ic~divcrsity sites on I1;rsis ol' 
pnrtl~crsllip I)ctwccl~ ~ o v c r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c r ~ t s  nlitl 

NC 

NGO'slNntional Stal't' .566.000 $884,000 
994,000 
15 1 .OOO 
197.000 
178.000 
140.000 
177.000 
504 .OOO 
I 54 .000 
101.000 
339.000 
19 1.000 
320.000 

%1.330,000 

2,982,000 
280.000 
5G4.000 
403,000 
190,000 
' ̂ -.OoO 

.OW 
:.000 
i ,000 

352.000 
191.000 
320.000 

$ 11,5-17,000 

llcgiolial Support Staff ,988,000 
'I'railling Courses 
Worksllops S( Excll:lllgcs 
I~uhlicntions 
Vchiclcs & Boats 
Eqr~iprllcrlt 
Operations & M:~il~tel~;ucc 
Adri~i~ilCot~iri~u~~ic - Nntl. 
A~I I I~ I I ICOI I I I~ IUI I~C  - Reg111 
Moni!ori11glI3valu;1tiot1 
Coritillgel~cics 
Support Scrviccs 
'I'atul 

129,COO 
367.000 
225.000 
50.000 
20.000 

1.027.000 
438.000 
294.000 

1 3.000 

$7.1 17,000 



I nc uer:iils of this programlilc has vcrn worked out over n pcrloa or rhrcr years ;inti have 
involvcd extensive discussiol~s ant1 ne_coti;~tions bct\vccn NGO's and govcrlinlclils ill all of [lie 
programule countries, form;llizrd in the letters of support for this project reccived f r t m  tllc 
llational government GET: Operational Focal Points. 



(;lol);~lly The site regul;~rly holds signil'ic;~nt 
t l ~ r c ~ t u t ~ e t l  I I I I I I I ~ ) ~ ~ ~  ol' a gloh;~lly t l ~ r c ; ~ ~ c ~ ~ c t l  sllcl: 

Category 

~)ugl~t  1,) I~oItl a pol1ul.111o11 of ;I spccics I 
1 1 C r i t c r i ~ ) ~ ~  Soles 

I 

s~~ec ics  

I~cstrictctl-range 
sl)ccics 

C O I I C ~ ~ I I .  

I3io111c-rcstrictctl 
~ s s c t ~ ~ l ) l i ~ g e  

s i ~ c  tI1res11t)lds for \'ul~~cr:~t)lc, COIIS~~V;I I I , ) I I  
I lc l )c~~tlc~~r.  D;I~;I I)clicic~~t ;IIILI Ne:~r 'I'l~re;~tcr~cd 
sl)c'cics 3rc SCI rcgio11311y, :IS ;~lipropri;ltc. to I~clp 
ill site selectio~~. , 

Tllc sitc is ~ I I O ~ I I  or tl~ought to In~lcl ;I 

significal~t conlpollcllt of tile rcstrlctcd- 
r:111ge species wl~ose I)rectli~~g 
dis~ributior~s define :III Er~tler~~ic Birtl  arc;^ 

(EBA) or Secol~tlary  arc;^ (St\). 

C o ~ ~ g r e g : ~ t i o ~ ~ s  

T l ~ c  site ;~lso 113s to ~ O ~ I I I  o11c 01' ;I set selected to 
~ I I S U ~ L .  I ~ I : I I .  ns far ;IS pt)ssil)le. 311 restrictc~I-r:~~~gc 
species of ; I I ~  Ell:\ or Sf\ ;~ rc  ~) rc . \ c~~t  i r ~  sigl~il'ic:~n~ 
~nlllll)crs in ;I[ Ic.~st ollc site ; I I I ~ .  prcScr;~hly. 1llr)rc. 

r 

The site is k ~ ~ o w n  or ~l~ougllt to I1oIt1 ;I 
signit ' ic;~~~~ co~aponcnt ot'll~e yrotlp ot' 
species wl~osc d i s t r i l ) i~ t i~~~~s  ; ~ r c  I;~rgcly or 
wllolly c o ~ ~ t ' i ~ ~ e d  to o l~c  I ) ~ o I I I ~ .  

rcgior~;iIly or it~tcr~rcgio~~:~lly, ;IS ;~pl~ropri:~tc. 111 

s11c11 c:tscs. ~l~rcsl~oltls will I)c t:lkcr~ ;IS cslil~l:~tcs 
ol' I 7;) ol' t l~c l)it)gcogr;~pl~ic pol)t~l;~tior~. 

- 

The silt: also II;IS to li)r111 one 01' ;I s c ~  sclcctctl 11) 

cl~surc t11;1t, as far as possible, all species 
restricted to ;I I)itil~~c ; ~ r c  ;~tlcclu;~~cly rcprcsc~~tctl. 

(i) 'I'llc sitc is ~ I I I ) W I I  or I I I O I I ~ I I I  11) I I ~ I ~ ,  
OII ;I reg111;1r l);~sis, I 'X, 01' ;I 

I)iogc~gr~:~l)l~ir: I ) ~ ~ ) I I ~ : I I ~ ~ I I  ot' ;I 
cotlgrcg;1rory w;llcrl)irtl species. 

*n 

( i )  ' I  s i c  is I I V I I  or I I O I I I I  I l~oltl, 
,,II ;I rc):111:1r 11;1sis, l 1% of tl~c g11)Ii;ll 
I ) I ) ~ ) \ I ~ ; I I ~ ~ I I  01';1 co~~grcg;~tory sc;~l~ir(l or 
~errcstri:~l sliccics. 

or 

I spccics. 

I'llis ; ~ ~ ~ ~ > l i c s  11) \\9:~~crl'~)\vl specie5 ;IS (Icl'ir~c~l l)y 
I<c)sc ;lntl Scolt (1994). 'I'hrcsl~oltls ;uc gc~~cr;~lrtl  
ill soll~e i n ~ t ; ~ ~ ~ c c s  I)y co1111)ining lly\r*:~y 
I ~ O ~ I I ~ ; I I ~ O I I S  wi111i11 ;I I)iogcogr;~pl~ic rcgio11, IIIII for 
otllcrs I:lcklt~g ~ltr;~ntit:~tivc t l ;~ t ;~ .  tl~rcsholtls arc set 

'I'his i ~ ~ c l ~ ~ t l c s  tl~osc sc;ll)irtl sl)ccics I I I I ~  covere11 I)y 
l:osc ;111tl Scott (1994). Wl~erc ~ ~ I ; I I I I ~ I : I I ~ V ~  ( I ; I~ ; I  
  re I;~ckillg. I I I I I I I C ~ ~ C ; I I  ~ I I ~ ~ S I I I I I I I S  li)r C;ICII  s~iccics 
; ~ r c  set rcgio~~;~lly or i~~tcr-rcgio~~;~lly. :IS 

;~l~l)rol)ri;ltc 111 sucll &cs, tl~rcsholtls will I)c 
I ; I ~ C I I  ;IS e s t i ~ ~ ~ i ~ t c s  01' I 'L of gloI);~l pop~tl;~tio~l. 

(iii) 'I'l~e site is ~ I I I I ~ ~ I I  or I I I O ~ I K I I I  to I I o I ( I ,  
011 n rcgtrl;~r 1);lsis. ' 20.000 w;~tcrl~ircls or 
J 10.000 pi~irs ofscaI)irds of one or Itlore 

(iv) 'I'llc site is ~ I I ~ W I I  or thought to TI~rcsl~olds arc set rcgio11;llly or it~tcr-rcgio~~;~lly, 
exccetl tl~rcsl~oltls set liir ~lligratory ns appropriate. 

I'llis is 111c R;IIIIS:I~ critcrio~l for w:~~crt)irils, [lie 
use 01' wllicll is disc~)uri~gcd wllcrcvcr tl;11;1 ;\re 
gooil cllougl~ to pcrll~it the use ol' (i) or (ii). 

I spccics ;I[ bottlcrlcck sites. I 



/1 fricnrr ~YGO-C;o~~enrnrcr~r Pirrrrrcrslrips for S~rsftrirrrrhlc 11iorli1-cr.si!\. ;\c.riorr 

Anncs 5 .  Inr\ nio~l lcs  ;~tltl tllc GIW 01)cr;ltional i'rogr;l~lln!cs 

ountain 

X 

X 

Biomes used in IBA program 

Mediterranean North Africa 
Sahara 
Sahel 
Sudan & Guinea Savanna 
Guinea Forests 
L.ake Victoria Basin 
Highland 
Somali - Masai 
East African Coast 
Brachystegia Woodland 

;EF Operational Prc 

Arid and Semi- Coastal, Marine 
Arid and Freshwat~ 

X X 
X 
X X 
X X 

X 
X 

, . 
Bushveld X 
Kalahari X 
Soutli African Grassland X 
Karroo - Narnib A 

Fynbos X 



C:rlegory (~rnportari~'~ird Arcii Selcctiol~ C31cgo1.y) 
A l = Glolx~lly tl~rc:itcr~rd species 
A2 = Species of Restricted Rsngc 
A3 = Biorlir Restricted Asseriihlngc 
A4 = Cor~grcg;iliolls 

0pcmtioti:ll Progra~ilriic (GEI:) 
Arid = Arid nrld Sc111i-Arid Ecosysrs~~is 
W:itcr = C03st:iI. b13rillc and Fr~sIiw;~r~.r E C ~ S ~ S I ~ : I I I S  
I:orcst = Forest Ecosystrr~ls 
blourlt:iirl = h.loun~;~iri Ecosystcrlis 













I<ili Vnllcy Forcsts 
Nortll 1';iru Mo\~rrfaills 
South I'urc 1Clou11t;ti11s 
Wcst Us; l~~ l l j ;~ra  blou~lt;rills 
[<as1 U S : I I I ~ ~ I ; I ~ ; I  M o u ~ l t : ~ i ~ ~ s  
E:~st Us;llnl~;\r:~ Lowl;~~lcls 
I l k ; i g l ~ u  bIoul~t;li~ls 
IJlugl~ru 1Clou111;1ins 

X  X  
I X X X  

X X X  
X X 







Tlic institutii~nal structure for the prograliinic is provitled th ro i~~ l i  rllc existing Birdlife 
Intcrnational.network of ~intional NGOs operating in collaboration with their national (and. 
where applicable, rcgiol~al) government in each of the 10 particip;lti~lg African cou~itrics. 

Nntionnl lcvel 
Tlie exact nature of the institi1tion:ll structure will vary from country to country but will include 
a National Liaison Committee (NLC) colnprising government representatives, NGO (13irdLifc) 
representatives, local (site) repr~'selitntivcs ant1 other teclinic:~l or esptrt mc.1nhers ivllosc 
inclusion will further the objectives of tile proposal. 

The remit of each NLC is to ildopt [lie Important Bird Area (IBA) process, to approve a 
national IBA progmmme and to agree and alloc:~te rcsponsihilitics for its implculent;lticln. Tile 
conimittee will also monitor and review progress on the agreed ti:~tion:il programnic tlirougl~ 
reg11l:lr (at 1e;lst ;lnn~lal) mcctings and participntion in periodic revicws of the wl~i,le African 
progr;uiilnc (see 'Regioli:~l Icvcl', below). Tllc N I X  will c.l~s~rrc [lie productio~~ of n:~tion;il 
fin;~ncial and teclinic;~l rcporrs. 

'l'lle BirclLiti: P;1rt11cr or l ~ c ~ ~ r c s ~ ~ ~ t : ~ l i v e  NGO ill c ; ~ c l ~  country will pl;ry :I ce11tr;rl coordinati~ig 
rolc i l l  tlic n;~tioli;~l progr;lliiliic, u s i ~ ~ g  its prc-existing c;ip;~ci~y (org ;~~~is ;~ t io~i ;~ l  structure. 
person~icl, office ;~cco~ll~r~otl;~tion ;11111 lircilitics) to I ~ ~ i l d  strong NGO-govcr~l~lient coll;~hor:~tiol~, 
;lrid a11 cllctivc n;rtio~i:ll progr;lrlililc. I'urtl~cr c;~p;~city will built (witliin tlle NGO, i l l  

govcr~i~ilcl~t staff and witliin co l i l~ i i~ l~i i~y  groups ;I[ the Ioc;11, site Icvel). Ilirot~gl~ Ilrogr;lIliIiic 
i~ilple~~icnt;~tit,n ;lad tl\rougll Ille tr:li~ling collrl>o~ie~lt ol' tlic progr:11iiIi1e. 'I'ccllliical ci1l);lcity will 
I)c crc;~[ciI ill areas si~cli ;IS I'icld survey, il;~ta I~;~llclli~ig ;IIIII ;111;1Iysis, project ;~dllli~listr;i[io~i ;111d 
iltlvOGl~y ~ ~ c l l l l i c l l l ~ ~ .  

NGO-govcrnnic~it col1;lbor;rtioll will I)c s trc~~gtl lc~icd tl~rougll working joi~itly tow:~rcls 
progr;1IiiI11c ol)jcctivcs ;111d 1lir0i1gl1 [lie c o ~ i l p I ~ ~ i i e ~ ~ t ; \ r y  si111l)ort wliicli tlie progr;1111Iiic provides 
to govcrrllllcnt processes. I:or C X ~ I I I I I ) I C ,  tlic provision of  I ~ C W  survey i~~li)r~ii;tt iol~ c o ~ ~ c e r ~ i i ~ i g  
iliiportant biodiversity sitcs, iunovntivc ;111:1lyricnl ~iictllocls for itlciitifying priorities and trai~li~ig 
opportunities, will all support govcrnrilclit pl;~~uiilig and actio~i ou Natio~i;ll Uiodivcrsity 
Strntcgi~s and Action Plans. 

Rcgiorinl lcvel (Africa) 
At ;I regio~ial level, the existing BirdLife Africa network ("tlic African Partncrsliip") will 
function to coordiriate, monitor and evnluatc, and also extend the programme into IICW 

countries. Tlie Partners will niect oncc a year during [lie course of the programnle in one of the 
Africnli sub-regions. Tlicse meetings will review progress 011 the progranime in each of the 10 
participating countries, against origi~ial objectives. and will review expenditure against budgcts 
and futi!re funding allocations nlid rccluire~iients. Each NLC will provide inforniation to the 
meeting on progress within its ow11 country prograninle. Tile Partrlcrsliip niectiligs will provide 
tecll~lical and financial reports to GEF and UNDPI UNOPS anti will liaise with GEF and 
UNDP on the organisation of the Mid-Tcr~ii Review and final external prograriinie evaluc~tion. 
Tlie Pnrtncrship meeting will propose illdividuals (including ~nenibers of National Liaison 
Con~niittees) to pcrticipatc in external programme revicws. 



Tlic inclusion of other countries ( i n  additio~i to the I0 particip:iting countries) ill  tllc I';irt~i~:.sIli~ 
~nec t i~ lgs  will fi~nction to encourage [lie replication of the 1B.A process and n;itiorl:il ID/\ 
progriinimcs in a furtlicr suite of African countries. Participants will be invited fro111 countries 
in which tlicrc is an csisti~ig or potential BirdLil'e Partner NGO, as well as strolig NGO and 
governmcnt interest in ;idopting a national 11311 progranlnie to achieve biodiversity 
conservation. 

The African Partnership meetings will plan and coordinate regional activities including 
technical meetings, workshops, training courses and exchanges of expertise and pt~rsonrlcl 
involving two or more of tlie participating countries. The Partnership meetings will review [lie 
nerd for and appoi~rt appropriate technical sub-cori~mittces to perfor~n specific tasks wi t l~ i~ l  tllc 
programme. Tliere is currerltly an "African IBA Steering Committee", which Ii;is a tcclinical 
and advisory role and meets annually. This conimittee reports to the Partnership ~nceting wllicll 
may modify its remit and composition, as appropriate, as i~nple~nrnt;ltion proceeds. 
In  Year lof [lie progrnmnlc, tlie Partnership ~ncrt ing will dccidc on ap1:-:>priatc locations and 
desigunte up to five sub-region;il programlilt: posts, each to service orit. i [lie sub-regions 
where [lie programlne is active (nortll, south, c;lst, west ant1 central At'. :;I). E:icli of tllcsc sub- 
rcgion;il posts will be locatccl within nn existing Partrler NGO and will report to tlie Part~icrship 
~nce t i~ ig .  Tlicy will fi~rlctio~i to strengtlicn t l ~ e  rcgio~ial coorclin:~tion of  rlle progr;ilillne a ~ i d  its 
institurion;ll b;~sc. Tlie I';irt~lcrsllip riiccti~ig will clel'i~ie tI1c precise role ol' [lie ~111)-regi01l;11 posts 
and will pl:i~i to ellsure tile fin:l~ici:~l ant1 institution;~l sust;linal)ility (;ifrer [lie e ~ i d  of GEI' 
f i~~iding)  of ;my new ~)os i t io~~s  cre:ltctl. 

It i lcrn:~lio~~;il  lcvcl 
'Tllc Afric;~n I';irt~icrsl~ip ci1rre111Iy receives c~~is idcr ; i I~Ic  si~pl)ort fro111 the glol);ll Sccrct;iri;it ol' 
I3irtl1,ifc I~itcr~~:~tio~i;il ,  loc;~tctl ~ I I  C : ~ ~ i ~ l ~ r i d g c  UK, ; i~ i t l  fro111 otlicr 131rope:i1i 13irclI.il'c l';lrt~icrs 
wl~icll ;~ssist particul;ir AI'ric;i~l I';~rt~iers' progralliliics. Support is provitlctl lo n;itio~r;ll 
I~rogrnllirlics in Afric;~ in otl~l~i~iistr;~tio~i,  t i l l id-r;~isi~~g, progr;111111ic p l ; ~ ~ l ~ i i ~ i g  ;11id coortIi~l;itio~i, 
t rai~i i~lg a~itl otlicr activities. 

A principal ol~jcctivc of tlie prograriirilc is to incrc;isc tlic cap:icity to carry out all tl~esc 
furictions withiri tlic African region. Tllc Bird1,ifc lritcr~iational Secretariat Iias been tlclcgatcd 
by tlic African NGO Partriers to trike rcspo~lsibilily for ccrtain functio~is during project 
prcparatiori and at thc start of i~nplc~nentatio~i and will be resporisiblc for coort1in;itiug tccli~iical 
and fillancia1 rcports to GEF arid UNDI'. As iniplctiictltutior proceeds, tlierc will be a gradual 
transfer of the rcsponsibilitics for programme coordination and administrative fu~lctiorls to the 
national ;i~nd regional level, particularly through tlie crcatiori of stronger, independctit l3irdLifc 
Part~lcr NGOs arid tllc creation of sub-reg )grarnrne coordin itions. ional prc ation pos 

Sitcst locnl level 
Tlie precisc naturc of the institutional structures created will vary from site to site. Tlic 
fundamental principle will bc to dcvelop a local constituency with an interest in and 
responsibility for monitoring anti participating in the conservation of the site and I'or liaison 
with the national level progranirne coordination. Tlie size and composition of encll locnl site 
conimittee will be based on two priricipal considerations: 
- ensuring that all stnkeholtlcrs are involvetl in any decision-making processes 
- maximising local participatiori iri planning ruid i~nple~nentation of conservrltion activities 



Loc;~l sitc co~llmittces will he iilcntit'ic~l tllroi~gh n prrlli~nin:~~ y st;~kelioI~lbr analysis for tlle sitc. 
followed by participatory worksllops or inforrnal mccti~lgs to co~~su l t  with stakelloldcrs on tllc 
appropriate representation and co~iiposition of tllc site conimitter. 111 ~iiost cases, the 
participating n;~tionnl NGO will take the Ir;lcl in tllc initial site-Icvcl consultatio~ls. Ilowever. 
where [lie site is a formal protected arc;\ managed ky a govcrnmcnt agelicy. agrcenlcnt will be 
reacllecl between government staff slid tlie NGO on the precise roles of e;lch. Local sitc 
com~nittees will irivolve comlnunity, NGO and governnlent nienlbers. 

In view of [lie ~iillliber of sites (eg, over 100 in Etliiopii~), representation of all local sitc 
comnlittees on tllc National Liason Co~~illlittee (NLC) is not realistic in ~iiost countries. 
I-Iowever, where feasible and appropriate, local conimunity participation in the NLC will be 
acllicvcd througll the inclusion of co~nmunity rcpreselltatives fro111 one or more local site 
co~li~llittees. 

Sitcs identified under the project will vary widely in size and n;lture, in the degree of threat to 
tlleir conservation, and in their existing levcls of protection. Tlicy will also vary in tlie 
co~llplexity and make up of local conimunities ant1 other stukellolders. Some remote 
uliillllabited areas might Ilave 110 sitc i1ilj;icent comrnunitics, in wliicll case olle i~idiviilu;~l, or a 
local or  n:~tional NGO nligllt constitute all appropriate site committee wit11 ;I rcsponsi1)ility to 
s in~ply r~ionitor tlic sitc all11 report to rllc NI..C. Otllcr s i ~ c s  will Il;~vc very co~nplcx connlnunity 
a~lcl stakellc~l~lcr interests nncl rclatio~lsllips nutl particip;~tory rools : ~ ~ i ( l  tccl~~iitliles will 1)c used 11) 

ellsure tll;lt apl)roprintc reprcscr~tatio~i is ;~cllieved ;111t1 tll;lt all key stakc!loldcrs are inclutlctl iu 
drlcisio~l-lll;tki~~g. 

Cii1);icity-l)~riltlir~g :IS 1):11-t of tlic l ) r o g l a ~ ~ ~ r i l c  
'rllc cx i s t i~~g  i ~ ~ s t i t i ~ t i o ~ ~ ; ~ l  c;~p;~city ;IIKI roles 0 1 '  tllc IIirtlLifc I ' ;~rt~~crsl~ip at n ; ~ t i o ~ ~ : ~ l ,  rcl:io11;\1 ;111i! 

intcr~l;~tio~lal Icvcls i11.c outli~lccl :~l)ovc. 'l'llc cs~;~l)lisllulcnt of the sill)-region;ll progr;llllllle posts. 
during tllc course of illlplc111cllt;1tio11, is ; I I ~  cssc~lti;ll 1);1t-t of 111~' process of buildillg c:~~);~city 
withill tllc rcgio~l ; I I I ~  strc~lgtllc~li~lg I11c ~-cgio~l;~l  S ~ I ~ I I C I I I ~ C S  lo 111;111;1ge 1111: progri1111111~. 'I'l~is 
process will 1)c carrictl out gratlu;~lly. to I)uiltl c;~pacity slowly ;111d not destroy tllc existing 
stri~cturcs lllroilgll over-burdcni~lg tlic~ll will1 all ntlrni~ristrativc load wl~icll, at tllc outset, tllcy 
c;lnnot carry. 

Tccllnic;~l skills will be transferred to nntio~lal NGOs, govcrrllllcllts and local comlnunily 
groups through trailling and tl~rougll cxpcricllcc giiirlecl by staff and volunteers as a result of 
involvctnent i r ~  all programme activities and in tl~cir coordination and nlanagclnellt. 

Sustainability of institutional structul-cs 
Sustainability is built into the prograllllne througll the process of building capacity slowly ant1 
gradually over 5 years. At tllc natio~~;ll I'artner and rcgionnl levels. carefill consitleration will 
bc given to the creation of any new staff positions and to llow sucll positiorls and programme 
activities will bc funded atid sustained aftcr tlic enti of GEI' funding. The BirclLife global 
Secretariat (and European Partners) will continue to support the programme nud African 
Partners technically and finalicially during implementation and after the end of GEF funding, as 
responsibility for programrnc coordinatio~i and ~ilallagcnlent is gradually shifted to tlie national 
and regional African institutions. 

l'llc NGO focus at local, national and rcgionnl levcls brings Inany strc~lgths to tllrl progranlnle 
and guarantees a greater likelihood of sustains; ility uf both impact and of tlie activities started 



durillg i~i~plcrncntation. National NGOs can I,c very cffcctivc at cst;ll>lishi~ig good rcl;~tio~lslrips 
and involving inclividu:lls and community groirps in local (site) I ~ \ ~ c l  initiatives. TIic I3irtlLife 
Africa network has cst;il>lisllcd a good track rccortl in tliis ;lrca, as well as in the rcgion:~l 
coordination of activities ant1 in sharing expertise ;inlong Pnrtners to ensure tile replic;~tion of  
good ideas and practices. NGOs in Al'ric;~ also telld to he Illore srable a d  enduring uriilcr 
contlitions of political anii social change or upllcnval tllan national govcrnlnents. Tliis is all 
inlportant element in ensuring continl~ity of programnlc. iniplementation and sustainability of tllc 
institutional base for such a regional initiative, at times wlien individu;ll governnlcnts tn;ly have 
different (political or security) preoccupations. 

vel is itsc :If an ele The involvement of volunteers at [lie local (site) l e ~  men[ of sustainnoility: the 
genuine interest and enthusiasm of volunteers for protectio~i of tllcir 1oc;ll site, wllicll is 
encouragctl and developed tluring implement:~tion, is not dependent on continuing esternal 
progralnlnc funding. This enthusiasm ant1 interest will continue to function to  non nit or sites and 
to alert national NGO-government partnerships to conservation liroblenis and needs after tlie 
end of GET: funding, with little or no o~ller r:stcr~ial f i~ndi~ig requireil. For example, the Keny;~ 
I';~rtncr (Elst Africa Natural IIistory Society) Ilas alre;~dy coordirratcd 500 volunteer bird 
counters to  non nit or import:int biodiversity ^" " 100 ;ire rcgirl:irs, turning out at Icnst 
twice ;i yc:ir to motlitor tllcir 1oc;il site. 

7'11~ basic unit for long-tcrtii sust;~i~l;~I)ility 1s ;I stroilg n;~tiou;l~ NLJU l';lrt~ier, opcr;itil~g ill close 
collnl,or;ltion with govcinnlcnt at n;ltiollal level. This is rllcn linkcti rcgioli;~lly tlirough positio~is 
cstablisllctl witllin key P;lrtncrs to ellsure subrcgioll;il coordili;itio~l. A I ~ I ~ L I ; I ~  111ccti1igs 01' [lie 
wllole I'art~iersl~il> provide ovcr;~ll coortlil1;ition alid ~ l~oni tor i~ lg  of progress. Tllc strc~~gtl~cuill:: 
of indivitlu;~l n:~tion;il Piirt~~crs tl~roul:l~ tliis IJroccss will Ii:~ve n positive fcei1h;lck cl'l'cct: 
involvcriictit in lllc pro[:r;1111111e ; I I I O W S  1);1rtners 10 I,uild tlicir c;lp:~cily ( l i ~ r  cxalliplc, i l l  project 
t i l ;~~~;igc~lient ;~n(l I '~~~lt l -r ;~is i~lg)  \vIlic11 ill t i ~ r ~ i  :~llo\vs tllc l';~rt~ier to raise niore ft111ds ;l~it l  to t;~Iic 
Illore direct rcspo~~sil~ility Sor p rog r ; l~~ i~~ ic  I I I ; I I I ; I ~ C I I I C I I ~  ;111il I I I U S  to I )CCOI~IC  ;I niorc i l ~ d c ~ ~ c ~ ~ i l c ~ ~ t .  
sell.-sust;ri~liug c~ltity. 111 tliis sc1isc. 1111: Glj17 l'irl~tliug provitlcs Icvcr;tgc, tlisoi~gll I)\rilJilig tlie 
cap;icity ol' tlle n;~tio~ial i~lstiti~tiotis to 1l;ivc direct nlld i~ldcpc~ldcnt access to ;i~lilitio~i;~l exter11;11 
fil~idilig soilrces 



/ \  fricnrr h'(;O-(;o~~crrrrrrcrrr l'trrl~rc~r.~lril~.x f o r  Srrstrlirrnhlr I l iorl i t~crsi t~ ,\c-liorr 

T h c  govern~ncn t  agencies currently involved in aspects of collnborntiori and/or implzme~ltntion 
o f  the project arc listed below. by country. t l s  prtGcct irnplcrncntntion proceeds 01111.r : I ~ C I I C ~ ~ S  

may become involved due to the changing cnlplinsis of project nctivities. for cxnmplc from site 
ide~~t i f ica t ion to nlonitoring o r  otllcr actions. o r  due  to tile rcdct'initio~l of govcrnuic~lt  
responsibilitics. In Ethiopia, for example. government responsil~ilitics for protected ;ire3 
nlnnngement arc currently being re-defined ns ;I result of decentralization Tllr NGO- 
governn~en t  colln1)orntion in Etlliopin llns adapted in the liglit of this to dc:vclop closer link:~zcs 
with the: new regional govcrtlmcnt structures wl~icll  a rc  taking on tnnny protcctctl nrcn 
rzsponsibilitics. 

(NLC = Nntio11;il Li;~isoll Com~ni t tze :  see Annex 7 Institutionnl Fmmework) 

COUNl'IIY 
Br~rkin:~ 
Fnso 

Ci~nlcr.oon 

1{111iopi;1 

Gh;uia 

GOVEItNhlEN'I' t\G17NCIES 
blit~istCrc dc I 'El~vironne~~~cnr et 
(lc !'En11 (LC Poit~t Foc;~l 

Nt\'I'URIS 01. '  COI.LAIlOHt\'l'lON 
N;~tiotlnl ~)rngr:~mtnc in Stngc I of ol)crn[ion. N1.C ycr 
lo I)c npl~oinrctl. 1-c~tcr of s111)1)ort siylctl by b1EE 

Ol~cr;~tionncl tlu Ci 1:I:) 

blinis~ry 01' l iovi rc ,~i~~~c~r t  i111tl 

Forestry (hllNI!I:) (~ccl~nicnl 
~ I ~ ~ ) ; I ~ I I I I ~ ~ I I s  ; I I I ~  i~~! ; t i~r~t io t~s)  
Miiristry of Scict~til'ic ant1 
'l'ccI~~ric;~l - l~csc ;~ rc l~  (b l l~S11~l~S)  
I ~ t ~ \ ~ i r o t ~ t t ~ c ~ ~ r ; ~ I  I'rolccrio~~ 
Ar~rlrori~y (13'r \)  I ; I ~ I I O ~ ) ~ ; I I I  
LViltllil'c ; I I I ~  ( ' O I I S L ! ~ ~ ; I I ~ O I I  

Org:~nisi~tio~~ (liW(:O) Sc ic~~cc  
;111(1 'I'ccI11101ogy C O ~ I I I I I ~ S S ~ O I I  
Atldis A1);11);1 Ut~ivcrsity Scie~rce 
I:;rcully I%iology L)cl);~rtti~c~~t 
13iotlivcrsity It~stitutc blinistry 
of Agriculture Ilcgion;~l 
ngricu1tur;rl burc;rux 

Ministry of Lands ant1 Forcstry 
(MLI:) Dcp;rrt~ncnt ol' Forcsrry 
(DF) Wiltllifc Dcparttncnt (WD) 
Environmental I'rotuction 
Agcrlcy (EPA) 

(GEF Foc:ll l'oint) giving ovcr;rll govcrntncnt npl)rov:rl 
for ~ I I ~ ~ ) ~ ~ I I I ~ I I I : I I ~ ~ ) ~ .  
X:II~OII:II 1)rt)gr;1111t11c it1 SI;ISC I of 011cr;11ioir. Fil-C yet 
10 1)c np11oi1itciI: will i~iclr~tlc s~;rfl' fro111 b1 I NEI: i111t1 

blliSIltISS ;IS I I I C I I I ~ ) ~ ~ ~ .  Sr;rl'l' I'ro~u hlI3lI:I:S will 
p;trticil)i~rc ia i~r~l)lctncnt;itio~~ ol' Cicltl 11rogr:1t11111cs. 

I.ettcr 01' st~pl)orl ; I I I ~  ~ I ~ ~ ~ C I I I C I I I S  sigt~ctl l ) e t ~ v c e ~ ~  
I:WNIIS. ItI'A ;~tal IiWC'O li)r rlrc ~ ) r o g r i ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ c .  
blcc[it~g p1;11111ctl l)c~\vcct~ I{\VNI IS, l:I'A ; r~r t I  l!\V('O 
to t lc tcr~~~inc  ~r~e~r~l)crsllip ol' tllc NIL': i~ i~ likely IO 

inclutlc rcl)rcscl~l;~tivcs fro111 ; ~ l l  i ~ g c ~ ~ c i c s  iislctl. All 
Iis~etI ;~ge~reies were illvitctl 10 tile tr;11io11;11 111A 
I ~ ; I ~ I I ~ I I ~  \vt~rksl~ol) ;111tl arc l'1111y ittl'~~rrr~c[I 01 '  
progrnlnlnc. Collal)or;r~ior~ 011 licltl work occrlrs 
I)ctwccn EWNIIS i ~ n t l  LWCO (tlation;~lly) a11t1 
I:.WNI1S rind regional arld zo11;11 irdnlinistrntio~is 
(cspccii~lly rcgionirl ;~gricultur:~l 1)urc;iux). Rcgiot~i~l 
involvcu~cnt in 1I1c N I L  is untlcr tiiscussion ant1 will 
tlcpcntl on ottico~iic of currcnl re-;rssig~u~lc~~t of sotr~c 
protcctctl nrcas rcsponsibilitics fro111 EWCO to 
regional structures. 
T l ~ c  PVILF provitlcs u~i~brcll;i govcrntncnt npprov;~l nntl 
11i1s plctlgcd prircticnl support in tcrlns of ;rtlvocating 
and protnoting protectio~i of tlic sites itlentit'icd by t l~c  
progrnmnlc. DI: ant1 WD both havc responsibilities 
for protcctcd area ninnagcnlent and provitlc 
nutlrorisnlion for tllc progriunnlc lo cilrry out tlatn 
collcction in protcctcd arcas. Stnff from hotll DF and 
WD arc col1;rborating wilt1 staff of GWS in the 
in~plc~ncntntion of field surveys and 1i;lvc rcccivcd 
training under the progranlole in rclcvnrit survey 
rccl~niqucs. Protccted arcns staft' will also usc tlic dntn 
;~vnilnblc from ficltl survcy work to incorporntc birtl 
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Kcnyn 

Sierra Lcooc 

Sou111 Al'ricn 

I 
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N usculns of Kcnyn 
( r  :cstry Dcpnrtmcnt 
(ED) ~ c n y n  Wiltllik Service 
(KWS) N;ltionnl Environment 
Sccrctnrint (NES) 

N , I , I - U I ~ I  01: C O I , I , ~ I I ~ O I ~ ~ I - I - I O Y  
conscrvntion into protccrctl nrcn str;~tcgics. Tllc 
progrnlnnlc coll;~boratcs will1 EPA in tcrnls ol' 
hiotlivcrsity inl'orlnntion and Ilulnnn imp.1 , CIS on 
biotlivcrsity. Dntn ,'ram tllc progrnnlnlc will I)c 
incorl~orntcd in the nntionwitlc biotlivcrsity tl;lt;~l)asc 
currently being sct-up by EPA. 
An 'Importnnt Bird Arcns Advisory Council' includes 
high-lcvcl tcchnicnl rcprcscntntivcs of the listctl 
orgnnisntions, plus n numbcr or othcr rclcvnnt Kenyan 
Govcr~in~cnt h.1inistrics and Dcpnrtrncnts. 'The 
Atlvisory Council, n.hich ~ I C I  111rcc lin~cs in I000, 
coortlinntcs, sets priorities ior rc..sc;~rcll ;111t1 ;~ction, and 
cnstIrcs tl int  inli)rmntion o n  IR:\s is tlissclninntcd to 
tlccision-makers. In addition, tllc EANI IS works 
closely on tllc ground wit11 tllc listed organisntions, 

~ 

ntal Parks Ronrtl: Nor!!!:!.!! 1 .  ,,?-,..,,.,a. . ., .... :!!I!>rl:; ns rcquircd by thc nectls of the 

:I1 arc actively rc~)rcscntctl 011 EtINlIS 
rontncntnl soh-cornmittces (I3irtl Conscrv;ttion nllt l  

h.lillistry ol' Agriculture, 
1:orcstry ;~ntl lllc Iillvirotl~ltcl~t 
(MA1:I.:) - 1:orcstry I)ivisiol~ 
(I:I)) hlhl:E - ICnviront~~cnt;~l 
I~rotcc t io~~ I)ivisio11 (1;I'l)) 
ll~~ivcrsity I I .co~lc 
(US1 .) 

D c p ; ~ r t ~ ~ i c ~ ~ t  ol' I : ~ ~ v i r o a t ~ ~ c ~ ~ t  
Afk~irs ; ~ n t l  Toilrislll (1lEAS;'T) 
Nntion;~l 13;rrks Bo;~rtl 9 
Proviacial Nnturc Conscrvntiou 
Dcpts: Cape Nntilrc 
Cotrscrvntion; E;tstcrn Cape 
Dcpt. of Econonlic Afhirs, 
Environnicnt ilntl Tourism; Frcc 
Stntc Dcpt. of Euvironmcntnl 
Affairs and Tourism; Gnutcng 
Dircctoratc of Nnturc and 
Environlncntnl Conservation; 
Mpssislangn Parks Bo:ml; 

progmtnnlc. Regional liaison will cnsurc that 
monitoring. action and advocacy clcn~cnts of tllc 
progrnmlnc accord with existillg conservation 
progrnlnrllcs of thc listed agencies, to maxirnisc effect 
and clilninntc duplication. 
The GEF Focal Polirical Focal Point provides ovcr:~ll 
a;?rccmcnt on govcrnmcnt coll;~borntiol~ with WCST in 

ape Nature Conservation 
ervice; Northern Province 

Inntls Working Groups). Some cxn1nl)lcs inclutlc: 
pul~lic ;w;trcncss, ourrc;lcl~ nntl Inil)or1:1111 I3iril c\rc;ls 
S I I I . V ~ Y S ,  \vitll NMK: rc>tor;~tion 01' N;~irol)i 
Arl)orctuti~, \tPitll I D ;  w:~tcrl)irtl ~llol~irorit~g ;ult l  

Ir;lining, wit11 KWS; illvclltorics of wctl:~ntls ;111(1 

tlcsigll ol' rnpitl srtrvcy tccllniqucs. will1 N1.S. 
'I'l~c N;~tioa;tl I,i:~ison Co~l~~ll i t tcc (NLC) i~tcluci~:, 
r c ~ ) r c s c ~ ~ t : ~ t i v ~ s  ol' 1:1), EPI) ;111tl USI., togctl~cr i v i t l ~  
('IISI.. otltcr c n v i r o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c n t : ~ l  NGOs ;111(1 1oc;lI 
co~ll~n~lllitics l'r0111 ;1rot111d itlc~~til'ic(I Il~l~)ort;l~lt I l i~ . ( l  
Arc;~s. N1.C t~~cct i t~gs  occl~r ill 3 l e~~c l s :  11;1tiot1;11, 
rcgio11;ll ;11vl site. I:icltl work, it~clutlirlg IIIA s~lrvcys, 
is c;~rrictl out coll;~l)or;ltivcly I)y <:SSI, still'l' iltltl s1;11'l' 
of l:ll ,  El'l) (\Vil(llil'c Cotlscrv;~tio~l I I~~I I Ic I I )  ;111(1 UsI,  
At 11;1tiot1;11 level, col l ;~ l )ur ;~~io~~ is l ) c t ~ v c c ~ ~  llir(lldil'c 
SA :111(l 1)13\~tI., it~cI~~(ling p;~rticip;~tiol~ it1 ;I 

worksllop 011 biodiversity inlplclncllt;~tio~~ nlld ~)l;lntling 
l i ~ r  tllc NLC wllich wil! be sct-lil, ;IS sootl as tllc GEF 
project inlplcmcntntion starts. l'ltc Nl..C will inclutlc 
DEAJi'T, BirdLifc SA nrltl other govcrlllllcnt or NGO 
rcprcscnt;~tivcs. The NLC will coortlil~i~tc tltc IUA 
tjrogracllnc ant1 cnsurc that i t  confornls wit11 ;lntl 
conlplclncnts govcrnmcnt policies on biological 
tlivcrsity alrtl the B~~divcrsi ty Inlplcnlct~t;~tiot~ 
Strategy. At thc regional Icvcl, collnboration with tllc 
listctl ngcncios will vary fro111 ~)rovincial linison 
cotnmittecs to contncts with key intlivid~l;lls i~ntl othcr 

Tanzania 

~nvironrncntnl Affairs and 
Tourism; Northwest Parks 
Board 
Vicc-President's Ol'ficc, (GEF 
Political Focal Point) National 



govcrnna 

i'i:i'll'ItI< 01.' C O I . I , ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ I ~ : \ ' l ' I O ~  
tlic progrnlnl~~c. Tlic NI-C conipriscs rcl)~.cscn:.~tivcs 
of all the listed agci~cics I'ro~;i NEX.lC to Dirccror:~rc ol' 
Environ~ncnt. togctlicr tvirh \VCST nntl I'ul~ciions to 
coordinntc the ovcrnll progra~il~ilc a111l cnsure 
tlissclilinnrion of infc~rmation to all rslcv;~nt agencies. 
Field work and IDA surveys arc coorili~~:~~ciI 1)). 
WCST in coll;1l1oration wit11 rcgioual st;lii ol' tllc 
rclevnnt Dircctorntcs. TA?.It\Pi\ nliti University 
Dcpnrtmcnts. 

Tlic nntion:~l Iniportant Birtl Area c involves 
rcprcscntntivcs fro111 all rl~c lisrctl :nr 
a sc~~c ics .  All tlic ;igc~icics arc con it11 site 
~lrotcctio~i ;111tl will coII:100rntc 011 1);Irts of progr:II11111c 
i~i~plc~ncnt;~tion inclutling conscrvatior~ ;icrion plans, 
i~iil)lcl~icnt;~tio~l of sire man:lgcnicnt ;~ctivirics, s11;~ring 
biodiversity nlid otllcr site inforointion, i111d joint 
traini~ig cxcrciscs alul I'iclil surveys 
0vcr;ill govcr~inic~~t sol)l)orl ;utd co~iir~~irnictir to l l~c 
~ ) r o g r a ~ i i ~ ~ ~ c  II;IS I)cc~i 1)rovitlctl I)y t l~c  Cilil: 1'oc;il I'oint 
;u11l I)y Nllltl A ,  wllicl~ ;~lso 1)rovitlcs tlirccl supl)ort ;111tl 

ntlvicc. EANIIS is coll;~bor;~ting wit11 t l~e NWCMI' 
;111tl li WA 011 rcsc;lrcll ;I[ wctl;u~tl site.; iri t l~c co~lntry. 
inclutli~~g tl~osc in Ug;~licl;~ National 1';lrks. 'l'licsc 
;~gcncics provitlc ~ c c l ~ l ~ i c ; ~ l  aclvicc to t l~c  1)rogriuumc 
;uitl EANl IS st;~fl' also work with st;~l'l' of t l~c  agc~icics 
: ~ t  tlic field Icvcl. Coll;~l)orntio~i with M;~kcrcrc 
ilivolvcs i~ifor~n;~tion cxch;~ngc and ~)rovision of ndvicc 
to tllc ~)royr ;~mn~c 

COUN'I'I11. 

Tunisia 

Ug;~ntl;~ 

(;O\'I<RNAlI<Y'I' tt(;I<SCII.:S 
Environulcntnl Xl;~na_rc~ncnt 
Council (NEklC): (GET: Focnl 
Poii-i:) Xlinisrry of Nnturnl 
Resources and Touris111 
(XINRT) - '  Dircctorntc of 
Forcsrry; Directorate of 
Wiltllifc: Directorate ol' 
Fishcrics; blwckn Wilrllifc 
College Tnnz;~nin N;~tional 
Parks (Tt\NAPt\) Scrcngcti 
Wildlife Rcsenrcli Institute 
Comlnission for Science nntl 
Tcclinology Zoology Dcpt. of 
tlic University of Dar cs S;lln;~ni 
Sokoinc University of 
Agriculture Directorntc of 
Environment (Vice-President's 
Office) 
Ministkrc dc I'E~ivironr~cnic.nr ct 
tlc I'A1ii2nngemcnt tlu Tcrritoirc 
i c e  N1io111e I r o c c i o i  
(Ie I ' l I ~ ~ v i r o l ~ ~ l e ~ i ~ e ~ ~ t  C'e~itre (Its 

AcrivitCs 11i.gio11;rlcs pour Its 
Aircs Spi.ci;~lc~ncnt I'rotdgCcs 
(CAI{/ ASP) Ilirccrion Gddrillc 
tlcs I:orcts 
Ministry of I:in;~ucc (Glil: 
N;ttior~al Ol)cr;~tio~l;~l I:oc;~l 
l'oi~~t) Ni1tio11;11 lb'etl;~~~ds 
Conscrv;~tioa ; ~ t i t l  M;~li;~gcalcnt 
I)i-o~:ran~~ac ( N  WCM 1)) 
M;~kcrc r~  I1:iivcrsity llistitutc or 
El~vironn~c~it nlltl Natur;~l 
Rcsoi~rccs Nntion;~I 
E~ivironnlcnt M;uiagcinc~~t 
Aulliority (NEMA) Ugal~dn 
Wiltllil'c Autl~ority (UWA) 
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. 
MIXISTERE DE L ' E H V I R O N N ~  ~ W R K ~ N A  FASO 

ET DE L 'EAU Unitd - Progrhfi - Justice 

Ouagadougou, le 07/02/1997 
g: 97001/MEEjCT 

~n ma qudit! de Palnt Focal O06rationnel d~ "Global EnVir-t 
Fadi ty  (GEF)", pour le Minht&e de llEnvLronncament et de llEau, je confirme 
n a t r ~  soutien au pfojet PHUD/GEF lntitulE:"l%icim NGO-Gavet~b~~nt 
parts-hip~ for mttdnabhi ~odivmdty ~ctlon" d6vhpp6 par IATURAMA, 
partenaire nauanal de JtrdLife International, dab le cadre du prdytamm! 

IlImportan t Bird Rreas". 



. . nim =~T?- ID  ~ ~ n n ~ ~ n n ~ n n ; ~  arm addOPA8P FuQ s u o ~ ~ ~ n o s  m"N '. 
x.1 ( t r ~ !  ~ , I T - I P . I T ~  O U C L L i  C i i T O  SYA O L : 6 T  LYS L O .  ZU/60 



- 
SOUS-DIRECTION DEr AlRES-PRORCEES 

DEPARTMENT OF WlLbLFE AND 
PROlTCnD AREAS ---- 

S UB-DEPARTMENT CZ' PRCCXCED A R M  

0 7 FEV. 1997 YaoundC le---- 

0blet Recommaadation 
letter. 

THE MINISTER OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND FORETRY 

SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED UNDP - G w  YKUJECT AFRICAN NGO 
t SUSTAINABLE 

As the CEF Operational Focal point, we the Minister of Environment 
and brcstry of Ropubltc of Cameroon, confirm our supporr to tho IRA 
promrnmo developed with Mr FOTSO Roger Cornellle, the Rirdllfe 
Representarfva in Cameroon and welcome further growrh in our NGO - 
Go~mment'collaborarlon in scaling up our acrivlty with GEP support. 

CC: Join Hough, Coordinator for Bodlvenliy and Inrenradanal 

/-- Watefs, Global m-mt Fixility, Regbnal Burrau for 

ARican. UNDP, One United Natlans Plaza, - 

New york. PP( 10017, USA & 
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T h e  Federal Demoaatjc Republic of Ethlopla 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC?ION AUTHORITY 

6; no; 
3- 

z0 I A N  7997' 43.. ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Dntc 

I 

Ref, No. 

, ne ~ e s ~ d e n t  Represantative,UNDP, 
Addis Ababa. 

Subject: SUPORT FOR THE UNDP-GEF PROJECT: 
AFRICAN  GO-GO\/ERNMENT PARTNERSHIPS FOR SUSTAINABLE 

BIODIVERSITY ACTION 

The Environmental Protection Authorityconfirms its support to  the Important 
Bird Areas (10As1 programme developed with the Ethiopian Wildlife and Natural ? 
History Society and welcomes further growth in our NGO-government 
collaboration In scaling-up our octlvitles with GEF support. 

Yours sincerely, 

GCn4 I h J W v  

. . 

cc: Dr. John Hough, Coordinator for Biodiversity 
and International Waters Global Environment 

Facility, Regional Bureau for Africa, UNDP, one United Nations 
Plaza, New York; NY 1001 7 ,  USA. . . 

Ethiopian Wildli I History Socic 
Addis Ababa 

f e  and Natura 

n ~ h  18 1658  7' "1. 9" 12760 , +!I% +(.)~h 
?EL 196202 . P. 0. Box. . ' r n g ~ X X  



MINISTRY OF LANDS AND FORESTRY 
P.0, BOX 21 2 

ACCRA 

Dew Slr, 
' I 6 . - 

A - D v s -  
plODlVlB.Sl'rY (YONS F,RVATIOB 

'Thc Glia~ln Ministry of Lands ~ n d  Forestry confir~ila'its contlnucd suppo~t to the 
Important Bird Artas Project behg dovclopcd with t l ~ c  Ghana Wildlifc Soclcty nnfi welcomm 
firttrer growtll in our NaO-govornmcnt ~ ~ l l ~ b o r ~ t i ~ i l  to smlc up our aclivilie~ wlth the Global 
Envlronmont Fncilily (GEF) aupport. * 

Yours sinoercly, ,-, 

DR. KWADENA ADTEI 
MMISTER OI? LANDS AND FORESTRY 

THE RESIDENT REPRESENTA'I'lVE 
'UNDP 
GHANA 

cc: Dr. John Hough, 
Co-ordinntor for Biodiversity and Intcrnationd 
Waters; 
Reglanal Bureau for Afrian, UNDP, 
Ono United Nations Plara, 
Now York, NY 10017, USA. 



\ 1 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENT SECRETARUT 
KENCOM HOUSE 

P.O. Box 67339 
NAIROBI 
13 J a n u a r y  9 7 

The UNDP Resident Country Representative 
P.O. Box 30218 
NAIROBI 

SUPPORT OF PROPOSED UNDP-QEP PROJECT: AFRICAN NGO-GOVERPJ?4ENT 
PARTNERSHIPS FOR SUSTAINADLE BIODIVERSITY ACTION 

As the GEF operational Focal t ,  we the National Environment 
Secretariat of the Ministry vironment and Natural Resources 
confirm our continued support of the IBA programme developed with 
the East Africa Natural tIistory Sociaty (Kenya) and welcome f u r t h e r  
growth in o i ~ r  NQO-Government col1aboratio.n in scaling-up our 
activities with GEF aupgort. 

DEPUTY DIRECT, NES 

C . C .  Mr. John Hough 
Coordinator for Biodiversity and 
International Waturs, Olobal Environmant 
Facility, Regional Bureau for Africa, UNDP, 
1 United Nations Plaza,.New York, NY 10017, USA 

Dr. Leon Bennun, Chairman, East Africa Natural 
Ilis'tory Society 
P.0 Box 44486 
NAIROBI 

Africa Programme, / 
Birdlife Internationaf, Wellbrook Court, 
Girton Rd, Cambridge CB3 ONA, UK 
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Y O W I  BUILbINEI I 

I BR001CFTEIDS . . 

I I PREBTOOQN . ; 

, . Thci Rce:L4 .nt ~ o p r e e e n t a t i v a  
. , 

r ;  
I :  

i i B ~ O  a st rena s t i e e t  
~ r e b  t own ! 

6th Feb. 1997 
, 

. . 
Operational Focal point, tho Miniotzy of AgrLcultura, 
and t h e  Envi~onrnenr- aonfirrna its eupport: to the 

I ! 
i !  

laird Araa, (IDA) programme devaloped with the, lc - 
. . bird l i f  c 11at;ional portnar, Conaomat ion  Soci~ty of Sierra Lac 

Wa wel.com~. f u r ~ h e r  I -owth  in our NGO-go~arnrnenk collaborat i o ~  B I i 
3 .  

sca?ing u .  our  act vitirr for nuota inabla  development w i t h  OEF 
aupport . j 

imah (3 r r r j  
~f Bnv 

, . 
! 

I I j 
c.ci, ~ h r i  ~evelopmcnt  Secretary, MOPED 

' Mr' lohn Bough, Co-ordina~or BIW-GEF, USa. i i 
)r Dr lin3:y Allport. Haod of the Afriaa Divinion-Birdlife UK I ;  

i : 
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SHT, 18-.IRN-97 16 ;23 BERRUTI SQOS/IUC Luta . . 27 21 2526i14 ?. 13 
. Departmtnt o f  Envirbnmtntol Affalts und Tourlrm Departamant Jon Omp~wlngsoke en Toerismo 

tetppha la Roioh~ b B o * i  Umnyunga Wsar@& N e i o k y ~ ' b  l ib# I l t l m h  y'JruSlr;~gocgiiiyo noRda?a 
. Lsfopha la tro TLoIogo le 3oeti Umnyongo Whttrnvtlo N?!ekw~hsdtha Muh~sho urp zwd Vhupc nc Vhu~ndl 

~dzw6 ya to dbmgu ~ ' h a o d ~ i ' ~ ~ a h ~ h o  la Tikdo~o la 0o/anab urnn~nga  W~r~bhoh lu lo  ~ e r o i w o i a ~  - 
, : f?drW,,!i '- ' ' . . .. . 

A C W 1 * i r O l  . fi  1: .. Tl i .Cmmf l r lw .nr  
" '  .- -fiqh T& PI 'a aOnra - 

R r ( u m r t $ l I P n c r ~ w ~  - h W u m  
?MI ' 0  , ' bGv\ r n D X n ? + U  ' *  

'.'. V ~ l u y d n d R ~ W t  - hl*r/rW)vPrn I H8m+nqufulrkr 

. ' . I '  
I . .. 

' ,  . .fils dsparIrnent In pifnelpls pupport4 t he  IBA progrimme dweliped by B I ~ L H ~  tntsrnat!ois~ . n 
for QEF fundlng lo cteate p~ltriershlp9 behveen NGOs and wkloh,wll~ morlgthen ' -  

. . natlonsl prooessea for th~.ldenUf~catlon and cons~katfon of Im'pbrtant bladlyeraity rltea and 
. . wljl build narlonal uap'acltjr far theso aciMtiee. Thlo wlll alao,epur on further ~rowth In our 

~ ~ b ~ o v s m m ~ n t ' c a l l a b o k ~ o n  In waling up our tictlvlties wlth OEF puppod: 

'I, mMrP ralaflnp to fir invlmnrnont m dklt 'whh concunenlly by the nations, aepartinent. ' 
and provlrpm In terms of tho South Afrlcan constWion'abwrt~mantlonad viaw la eubjact to ' 

. 
conflmetion anor wo havo cansuited with ?rovinclerl sttuqturoa. Onm thls hae been done 1 

. ' .  wlll canvey tho othcrrma to you; ' 
. , 

. 
, . , . " _ .  . , . . .  .' . 

Ths prdpoba( will t6rh before the, GEF ~echnl6al ~bvl i t l  Pmnol 0'n 27~Jmuary 1987 nnd thii 

. . tentativeir4ply Id ad a result of the ahort.fotlce we havo had In dealing wkh the mattar, A . 
. ' " .. . . blpdlvorrlty workehop at which South African prlorltles ylll be dlacuhried will be hald on 

1811 9 Fabruery 1897 to which tho,dlfector of BlrdLIfe South'Affloa wlll be in~tlerd. 
. . 

. . 
' , . - ~ o u h  slncbraty . : . 

.. . I < .. . . 
I . .  . . .I497 - c i -  /3  . . 



P ~d4gpnu: ".MAUUC~. Vtcc-Ijxm&a Omes, 

'LY*: 3341% 31 803 P.0. Box YflO, 

PI.: 26189- DM u SW 

b - n o l r w - :  

OLU w: ..vp/~zg&q/.1.3 .... - 28& January, 1997 

Mr. M.Y.C. Lumbanga, 
Chairmiu, --- . . .-&..J M;. 3 

::,+ b'- Wild Life Conservation Society of Tanzani4: . . -- Fp4\ . .., z .., 
'.". P.O. BOX 9120, :. ) ..' . .  .-, I .  

PAR ES SATA- \, eL, 
.,.,,; ---.- 

: r 
7, . 

Dear Sir, 
I 

RE: SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED UM)P - PR3JECT m C h N  
NGQ - GOVEmNT PARTNERSmS FOR SUSTAINABLE 

)3IODIVE]RSrIY ACTIt 

We are happy 
16 January, 1997 in 
mentioned project. 

to rofcr to your lcttcr No,WCST/B?B/48/25 dated 
which you requested support for tho above 

W o  bnve scrutinized the request and fmd it to be in line with 
conscrvation of biodiversity, objectives which our Officc encourages 
and supports, particularly whcn it covers several countries. 

Tha Vim President's Office as the G I 3  Focal Pint supports your 
request for U.S.% 3 million to be used for the above project. 

You rs Since 

cc : Birdlife International 
Cambridge CB 3 ONA 

,-- U. K. 
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RQbt~plique Tunisicnne 
*** 

Ministho de I'Bnviromcment 
6L de l1hm6nagernont du Tcrritoire 
Cenbc Urbain Nord, CitO Essdama 
2080 Ariana 
Tunisia 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

SUPORT FOR PROPOSED UNDP-OEI: PROJECT : AFRICAN NOO-C3OVERMENT 
lBARTENLiRS14lPS POR SUSTAlNIU3l.E B10DIW~SlTY ACTION 

AB the QEF Operat4onal Focal Pojnt we the Mjnistry of Environment and Land 
Uso Planning confirm our support to tllc BirdLifc International Important Bird 
Arcas programm~ doveloppad with Mr. Imbd Essctti : BirdLifo International 7 f  
~ e ~ r c s c n t a d v c  in Tunisia and wcloamc furthcr growth in our NGO-govermont 
collaboration in scaling-up our ~ctivitics with GEF suppor' 

Mmo Am01 Benzarti 
0ETi Operatjot~el Irocal Point 
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-- Tolophones: 23470010 (10 Llnes) Kampala 

Fax: 230163 
Telegrams: "FINSEC" 

Ministry of Finance 
P.O. Box 8147, 
Kampala, 
Uganda. 

In any corres 
me HEPUilLlC OF UGANDA January 28, 1997 

The Resident Representative 
United Nations Development Programme 
KAMPALA 

f 

3UPPORT FOR PROPOSED UNDP/GEB PROJECT: AFRICAN NGO-GOVERImNT 
PARTNERSHIPS FOR SE4TALNABtE BIODXVRRg- 

Ae you may be aware, Bird l i f e  International has been working 
closely with UNDP/New York and in gartlcular with Dr Jolm Kough, in 
developing the above project proposed for GEF Fwlding. In the case 

,--. of Uganda, Birdlife has closely worked with the Eamt African 
Natural History Society, Uganda Branch. 

Qiven that the purpose of thio project is to enhance biodiversity 
conservation through strengtllening local and national NGO- 
Government partnerohipn, the Government of Uganda is committed to 
support the above programme and will welcome its further 
developmelnt and therefore  further growth i n  o u r  NCO-Government 
collaborat ic 

f o r :  NT sECRETARYJSECRETARY TO THE TREASURY 

/c. C: Dr John Hough 
m P / G E P ,  RBA 
N.Y. 

can C.C: The ~hairman/The Eaot Afrl 
Natural History Society, Uganda Branch 
C/O Zoology Department 
Makerere Univers F t y  
liw.Iau 



GEI; STAP ' l 'ecl~nic:~l Review of Project Prol)os:~I 

African N G O - G o v e r ~ ~ n ~ c n t  I'ni-tncrships for  S~lst:~inablc Biotlivcrsity Action 

h.licl~ael J.S. kI;lrrison, 3 1 January 1997 

1. Ovcrnll impression 

For the m a t  part, this is an anibitious but workable project, and sliows innovations in its 
enlphnsis on dencentralisation, national empowerment, building local capacity, drawing on the 
strengths of the NGO movement to influence government, and building a broad local and 
natiolial constituency for conservation in many cou~itries in Africa. 

This project is needed, and is urgent, given in pnrticulsr the lack of a coordinated approach to 
developing Africa-wide NGO actions for biodiversity conservation. The concept is good, of 
building up a network of NGOs ant1 NGO-govern~nent partncrsl~ips to work townrc.1~ 
biodiversity conservatio~~, coordi~~ating and sllnring learning at nation:ll, rcgion:ll an(l 
intern:~tio~lal levels. 7'11~ proposed institutional :111d org:lnisation;tI structures for this ;Ire gootl. 
The cl:lrity of tile go;~ls is gootl n t  1111: broadest Ievcl, nltllot~gl~ tile det;lil is we;tkcr, and Ic:~ves 
root11 for solnc: concerns. These ;ire mainly weakl~esses on the n;~turc of tile links with 
go\rcrllnlcnt agencies, nntl the 1i:lturc of Ioc;ll participation and local action. 

'r11e project is to IJC S C C ~ I I I I I I L ' I I ~ C ~  

2. Itclcvnl~cc nntl priority 

crsity. I t  
I . . ~ -  - 

respond: igl~ly rclcval~t to I )I' biotliv s particularly wcll 
ro 111c L O I ~ V ~ I I ~ I ~ I I  o11 13iotlivcrsity. I I ~ I ~ I I I ~  i l r ~ ~ c ~ c s  6.7 & 8 rcl;irlng to str;llcgic conscrvatioll 
planllillg. to I~iodivorsity nlollitori~~g. ;lud to sitc-l);lscd i l l  situ colrscrvatio~~ actior~. 111 tcnns of' 
natiollal priorities for biodiversity colucrv;~tioll, a n1:ljor tllrust of the prograllllllc is to assist 
wit11 tllc itlc~ltific;~tion ant1 agreclllcllt over n;~tionnl conscrvatior~ priorities (using birtls atld 
1unl1ort;l~t Hirtl Arcils as inclicators of wider ~ I I I ~ O ~ I ; I I I C C  tbr l~iodivcrsity): extcl ldi~~g,  

improving u~ldcrstanding of, a~ltl rcorierltillg 11atio11nl protected area networks on n more 
ratio~lal. rclevallt and up-to-date basis. 

a Ion 3. ~nc l<groun t l  and justific t' 

The background and justificatio~l are in general very clear, ant1 the need for sucll a project is 
inspired (and ambitious). The structure of the project in tcrnms of linkages betweell sites and 
actors witl~irl country, and between countries on a regional and co~ltinental basis, provides an 
exccllc11~ cu~iccl~tual coherence. 

In particular, the problerlls wllicll the project aillls to address are clearly set out in Annex 3: 
poor knowledge, inadequate management, ovzr-centralisation, weak NGO-government 
pnrtnersl~ips, lirnitcd coordination, no outreacli capacity to nilrtilre licw parttlerships. The 
existing (current) programme addressing these constraints will be scaled-up using GEF funds. - 
and allow activities that are more realistic to the scale and urgency of the problems. 



Froni ;I scietltific lical point of view tlic project is very sountl. Theconcept of 1BAs and 
tllc criteria used 11 xitical areas for biodiversity conservation are well founded. allJ 
based on sound tlieorctical grounds as well as practical considerations, arid 11:lve been field 
tested it1 the European networks already operat i~~g.  

5. Objcctivcs 

The objectives and outputs arc valid and well-focussed. TIic logical framework h:ls helped as a 
planning tool to structure tlicse, altllougli tliere are some concerris about [lie coherence of [lie 
logfranie, wllicl~ sliould be addrcsscd if the logfmnie is to be used as a nionitoring tool. For 
example, tlic Indicators arc generally weak - they arc mostly simple reiteration of the activities 
and do not represerit nieaningful indicators of project iliip;ict. 

The Assumptions and Risks presented are of Inorc concern. a l t l io~~gl~  these calitiot be dealt wit11 
point by point within tl~is brief STAI' review. Most of tllose listeil cannot (I presu~iie) he 
considered ;IS serious risks: 1111: design process sllould Ii:~ve taketi c:lre that tllesc would not 
represent contraints to projcct i ~ i ~ p l e ~ ~ i e ~ i t a t i o ~ i  and tllits tllcy can he rulctl out - if so they slioultl 
I?c cxclt~tled fro111 tlie logfr;~nie. If tllcy arc serious risks :uiti can~iot be rulcil 0111, tllcu tlic 
prqjcct slic\~~ld not procecil until tllcy arc rcsolvetl. Mnny of tllc points r:iiscd ;IS risks underniinc 
tl:c basic prctliises of 1111: prc!jcct. One c.u;~~nl,lc will suffice to 111;tkc tllc point: tll:~t NCOs and 
govcrIiIilcllt ;Ire ilitercs~cil ;111d willi~ig to coII;~I~or;~tc. '1'Iic project tlcsigll slloultl 11:lvc: cnsurctl 
111;1t this is tlic c;~sc - i f  tllcrc is ;uiy iloubt, tl1c1.c is tio l~ ;~s i s  li)r tllc project. I sliall clucstio~i this 
:wsuuiption again below (see "govcrnnic~it agc~icics"). 

Ap;rrt fro111 tlic logfratllc, tlicrc arc two I I I ; I ~ I I  C O I I C C ~ I ~ S  over Iiow ;~cliiev;~l~Ic II~esc o l ~ j e c ~ i v e ~  
arc. Tllcsc relate to tlic tl;~lt~rc of tlic rcl;ltio~isllil~s bctwcc~i NGOs nntl govcrnrncllt ai:cncics in 
tlic proposccl part~lcrsliips, n ~ l t l  to tllc i!cprcc of gc~luitic ~):lrtiuip;~tiotl 1)y local st;lkcliolrlers. 

Tile partllcrsllips bctwcc~i NGOs nlld govcrn*iicnt agcncics arr: cc~ltral to tlic project. Tlic bricf 
is not cntircly convincing that this can work, nor wliicli govcrnnient agcricics participated in tlic 
design or  will participate in the illiplcmentation. l'lic NGO piirtricrs are repeatedly identified. 

Assunling tliat specific agencies have been ide1;tificd. do they support tlie project (cvidcncc 
frotii tlic niissi~ig Annex 7 may answer tliis), arid wll:~t wcigllt to tllcy assign to tllc p;irtllcr 
NGOs? Tlie bricf rccoguiscs that NGO-Govcrt~liie~it col1:tboration is crucial. Tlic brief also 
clearly identifies the adverse image in which !~i;lny NGOs arc lield i n  developing coutltrics, 
ranging from strong antipathy, to indiffcrellt lip-servicc, to real partnersl~ip. Govcrn~lie~it 
agencies often havc different priorities and political agendas. What assurances call be given tliat 
govcrlilncnt counterp:lrt agencies in the proposed partnersl~ips are supportive. ant1 that tllc 
NGOs will carry any weight with government iri influetlcing policy and lcgnl reform, and well 
resourced. targcttcd actio~is i l l  the field'? 

Uliless tlie NGOs carry weight with govcrnllicnt, the NGO-governnle~it partnersliips will 
remain talking sllops. IJerllaps tlie brief could he Inol: explicit 011 tllc nature of tlie NLCs wllicli 



represslit tlic 1ic;irt of the ~xirtncrsllips. KI-Cs arc to adopt rlic 113.-\ Ilroccss n~id ;ily,rcrvc II3:\ 
progralnmcs: how far call sucli prograliillics go? Site idc~ltit'icatio~i and advocacy ;Ire clearly 

(7 

acliievahle, and will be vcry vnlual)lc. Wlint is Icss clcar is I i cn~ '  ~iiucli action can be agreed, and 
what kinds of action. Potential progranilnt. action can mnfe for virtunlly notlling to a fill1 sc;ilc 
ICDP witli co~iimunity tlcvelopnicnt progmtiinics and nssoci:itc poiei.rty allcviatio~l and rurnl 
development to relieve pressure on critical sites. Policy clianges may be required to allow 
sustainable Ilnrvestiug as incentives to co~n~nunitics adjacent to protectccl sites. Wliat ki~ids o f  
actions arc euvisaged, and what are tlic bound;iries of responsibility for these? 

Local stakclioltlcrs: 

Another key assumption in tlic brit'f / dcsig11 is t l i ; ~ t  local cornuiunity interest in biodiversity 
conservation will be captured tliroi~gli particip;itory approaches. Wliat resources are to l)e given 
to this. what skills base for this is there in the NGOs, what ~neaningful approach cnn bc taken 
to develop local interest without :i full scale ICDP, without remaining superficial? 

Tliert: is little in the bricf about local p:irtic~pation (except volu~itccrs). Wliiit about other 
strtkeholdcrs in local sites: poor local people, coliiniercc, local institutions, private sector? 
There is little evidelicc that sucli stakclioldcrs 11:ivc bee11 involvcdlcarefully considered in any 
stages of tlie design, or llow t11cy will be irivolvcd ill  i~nplc~iient;ition. 

Sitc action groups arc gi\ cxalnplc of potential p;~rticipating loc;il orgil~iisatiotis. 'I'lic 
couccpt is poorly tlcvclol ~t tlocs this eut;iil: n s~i i i~l l  volunt:iry body of i~itcrestod 
itldivitlir;ils, or full sc;rlc l o r ~ ~ i ; ~ l ~ s c d  ;lntl rcprcsc~itativc villiigc conl~nittces'? and i f  so. wlii~t 
resources nrnl skills ;ire give11 to this'? WIi;it iri~ll~ority or sill. co~liilig for ? 
volunteers for site protcctio~i, pilrticul;rrly ; i ~ : ~ i ~ i s t  t l ~ c  often .ccs of 
dcgr;~tl;itioli? 

6. Activities 

,port will 
ovcrwlicl 

Most of  the activities proposed i l l  tlic logical fra~ilcwork ;ire clear. well co~lccivctl, and well 
targcttcd to the outputs, particulitrly tliosc rcliiting to the I13A process, sitc idcntificatio~l, 
coorditl;~tio~l, cripi~cily building, f'illn~icial sustaiuability, i~ifortnatirrr~ cxclia~igc and building 
awarcllcss. Tllcsc for111 a great strcngtll i l l  tllc pro1)osnl. 

Tllc points of weakness i l l  proposed activities arc conccrricd witli the issues set out abovc 
(section 5). For exa~nplc: 

~ ~ ~ - ~ .  .. 

I vcry s11' 
"Carefully targettcd'~i~cclianisriis wliicli errcourage and enable people to livc witli ~iii~iimal 
impact on habitats.. . . "alludes to : jks, which 1 ti1 rlot convincer1 this 
project can adcircss. 

set of ta! 

; and doe 
. ! ~ l . _  _ ... 

are used 
:ct under 
. - - - .. . . . . . 

"advocacy, tilor ee terliis in a different order tliroughout tllc 
brief, which is c arly rellc standing of the processes involved. 
Tlie project concepr provlucs ii sLrolig oasis for advocacy iind ~nonitoring, but the scale of 
actions that are realistically acliicvahlc arc less clear-cut, as indicated above. For exam?lc. 
"imriicdiiitc action may be neecled to prevent loss or degradation" - wlint will this be, what 
scope is there for this in the 1BA process? "site protection or restoration niny be rcquirctl ,r\ 
additional action is beyorid tlie scope of the n:ttional IBA programme". I t  is not clear what is 



111e;i1lt by ";ictio~i". \vllcn \vllnt In:ly IJC ncetlctl is nn!,tlii~ig frorn ~nininial intc:vc~ltio~~ 111, to :i 

full-scale co~iscrv;ition and con~munity tlcvclopnicnt progriimme (ICDP). Likewise "sitc 
actions" arc not clarified. /\ctivi~y 3. 10 tells of "undcrt;ikin~ action or s:i~iiul;iri~lg other!; to 
actio11". Re;ilistic;~llg, c:i~i tliis project undertake collscrvation action. other tl~:in aifvocrlcy. 
bui ld i~~g aw:lrencss, providing i~ifor~natio~i, coordinaring, building capnsity for pla~lning'? 

The establisllnicnt of the NLCs reuiains uneasy: which government agencies arc to be involved, 
w11at kinds of relatio~lsllips are possible or ha\,e been developed so far, ho\v seriously \trill such 
partnerships be r y r d e d  in government, w11;lt assuriulcrs are there thrit this tvill Ie;ld to 
meaningful ilct~c~it? Without a stronger state~iic~lt on tllis, the project could stumble at tile first 
Ilurdle. Why llave tlle key government age~icies not already been identified and iuvolvcd in the 
design process (;IS tlie NGOs Ilave been)? 

7. Pal-ticipntory aspects 

There is a clear statement of tllc 11lain stakeliolclers in tlit: project: local communities, NGOs 
slid government agencies. Tllcrc is gootl coveriige in the brief on NGOs and their networks, 
Icss good coverage on govcrnlncnt m:lnfigenlcnt agencies, anti virtually no coverage of 1oc;ll 
counniunitics, itntitutions ant1 otlier stakellold~.rs on site. Wllat stakclioldcr arlalysis Ilas tlicre 
bee~ i?  Wllr~t p;~rticip;ition llns tllcre 1)een l'ro~n these stakcholtlers in the dcsigli? I-low is 
pnrticip;ltio~i li)rcscc~i in iml>lc.mcnt;ltio~i'? For cxanlple, tlicrc is only a single 111eutiou of local 
sacrifices and opportunity costs of li~llit:~tions on 11;itural resource Il;irvesting by Ii~cal pcoplc. at 
protection sites. 'l'llis 11i;ry I)c :I key co~islr;~i~it 011 sust;~irlahlc tlcvclop~ncnt. Cfcpc~l~li~lg 011 t11e 
sitc, i111iI wllctlicr Lllc iipl)I'o;icIi is h;ised o ~ i  1)rotcction vs sl~stnin;~l)lc use of resources. 

l'lrus tllc Il;ltulae ol' particil)atio~l I)y loc;~l st;~kclloldcrs rc~li;iins lr~lclcar. "Approl>rintc 
p;~rticip;~tior~" is 111~1itio1lci1, 1 ~ 1 1  11ot ~11ctI1cr this ~ I I C I L I ~ C S  t11c poorest. [lie 111ost ~ii:irgi~l;lliseiI. 
tllc ~ ~ r o s t  rcsourco-dcl>c~iiIc~it rt1r;11 pcol)lc wlio :ire often associ;ltctl with dccli~lc in hiodivcrsity. 
nor wll;~t kiritl ol' particil);~tio~l is c~lvis;igctl li)r sucll kcy st;~kclioltlcrs. 

At~longst otllcr strtkclioldcrs. t l~crc is c1e;ircr ;111d Inore positive action ;iirllctl n t  raising 
;Iwarctlcss, disscrilinatiorl of inSornl;ltion. crcatioli of ownership of ideas and project activities. 

8. Global bellelits 

'I'llcse llnve been clcarly idontil'icd, as the lxisis of the 113A process is to cstahlisll priorities 
alllongst sitcs tliat rcprcscnt ~nasimiscd bcnel?ts for global biodiversity conservation. 

3. GEF Strategies ant1 I'lalis 

The progra~i i~ i imyste~n:~t i~dIy  covers the fill1 range of GEF strategic ecosysterils (arid and 
semi-arid, forest, ~nountain, coastal and freshwater) in all major biomes and gcograpliical 
regions of Africa. As indicated abovc, i t  also responds well to the CBD responsibilities ol' the 
participating cou~~tries. 

10. Replicnbility 

There is already gooil progress in dcvclopi~ig the IBA process in some countries in the 
programme. Replicati011 is ensured by tllrougll lear~li~lg by :haring and regional coordination. 



Tllcrc \:ill clcarly be dc~llonstation cffcc:: !'roll1 11;lrion;ll prograullllcs, tllrougll collip;~risori of 
,? 

national efforts at rcgion:ll and intern;ltio~ial coordi~l;~tion  for;^. This lias been well structured 
and clcarly organiscd in tile prop,~sal. 

1 1. Capacity boilding 

accent o 
collabor 
.---- -.,. 

lg nation 
)is is hig 
--...,.* 

Nation;ll capacity building is a very strong focus of the programme, which has been designed to 
develop skills and capacity in both NGO and government agencies. The track record to date 
sllows that this is achievable. Capacity bui ld i~~g through doing is enlphasised. with a strong 

11 buildir al cadres of expertise, and on regional cooperation and colitinental 
ation. TI Illy valuable and is likely to represent one of the strongest long-term 

IIIIIJ ;LCL> of this PLUJCLL.  

12. Project funding 

This appears to be at an appropriate level, with good justification for incremental funding to 
scale up activities. wllicli :ire mainly focussed on staffing, tri~ining, and operations. Altl~ougl~ 
overall a substantial budget, wl1t.n divided amongst 10 countries over 5 years, there is little 
Illore rll;in $200,000 pcr coulltry per year. This rcI)rcsellt ;in :~ppropriate sc;lle of iutervcntion. 
without overburdeni~lg wc;tk or n;tsceul irlsritutiolls, for the core t;lsks of developing 
~,artncrsllips, site prioritis:ltion, ntlvoc:lcy, l~uiltti~lg ~lctworks and r;lisillg awareness. 

The brief is very strong on building sustainability into all project efforts. This is done tllrougli a 
corllbi1l;ltion of in-service tr:~illing, sustninablc fu~ldillg tllroilgll builtling capacily for 11atioll;ll 
fi~nd-mising and ernph;~sis on post-GEF filntlillg, builditlg on existing capabilities and 
resourccs, setting n re;llistic pace of cllangc, developing a cildre of cxpertisc built up nationally, 
gradual witlldrawill of UK support, using volunteers as a ~ustainilblc soilrcc of decentraliscd 
conlnlitmetlt (i~ltllougll volu~ltcers do require support, and political backing). The e~npliasis 011 

sustainable project i~~terventions is cornmendab.le. 

Risk: 

There are two key eleine~lts, development of NLCs and local action. \vllicli are weakest in the 
brief, and which represent lligllest risk. Clnrificatiorl over the nature and status of the NGO- 
governlnent partnerstlips througll the NLCs is nceded, to assess the risks inore carefully. 
Likewise clarification over the naturc of the actions proposed is needed. 

The other elements are regional coordination alld international support - both are low risk. as 
they depend ~l lore for their success on competent individuals than on political ilifluence, and '7 
there is alrc,idy a good track-record. 



1113SPOSSES 'TO C15F ?'13CIISIC:\I, RE\.II:iV Oi: PROJECT PRGI'OS:\I,: 

"African NGO govern~nent partnersliips for s11stain;ible biodiversity actio~i" 

The tliajority of the review comments (;11it1 criticisrns) appe:ir to src~ii from a lack of adequate 
detail proviclcd in the proposal. I t  is difl'icult to give gre;lter dct;iil in tile propos;~l itself (which 
deals with I0 different countries and potentially some 500 biodiversity sites) - wlie~i tlic proposal 
itself is restricted in Icngtli (a GET: requirement). Tlic responses below attelnpt to ans\vzr tlie 
specific review queries and give some addition.11 det; 

General points 

1. Countrv- and sitc- specificitv 
In many cases tlie answer to specific review queries is: " i t  depends on die country" or " i t  
depends on the site". W1i;it the proposal attempts to do is explain the generic model (which is 
liiglily tlexihlc according to country and site) and its dcrivatiorl and give enougli examples cf 
wliat NGOs :inti NGO-govcrnnient p;~rtncrships arc already acliicving, to show tl int  i t  call ;ind 
does work. Queries about the exact n:~turr of N;itio~ial Li;~ison Comrnirters, site actions ;~ntl 
local stakrlioldersf participatio~i c ; ~ ~ i  only he ;inswcrr.tl ti~lly by rcferrnce to a specific cou~itry 
or il specific sire. l'lic notes bclo\v clarify rliis ill so~iie  spccil'ic irist;~~iccs, give so~iic Iriorc 
specific cx;l~nplcs a~ id  cxp1;iin t1i:it gover~i~iicnt-NGO part~icrsliips arc already well-cst;~l~lislicd 
and fi~rictioning (:~ltliougI~ tliffcrent) in c;icl~ ol' [lie countries incluclcd iu 1111: propos:il (tliis is, 
i~ideccl, ;I 11i;ii11 criterio~l for 111c i~iclusio~i of ciicl~ of [lie I0 coi~litries). 

2. NC;O-r*ovcr~i~nc~it l';~rtncrsliir)s 
, . I Iic wliolc prol,os;~l elocs rcsr 0 1 1  llic slrc~igtli ; i~ i r l  st;~t)ility oS n;itio~ial NGOs (;is n;ition;il 
I)rogr;iIiiliic Ic;i(Icrs i l l  111ost coi~~itrics) ; I I I ~  111cir c; i~~;~city to (IcvcIo~) coII;iI)or;~~ivc ii1ic1 

Si~rictio~ii~ig rcl;~tionsliips witli tlicir govcrnlllcnt. t iovcr~i~l ie~i t  dcpnrt~iic~its ;~rcn't spccifictl iri 
t l ~ c  ~~ropos;rl  1)cc;lusc tlicy arc tliffcrc~il i ~ i  every co1111rry. niay c11;11igc ;iccorclil~g to tlic stngc t l~c  
~ialio~lal progr:i1~111c 11:r.s rcaclictl (;111tl govcrIiIiiclits ii~id gover~~~i ic~i f  rcs~~o~~si l~ i l i t ics  ;\(so cIi;i~ige 
n~ucli Illore frccluct~tly t11;ili NGO cclt~iv;ilc~its). 'l'lic jot) ol' tlic national NGO nlirl tlic NLC is to 
ensure t l i ; ~ t  rclcvarit alid al>propriatc govcrlinicllt (arid 1oc;iI - see later) i~~volvc~i ic~i t  Iinppcns 
(or at least tlint parties iirc kept i~lror~iicrl if tlicy don't want to be riiorc i~ivolved). l'hcsc words 
itre 1101 used to rcllcct doubt ii\)out wlio s!iould bc i~ivolvcd (or wc.;tk~icss iu plnnning) but 
flexibility. NGO-govcrn~nc~it rclatio~isliips arc very differelit in each coulitry a~ id  depend on tlic 
s t i i ~ e  01' die prograliillic. 

3 .  In Etliiopia, for cxamplc, all relcvanr govcrnnlclit dcpart~iicnts and agencies werc irivitcd to 
tlic national prograninle planning worksliops a~itl staff fro111 the govcrlilncnt dcpart~nclit EWCO 
(ilic Etliiopiau Wildlife and Co~iservatio~i Organisation) were initially seconded to tlie IBA ficld 
survey programme. As tlic progra1iirnc lias progressed tliougli, more responsibilities are being 
transferred back to rcgio~~;\l iis opposed to federal government. The progranimc Iias evolved in 
tlic light of this atid staff fro111 rcleval~t regional govcrnnicnts (wlio also speak Orornio - tlic 
niost widespread regional language) iirc now s e c o ~ ~ d e d  to work with NGO staff in the field. As 
tlie review suggests, tlic inclusion of Annex 7 (letters of governnlent support for the proposal) 
docs strengtlieu consitler;~bly tlie cvitlence of Iiigli-lcvcl govcrnlnent commitment in cacli 
country (from GEF Focal Points) but thc collaboration ant1 involve~nent goes wider than tliis. 
with other relevant governlnent dep:lrt~iients and agencies ilivitcd arirl i~icludcd at each stage: 
ensuring tliis happens effcctivcly (and appropriately in each country) is one of tlie main 



lilnctio~is of tlic NI-C. At tllc ~i;~[io~i;ll  Icvcl, very ilc[;lilcd pla~i~iing occurs ( i~~c tud i~ lg  7 
stnkclloltlcr a~inlysis to identify wlio slioi~ld he iuvolvcd nnd ilsc of tlie Logical I:ra~iicivorL 
i~pproncli, i~~cluding specific dct;lil of n;;tionnl institutions nntl activities). 

Specific poir~ts 

4. "5 .  OR.1ECTIVESw; pare 2: para. 4 "kssunintions arid Risks" 
Tlie ratioriale followed l~ere  is to include those things which are outside tlic irli~ilediate project 
control and could go wrong (however well the groll~id 113s beell prepared). I f  one ended up witli 
a huge number of uncontrollables and n lligll risk of them all happening then maybe the project 
design should be reconsidered but this is not the case here. The proposal also explains 
elsewllere whnt has been done to pre-e~iipt aiicl avoid the Risks stated. Tlie fact remains that 
governn1rnts mnv change during tlie course of i~nplenientation or change their attitude to NGO 
coll;~boration; that local conimunitics at some sites ~iinv ~io t  be amenable to co1lnborntio1.l or 
participation (however appropri:tte the site approach). All tlicse Risks cannot possibly be 
exclu(letl over all 10 countries and 500 sites :~ntl it is ilnportnnt tllnr this is acknowledgetl. Thc 
vicw of the proposers Ilowevcr, is that tlicsc Risks can largely he pre-enlpted nntl that cvitlence 
to-d;lte sl~ows tlic project appro;~cI~ is lliglily si~ccessfill tlespitc [lie associ;ltcd Risks. 

5. jx~qc 2. coritil. 1,:lr;i. 7 "Govcr~irncllt nqcncics". 
A11nc.u 7 will proviilc soulc of tllc ~liissirlg infor~l~;~tioli Iicrc ;111d sliows 111e liigI~-Icv~'I 
govcriIrIicl1t ;tssur;lIIcc i111d coliirliit~lle~~t to [lie I>rogr;IIIl1iic i l l  cncll of 111.2 ten p;~rticip;tti~ig 
countries. I'x:i~l~l~lcs ol' existi~ig, strollg NG~-govcrnnlc l~ t  coll;~l~or::tioll h:~vc l)cc11 inclutlctl in 
tllc propos;~l (Sicrr:~ I.couc ;lu(l Egypt ctc. wlicrc NC;O input is fccdi~~l: illto 1'1:AI) ;111i1 N13A1) 
and CDI) processes; coll;~l)or;~tivc IIIA Siclrl pi.ogr;lllinics ;tlrc;~tly well 1111i1crw;1y i~ivolvi~ll: I)OII I  T, 
govcrlllilcIi1 sti~ff ;111d NGOs in K e ~ i y ; ~  (N;ilio~i;il M ~ I S ~ I I I I I S  01' KCIIY;I :\lid IjANI IS) :111d Sicrr;~ 
1.co1ic (\Vil(llifc Co~ i sc rv ;~~ io~ i  l3r;11icl1 of D c ~ I ,  of Agric1111i1rc ;11it1 l:orcstry ~ v i t l ~  CSSld); for111;1I 
govcnl~~icnt-NC;O ;IgrccliicIlt sig~ic(I ill  I:tlliol~i;~ ctc.). I)ct;~il could I)c give11 of the spccil'ic 
circi~~iist;inccs it1 each cou~ltry 1,111 this wo~~lcl co~lsiilcrnl,ly i~icrc;lsc tllc propos;~l lcllglli (;111cl 
will cli;~~igc ;IS cac l~  11atio11:ll ~ ~ r o g r ; ~ ~ i i ~ ~ r c  cvolvcs). 

6 3 .  p;lra. 2 "Acti~ 
As stated al~ove ;111tl ill  tllc propos ;~~,  iI1ly site actioli will dcl~cntl on tllc sitc a~ id  on the cap:~city 
of t l ~ c  nntio~ial prograliinlc. I t  is difl'icult to S.II! more about tlic kinds ol' ;~ctions cnvis;~gctl and 
thc I~ouridarics of rcspo~lsibility for thcsc wirllout reference to actual sitcs and specific national 
progrilrnmcs. 'I'lie proposal ~nakcs  i t  clcar and cxplicit that lCDPs will not be fu~idctl with GEF 
nioriey under this proposal. Ijowcver, tllc NGOs arc already involvetl in ICDI's and ill assisting 
governments with tlie same in a nu~nher of countries (wit11 a wide varicty of different funding 
sourccs) a1111 are capable of n variety of lcvcls of action. Morc cxariiplcs could be given: 
Gllann - wllere GWS with RSPB support ran a coastal wctla~uls survcy and education 
prograriirne for 10 years which led directly to tllc current government-GEF Coastal Wetlil~lds 
M:~n:igcnicnt Programnie in which GWS continues to play a key role - or Cameroon - whcre 
altllougli natior~al-level NGO devclop~iient is weak and the InA progr;umme lins not yct startell, 
NGO input (BirdLifc Interlintional) has co~ltributcd to policy refor111 and NGO projects arc i l l  

the fore-front of attenlpts to inlplc~ncnt 11ew c u ~ l l ~ ~ l u ~ i i l y  l'urcst 1ilall;lgenlcnt legisl:~tion. Tllc 
IDA prog i Cn~ncroon will Iiclp to builtl :I stronger NGO in Canieroon (with strong, 
collnbora ,rnrncnt links) ill the snnie way that national NGOs in other cou~itrics hnvc 
developeu tlielr capacity as a rcsult of spccific projcct work and external teclitiicnl support to 7 
tlie same (e.2.  Ghana). 

rariirne i~ 
tive gove . .  . 



7.  pnce 3 .  pnras. J 22 .i: . "Local s~;II;cIIoI~Ic~s'~ 
Again i t  is difficult to give Inore dctnil \irllcn tllcrc is such 111assivc \r;~ricty Over tI1c 1vI1oIc 
progr;lulrnc and the need for flcxihility ant1 appropriareness of approach at e:lch site. Yes - ;I 

locnl site group niight be anything from "a snlall voluntary hotly of irlterc'stcd inclividu;lls" (or 
one individual) to "a full scale formalised and rcprescritative village comnlittcc". Sonle 
examples are given of tllcse - Kcny;~ has 500 inclividu;~ls from all over the country prepared to 
monitor local sires; GI1:lna Ins plenty of examplcs of rcprcse~ltative villngc comtuittrcs; tlle 
Canieroon projects are working towards [lie fortnatioti of appropriate loc;ll 'user groul)s' wliicl~ 
will monitor their own natural resource exploitation. What the proposal is trying to do is bitild 
the national capacity (skills aricl resources) to act appropriately at each site. Effective action 
can be achieved at some sites witliout full-scale ICDPs. So~iie sites won't have local 
conlnlunities; some will not be thrc:~tencd; some will be very long-standing protected ;Ireas 
(National Parks etc.) with establislird gover1:lnent personnel (and probably little local 
participation) - the project isn't proposing to c1i;lnge this (except very slowly througll advocacy 
and dc.rno~stmtion of other approacl~es). 111 Glta~ia nlauy sacred groves (s~nall forcsrs) Ilavc 
long-est:~hlisllc.d village conl~nittccs rcsponsil~lc for protection of thc sire ( i .c .  some level of 
st:lkelioldcr identific;ltion ant1 represcnt:~tio~~ Ilns l~ccn  worked out lo~ig ago by the co~a~nuni ty  
tllemsclvcs). 

8. Local st;tkelloldcr p:~rticip;~tio~l in project t l c s ig~~  miry I)c dcsir;~l)lc \)ur is not ~)r;~cric;~l ;I[ tllc 
vcry outsc[. 'l'hc propos:ll is Ilo~lcst al)out tllc I';~cr 111;tt 'the IIIA ~)r'occ..s' is co~~ceivcil ;111cI 

dcsigueil glo1);tIly ( t l~is  is utlc of tllc s t r e ~ ~ g l l ~ s  - i~ l tc r~~;~t io l l ;~ l  crcili1)ility. 3 'glol);~l currc~lcy' 
ctc.) ;rritl i t  is ~iot logic;~lly possil)lc to i~lvolvc loc:~l co~n~llu~litics I)ct;)rc tllc ~l;ltio~i;ll Icvcl 
iclc~~tif ic;~t io~~ of sites I1;rs st;trtc(l. 'l'lle pro,ject 111~11 ~ r i c s  to cllsurc tI l ;~t  cvcrytl~i~lg is (Io11c [roll1 
tI1c st;trt ol' slrrvcy work to i~lvolvc loc;~l co~ltlllunitics (wI1erc tllcy exist) - ;111<1 to irilprove (011 ;1 

~ l ;~ t io~ l ;~ l  I);~sis) tllc way such ~ I ~ > ~ ) ~ ~ ) ; I c I I C S  ;Ire I ~ I : I ~ I L '  (tr;~inillg. dc~ l io~ l s t r ;~ t io~~ .  :1iIvoc;icy etc.). to 
bri~rg loc:ll rcprcscnt;ttivcs illto N;ttio~tal Li;tiso~~ corn~nittccs ctc. I t  is Itor ~,ossil)lc (I~owcvcr 
dcsir;~l)lc) to idc~ltify atltl irlvulvc local rcl~rcsctlt;~rivcs I)cSorc tllc sites ;\re idctltifictl (with ;I I'cw 
cxccl)tio~ls wltcrc prior work 111;ly idc~ltify i~liIiviilit;~Is or I ~ ) c ~ I I I Y - ~ c I ) I ~ c s c I I ~ : I I ~ \ ~ c  NGOs wllo 
sl~oultl I)c irlvited to n;itio~t;~l ~>l;lrli~i~lg worksllolls). Ag;rin. 11101.c C S ; I I I I I > I ~ S  co111(1 I)c give11 (;\I1 01' 

wllicll wo~~lcl bc different) of wll:~t Ilas alrc;~dy 1)ce11 do~ lc  :I[ specific sites. Wl~;it tllc ~)rolws;ll 
tries to do is prcscllt the g e ~ ~ e r i c  111odeI ;111(1 pri~lcil)lcs 01' tllc ;lppro;tch. What it will clo i l l  

prilctice is hclp to i~icrcase (at a tlatio~l:ll lcvc!) tllc inlportancc att;iclted to p:irticip;~tion of local 
site stakellolders and conlnlunitics in sirc couscrvntion efforts (advoc;\cy, training) :uncI help to 
improve tllc way in wllich approacllcs arc ~llade at ccrtait~ sites (monitoring, action). Katlrcr 
thiin being poorly-dcvclopccl, thc co~lccpt of 'loc;ll site action groups' once again is 
intentionally flexible, and needs to be dcvclopcd according to the site and local circun~stat~ccs. 
Lessous con and have been learned fro111 Europe but the nature ol'sucll groups will be dil'l'crctlt 
in Africa, in each country (solnc cxa~nplcs are givcn) and vcry variable between sites in one 
country . 

9. "6.  ACTIVITIES"; p ;~cc  4: para. 2.  "Advocacv. motiitoring and action" 
Oncc sites have been identified at a national Icvel, the processes of advocacy, nlonitoring and 
action arc a cycle and do not occur in n linear order. They will also change over tinlc and in 
reliltion to individual sites (and action will only be carried out at ;l sub-set of priority threatcncd 
sites). Tlie Log Fratlie is broken do~vn into cycles wliich happen nationally, locally and 
regiotially because all 3 levels will operate tllrougllout the programme. All sites will be 
monitored at least annually (monitoring will ii:ally be done locally, feeding up to the national 



1)rogrammc); rile wliolc ~i;ltio~l:~l set of sites \v;ii ;IISO 1)c tllc sul~jcct of ad\!oc;liy (locally. 
natio~ially and rcgionnlly). Action will occur at sonic sites (folloici~ig the a11;llysis of priorities) 
;111d the Icvcl of actio~l will depend on the site. [lie tlircats to i t  ;111cl the capacity of tllc nntinu:~l 
programme. An action at a site could bc a ca~iip;~ign to reniove a tllrcar to i t  (e.g. proposed 
wetland drainage) - i f  such a threat could be fully renioved, then the site could be re~ilovcd 
from the list of priority sites and no fi~rtlicr action might bc requircd (only on-going 
monitoring). 

10. In response to thc query as to wl~ether tlie progralnnlc can achieve action "otller t1i;ln 
advocacy, awareness-building, provision of i~ i t~ rn i ;~ t ion ,  coordination. capacity-building for 
planning?" tlie answer is that actiou will be liniited (by resources) but tlie existing network is 
already achieving many addition;il actious. Further examples could be given - see the Gliana 
(Coastal Wetlands hlanagenient Project) example above, or campaigns and site nlanagenlent 
activities carried out by member groups of 13irdLife Soutll Africa. The required action depends 
on the site (as tlie review itself states - para. 3.  ou the sa~lie  page). Tlic ncrwork also h;ls Innuy 
exa~nples of succrssfi~l advocacy oS conserv;ltion of specific sitc#; 1c;lCi:;; 10 ;~ct io~i  I)y ~ l i i r~ l  
parties (ODA / Kenycl governnlclit i~lclusio~l of tlle Ar:ibuko-Sokoke forest coriserv;ltio~i project 
in tlie KIFCON progranlme; interest fro111 NORAD ;11111 otllcr ;~ge~lcics sp:lrked by tllc Uluguru 
h/Iountnins pilot project in T;~~iz:inin; inclusio~i of nlontnne forl'st projects in tllc GEF/ 
C a ~ n e r o o ~ i  governnlent l3iotlivcrsity Co~iscrvation ant1 h l ;~~~ ; ig tx~ ic~ l t  Pr~s~;i l l l~i i i ' ) .  

I I .  

wily :is I 
word "ii 
- ........a 

dotlc Ihr 
tc" Icvcl: 
...... - ...... 

12. "7. I 1 ~ ~ ~ < ? ' ~ C I ~ ' t \ ' ~ ' ( ) ~ ~ ~ '  ~ ~ ~ ' I ~ ( ~ ' ~ ' ~ ' ' ~  ~ J , I X L .  4: 1~;lr;l. 4 
, . I lie review ~01111  tlc I~crc :\re v;ilitl l)ut very site s~~cciSic :i11(1 tlic proposal is u~i:~l,lc to f? 

go to 111c level of ' tlcscril~i~ig ~):irtici~~:~tory ;~ppro:~clics ;it tile site level (otllcr t11;11i to 
stress 1111' i ~ i i p o r t ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ;  ~~:~kcliolllcs i~lvolvc~iic~it ;i11t1 o i~ t l i~ le  tI~e gc~icr;~I ; ~ p ~ ) r ~ ; i c l ~  - ill  tI1c S:IIIIC 

ins bccu otllcr tecll~iic;il aspects 01' tllc l>rogr;~ni~i~c). I lcncc tlic usc of I!:C 

p[xolxi;i , oI' ~);".ticil):~tio~i - i t  is ~ io t  possit)lc to spccilj ~ l ic t l ie r  it is " I I I C  
IJUUIC~L. tlic IIIOSL I I I . I I ~ I I I . ~ ~ ~ S ~ I ~  .... etc." C.YCC[II it: :.:I;I~~C)II to ii spccilic site (;111tl ;IS ; I I ~  oi~ll)i~t 
fro111 [lie st;tkcliolilcr :i~i;ilysis fc)r [ I i ; ~ t  site). At rhc nntion;~l level too. tllc st;tkclioltlcr co~iccpt is 
incorporatcd in tllc propos;il. (In tllc I:tliiopi;~ exi~~nplc .  p;lril. 3 above, tlic prcpnration for tllc 
first ni1tiori;ll (planning) worksliop cffcctivcly carrictl out n national Icvcl stakclioldcr n~ialysis 
and invitcd cvcryo~ic to t1 ilop (iticlutliiig various govcrtlnlcnt dcpart~ncnts) - so~ilc 
attcndcct; soriic didn't hut d to I J ~  kept ink)r~iicd. 

13. '1 
The w o ~  

11111~11t~" 
thdrawal 
r - 1 ~  ........ 

"Buildinl 
accurate 
.......... 

4. Atltlitionnl cor ' contcl.; n w e  6 ;  para. 1 : c sustainahility" 
rding "gradual wi of UK support" is not an reflection of what the 

programiiic aims to do, i I I ~  ~ ~ r o ~ > o s : ~ l  strcsscs that tllc purpusc 15 LV build capacity illid tra~isl'cr 
project mnnagcment and other fi~~lclio~is into the region. ('There will always be a BirdLifc 
Secretariat somewllerl: giving support to tllc network (i.e. "UK support" as long as the 
Secretariat is in tlie UK)  but i~lcrcasingly the African programnle will be managed, run and 
organised within and from the Africa11 regior,). Tlic plirasc "witlldrawal of UK support"  nill lit 
suggesr that thc programme is initially UK driven (which it  is not - it originates from tlie 
BirdLifc African Partners with technical support from the global Secretariat) and/ or that suc l~  
"witiidrawal" nliglit jeopardisc project sustainability. One of tlie strengths of the proposal is 
that there is on-going future ~ietwork support (technical, fund-raising. as required) - in parallel 
with capacity-building and transfer of responsibilities to Africa - to ensure tliat the GEI; T 

contribution builds sornetliing sustainable to continue after the five year funding period. 



hliclincl J.S. I lnrrisoll. 10 Fel~ruary 1997 

The response from the project proposers to the queries raised in tlie STAP review (3 1.1.97) lins 
provided enough detail to address positively ;11l the points raised. I ani grateful for tllc 
clarifications and detail provided. 

The nature of the response is to empllasise that most issues on which drt:~il was requested arc site- 
specific. Site-specific solutio~is arc crucial, as rllcre are 110 st;lnd:lrd n11tl presciptivt: motlels for 
biodiversity conservation: each site II;IS a spcc~fic biological, socio-economic and iustitu[iounl 
context. Also, site-specific solutio~is  nus st be guided by n set of general principles, n generic 
npproncli. This approach lias been clearly sct out in the brief. 'The questions raised in flit: review 
were r;lisecl in thc context of ally render of tllr brief being convinced ;~l,ou[ wllnt lies bcllinJ the 
general stntsnirnts of intent. The response lins given many assurances and illustrative c.un~iiplcs ( 
wliicl~ I ngrec, were constrained by the short Icngtl~ of the brict), 1Ii:it s;~tisfy IIIC ~ ~ e c d  Ihr 
clarific:~tian by [lie reviewer. 

These inclitdc ;~l'!inll;~[iuli rlla~: 
ni:lny govcrnriic~it-NCO ~ : I I  ~ I I ~ S S I I ~ I I S  arc ;llrc;lily well cs~;~l~l i s I~c~f  ;111t1 f i~~ ic t i~n i~~ ; :  cI'Scctivcly 
(one of 111c criteria for inclusiol~ in tllc ~ ~ s o j c c ~ ) ;  
tllc rclliit 01' [lie NI.Cs will I)c to c~is~i rc  relcv;~~lt ; I I I ~  ;~ly~ropri;~tc ilrstitutional :lrld st:~kel~oldcr 
irivolve~iic~it ill tI1e process - ;I proccss wllicl~ is olily sul'liciently i~Jv;~ncctl ill ;I few c;~scs to 
give cIc1;1iIc~I ex;~~iipIcs ( ; I I ~  ~ . Y ; I I I I ~ I C  is givc:~ 1'1.0111 litl~iopi;~); 
sul~port fi)r this proccss Il;~s I~ccu overt ;11vl cxplici~ i l l  I I ~ ; I I I ~  ei~ses (tllc- rrlissit~q A111lcx 7 ;~dtls 
~ v ~ i g l ~ t  to tl~is, : I I I ~  cx :~~~iplcs  ;\re give11 I'ro111 Sicrr;~ I . c o ~ ~ c ,  I7gyl)t. Kcny;~); 
~II~I~O~I!!I I  I ~ ~ ) I ) S  i v i l l  110t 1~ I ' I I I I ~ ~ C ~ .  \ifork :~lrc;~i!y i~~volvctl i ~ i  1cI)l's I V I I I  c o ~ ~ t i ~ ~ i l e ,  I ~ ~ ; I I I ) ~  O I ! I ~ I .  

;~ctiolls arc possil~lc autl tl~csc will C I I I C S ~ C  Iro111 I I I C  PI.OCCSS ( C . Y ; I I I I I I ~ ~ S  ;II-C given 1'rolli GII;III:I 
ant1 Calilcrool~). ;lntl 111iglit I ~ ~ C S I I I I I ; I I ) I ~  :\Iso illcl~tlc tryi~lg to raise I ' I I I ~ I S  clscwllcrc for 1CI)I)- 
type iritcrvcntious (i.e, tliilt ill1 illiporta~lt tlirust of tllc ntlvocncy o~id ;~ct io~l  is to sti~liul;~tc olllcr 
action - Ily third party Sundcrs a~id actors); 
i l l  souic c;lscs local st;lkclloldos pnrticip;ltio~l is ilnpractical llnril priorities ;Ire lilrtllcr cl;~ril'ictl. 
;lnd that [,art of ~ntiollal capacity builtling will I x  to cnsusc !Il;~t sltcll participation is rccogliisccl 
as cruci;llly itllportant at c:~rly stages ill site curlscrv;~tiull planning; 




