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A. PROJECT FRAMEWORK

Project Objective: To improve in a sustainable manner the proditgtof rural resources by adopting an integrated
holistic approach in order to attain the millennigi@velopment goals by reversing the current trénddegradation o
environmental resources in the northern region.

: Investment GEF - -
Colr:’nrgjoﬁcém ,TA, or Expected Outcomes Expected Outputs Financing Co-financing Total ($)
STA GM) | % | M) | %
1. Participatory | TA & Inv. | Enhanced mechanismg 30 villages / 1,800 villagers trained 0.463| 45| 9.988| 95.5% 10.451
Decision- for dialogue, reinforced| in integrated planning ans SLM %
making and capacities, improved 30 villages and inter-village
Environmental incentive structures, management committees
Planning promotion of SLM established/strengthened
techniques SLM consultation platform at the
local/provincial level established
5 pilot PES systems identified and
tested
2.Land Tenure | TA & Inv. | Reinforced capacities, | 10 pilot sites for conflict resolution 0471 21| 1.682 79% 2.153
Security and diffusion of SLM identified and implemented %
Sustainable techniques, mechanism
Land for preventing land 30 villages / 750 villagers trained in
Management tenure conflicts conflict resolution
Investment 10 study tours undertaken
Incentives Reduce the number of conflicts by
10 % by the end of phase 1 of the
CPP
3. Ecological Inv. Reinforced Management plans for 5 watershe¢ :  0.881| 7% | 11.930| 93% 12.811
Integrity and management capacitie§ and 1 pastoral zones completed
Sustainable SLM techniques 20 on the ground physical
Management of diffused, SLM practices| investments in watershed/pastoral
Selected adopted and replicated | zones undertaken
Watershed 60 villages and 1000 villagers
Ecosystems trained in resource management
planning
12 innovative mechanisms are test
for integrated watershed
management based on local
knowledge
4. Project management* 0.201| 5% | 4.218 95% 4419
Total Project Costs 2.016* [N 27.818 29.834

* Co-finance includes M&E /** (GEF 3 Allocationif@€PP Phase 1)



B. . FINANCING PLAN SUMMARY FOR THE PROJECT ($M)

For the
Project Preparation* Project Agency Fee Total at CEO record:
Endorsement
Total at PIF
GEF 0 2.016 0.181461 2.19746 NA
Co-financing 0.060 27816 T 27.878000 NA
Total 0.060 29.834{ 0.18146|1 30.07546 NA

C. SOURCESOF CONFIRMED CO-FINANCING

Name of co-financier (source) Classification Type munt ($ M) %*
IFAD (Project preparation) Multilat. Agency CashKimd 0.060 0.2
IFAD Multilat. Agency Soft Loan 16.028 5
WADB Multilat. Agency Soft-loan 3.834 13
OPEC Fund Multilat. Agency Soft-loan 2.886 11
GoBF Nat'l Gov't Guaranteed 3.312 12
Beneficiaries Beneficiaries Guaranteed 1.758 7
Total Co-financing 27.878 100%

D. PROJECT MANAGEMENT BUDGET/COST

Cost Items Total Ets'd GEF Other sources| Project total
person wks (CAY)) (1Y) (YD)

Local consultants* 520 0.144 1.640 1.784
International consultants* 0 0 0 0

Office facilities, equipment, vehicles & commuriaas** 0.057 1.422 1.479
Travel** 0 0.903 0.903
Miscellaneous 0 0.253 0.253
Total 520 0.201 4218 4.419

* Equipment entails: small office equipment and oekicle for the project team — running costs aretipes-financed by the IFAD project.

E. CONSULTANTSWORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENTS:

Component peErSst(I)rrT:?/\tlggks GEF($ M)* Other sources ($ M) Project total ($ M)
Local consultants* 72 0.054 0.02Q 0.074
International consultants* 16 0.032 0.010Q 0.042
Travel 0.021 0.015 0.036
Total 88 0.107 0.045 0.152

F. DESCRIBE THE BUDGET M& E PLAN:

GEF project monitoring and evaluation (M&E) will lhelly integrated into the existing M&E programmestablished for
the SRDP and will ensure consistency with GEF &#Dl procedures and requirements. The GEF projecEM§stem
will be based on the project logical framework (s&gpendix 3) but will rely on the existing SRDP M&&ystems
(baseline) to ensure monitoring consistency betwesseline interventions and GEF incremental a@witMonitoring of
both the project performance and impact will bedtated in accordance with the indicators and thansef verification
identified in the logical framework. The M&E systewill be aligned with the CPP overall result franmelv and M&E
modalities — indicators, data collection and staarnll be harmonized with the CPP M&E requiremetttsensure that the
sub-programs feeds into the national monitoringesys

Project Monitoring

The specific modalities for project M&E will be @éed at project start-up, including defining tldes of the GEF team
within the existing M&E system, specifying the ddulhal GEF monitoring and reporting requirements, &he terms of
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reference for the M&E specialist on the GEF tearh lvé developed and clear reporting and commurtinalines will be
defined.

The day-to-day monitoring of project implementatiodll be handled by the PMCU of the SRDP under thect
responsibility of the project coordinator and th&MBMunit. The PMCU has already developed procedfoegarticipatory
monitoring of project activities in consultationtlvikey stakeholders; additional procedures forigipgtory monitoring
will be developed as necessary to accommodate Gitftaring and evaluation requirements.

The GEF project’s incremental activities will b@stly monitored by IFAD in the context of its mamihg of the SRDP
through regular missions and teleconferences. TBE roject team will inform IFAD of any delays oiffitulties faced
during project implementation in order to ensur@sth execution of project activities.

Project Reporting

The results of project activities and monitorindl Wwe captured in the following reports:

* Project Implementation Report The GEF mandates an annual project implementagipart (PIR) in order to review
progress in project implementation. All projectslenimplementation for a year by the end of Junenyfcalendar year
must submit a PIR. PIRs are completed by the exeragency, in close collaboration with the projeem, following
a GEF PIR template. The PIR template will be sharithl the GEF project team to facilitate their cdiapce with this
requirement.

» Quarterly Progress Reports In addition to the annual PIR, the GEF project teeithsubmit quarterly progress reports
(QPRs) containing pertinent information and datgpmject progress and performance. The formatifesé reports is
attached for ease of reference.

* Project Terminal Report During the last three months of project implemeaatatthe GEF project team will prepare
the Project Terminal Report (PTR), which is a cosmgnsive overview summarizing all project actigfieutputs and
results, impact, lessons learned, objectives metobrachieved etc. The PTR is the definitive revivwhe project’s
activities, but it should also include recommenuladi for any additional measures that could be takeensure
sustainability and replicability/up scaling of thmject outcomes.

» Technical Reports Additionally, the GEF project team will be requirt)dm the outset to develop a draft plan and list

of expected technical reports on relevant areaintefvention to be prepared during project impletagan. If
necessary, these technical reports may also bamey external consultants contracted by theeptdpr particular
interventions. The technical report should desctii® project’s contribution to specific areas ahdudd be used as
effective dissemination tools of best practicegapvations.

Independent Evaluations

The project will be subject to independent mid-termd final evaluations:

» Theindependent mid-term evaluation will be undertaken at the end of the second yearaject implementation. The
purpose of the mid-term evaluation is to deternfiregress made towards the achievement of projegcooes and to
recommend mid-course adjustments where they aressary. The mid-term evaluation also focuses onegro
effectiveness and implementation efficiency. Thimleation will also identify initial lessons leadheand suggest
measures to be taken to improve implementatioheptoject.

» Thefinal evaluation is similar in scope to the mid-term evaluation takes place three months prior to the terminal

tripartite review meeting on the project. The fieakluation focuses, in particular, on project igtpglocal, national
and global), results and sustainability; it progidecommendations for follow-up and replicatiorbe$t practices.



Project Monitoring and Evaluation Work Plan
These monitoring, reporting and evaluation acegitare summarized in the following monitoring analeation work plan,
which also include an estimated budget for thetigites (see table).

Monitoring and Evaluation Work Plan and Budget

M & E Activity Responsible Parties Budget (US$) Timeline

Identification of project GEF project team, key To be finalized in first Start, mid and end of the

indicators stakeholders, IFAD three months of project | project

Annual monitoring of project | SRDP Coordinator To be finalized in first Annually prior to

progress and performance GEF project team three months of project | preparation of PIR

Training of GEF team and PMCU 10,000 At the start of the project

PMCU implementation, later as

necessary

Project implementation report GEF project team n&lo Annually

Technical reports GEF project team, external4,000 Ad-hoc as required
consultants if needed

Quarterly progress reports GEF project team and | None Quarterly after project start
SRDP Coordinator up

Project terminal report GEF project team and None At least one month before
SRDP Coordinator the end of the project

Mid-term external evaluation External consultants, 15,000 Mid-term of project
oversight by IFAD implementation

Final external evaluation External consultants, 18,000 At the end of project
oversight by IFAD implementation

Audit Certified auditor, 7,500 (average 1500 per| Annually
oversight by IFAD audit per year)

Technical Modalities of Project Ecological Monitoring:

The GEF project’'s environmental objective is to imge management of natural resources and degraddd bnd restore
the functional integrity of ecosystems in seleatedersheds of the five target provinces of the N@entral Plateau. The
integrated management of these watershed ecosystiinpsovide local and national environmental béiseby reducing
land degradation (desertification and deforestatioonserving watershed ecosystem environmentaicest reversing the
decline of agriculture, woodlands and rangeland®yTwill also provide global environmental benebis mitigating land
degradation, sequestering carbon, enhancing lapediadiversity and improving wildlife habitat.

Grossproject area:

The project area consists of five provinces in loethern zone of the country, i.e. Bam, Loroum,sB&&s Yatenga and
Zondoma, covered by the SRDP (see Map 2). Theseingas are situated in the north-west agro-ecofgrone,
according to the classification established byltistitut national de I'environnement et de la retiee aureole (INERAYN
the basis of rainfall and soil classification amdis-economic data. Together they occupy a surdaea of 21,057 kA(8
percent of the surface area of Burkina FaBbgir population, estimated in 2003 taking intoaod the rate of population
growth, is 385,311 inhabitants, with an averagesifigiof 66 inhabitants per KmThis large area will include five specific
monitoring focal areas (FA), one per province, farnitoring and evaluation of project and environtaénbjectives. The
GEF project interventions will occur in these FAs.

Net project area:

The net project area (NPA) will consist of five &areas (FAs) of roughly 1,000 ha each, spediicdésigned for
monitoring and evaluating project interventionsthimi the five watersheds of roughly 10,000 ha etcheted by the
SRDP. These watersheds are: (i) You watershedriaumo Province, (ii) Bilinga-Nogo watershed in YagarProvince, (iii)
Minima-Kontoega watershed in Zondoma Province, {gko-ouono watershed in Passoré Province and (ubdaee
watershed and Lac Bam in Bam Province. The NPA kellithe area in which improved land managementtipescand
techniques will be implemented under the GEF ptajed in which the impacts of these improvementshgi monitored.



Field Sampling Design within Focal Areasand Refer ence Plots:

Field sampling will follow scientifically sound predures developed and tested for monitoring enmissral and
economic impacts. These procedures are based beftmtive combinations of remote sensing andigpétory surveys.
Ground measurements within each focal area wittdréed out using a spatially clustered samplirepmpEmall field teams
will be mobilized and trained for data collectioneach cluster, including biophysical, site chaggzation data, above and
below ground biomass, erosion observations, wafdtration measurements, soil augering, etc. Ths Will serve as the
primary data collection sites for the project. Tlheation of the FAs and all data collected will eo-referenced and
entered into the project GIS data base.

Remote sensing:

Satellite imagery will be acquired for each FA ayeb-registered. Analyses of woody vegetation caviéroe completed
using standard image interpretation and supervidassification techniques. Additionally, the image#l be used to
identify FAO Land Cover Classification System (LOG$asses, villages, housing units, the presen@mibfconservation
structures, roads, water sources including stookstasprings, boreholes, lakes and rivers, roadsks and physically
degraded or barren areas.

M easuring impacts of land degradation:

Large-scale diagnostics of land degradation wildbaee using remote sensing images. Areas will betified and mapped
as erosion sources, sediment deposition basinseasdnably stable areas. Results will be usedgettéand management
interventions. Deforestation will be monitored gjdiorest margins using remote sensing. Land detjmadand sediment
loads will be monitored in the FAs. Observationl e matched with field data and socio-economiweys collected at
the monitoring sites. Interpretation will be dome tleforestation and desertification hot spotsyeesiof sediment, and
impacts on soil fertility.

Ecosystem richness and biodiver sity:

Two complimentary approaches for measuring bioditeewill be used. The first, ecosystem richrtesscalculated on the
basis of the type and number of ecosystems in EAcThe second approach, agro-biodiverfsity a rapid field approach
to biodiversity assessment, based on using paé-plent checklists of useful, common exotic andgedous plants. Agro-
biodiversity will be assessed in terms of abundadeasity, and relative frequencies of plant spe@ed the importance of
traditional, indigenous plants.

Monitoring rural livelihood and poverty:

The SRDP uses participatory rural appraisal teclesdo capture socio-economic indicators in the $ielected watersheds.
The GEF team will direct special attention to \gks within the five FAs. Initially, focus group dissions with local
leaders and community members will be used to duite the GEF project to the area and to identiéy rtiajor natural
resource management constraints faced by the coityniiocus groups will be asked to rank problemd gossible
interventions for these by consensus. Resultsheilbynthesized in the village diagnostics and dgreent plans prepared
by each community.

Capacity Building for | mplementation of the M& E Plan

The GEF project will provide technical assistanoe dapacity building and supervision of the M&E igities. Capacity
building will include training for the GEF team M&Epecialist and for other staff (e.g. the GIS sulest) in the PMCU, as
well as on-the-job experience with a national M&Epert. Assistance with supervision of M&E activitiwill be provided
by qualified national M&E experts as needed.

! The ecosystem richness is measured as the nuriteerestrial or marine ecosystem types or biorhased where possible on an
existing classification or estimated from the digdimn and structure.

2 That component of biodiversity that contributegaod and agriculture production. The term agradhiersity encompasses within-
species, species and ecosystem diversity.



PART Il: PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

A. DESCRIBE THE PROJECT RATIONALE AND THE EXPECTED MEASURABLE GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS:

The problems of land and natural resource deg@dati Burkina Faso are less technical or techno&gthallenges than
they are the absence of an “eco-citizen” consciessand the lack of willingness among most of & ayers to work
towards the same sustainable land management gaalsoted above, there are numerous strategiegjgmlplans and
programmes dealing with land management. Unforeipathis plethora of frameworks and plans has drdpslated into
compartmentalization and institutional agendasctvimeans that each ministerial department or utitit seeks its own
survival and legitimacy in developing its own pragmmes and its own legislation and rules for goaadaoot, rather than
looking to see how it can be collaborative and dementary with others and build their respectivepatdties for

coordination and support for development. Curretitly sectoral development approach and the prafifer of institutions

appear to be the primary elements for the developragategy within each ministry. Very few effordse developed
together, to provide a holistic long-term visioraths shared by all the development players (pajous, civil society,

private sector, development partners). Even wheh awision is developed (as in the case of the BDX8e PAN-LCD) it

does not serve as the reference framework for thistry which has oversight responsibility for @mboration.

To further complicate matters, there is very liktewledge in Burkina Faso on the integrated mamegé of ecosystems at
the landscape level. Professionals tend to be asiin one particular field and have not suéfitly learned to combine
disciplines, to think in terms of trade-offs betwewarket and non-market ecosystem services, t& thiterms of different
stakeholders and interests or in terms of diffesgdtial and temporal scales. Considerable stiide® been made in
capacity building at the national level and therent cadre of staff in leading positions has a msichnger background
than was true 30 years ago. Still, approaches reimghly sectoral and, although production and ues® management
often go together, a really integrated vision & fhture for the country with respect to land ddgten and sustainable
land management is lacking. This vision should ipalarly address trade-offs between (i) the usepuadvisioning
ecosystem services (crop and animal productioretgygset against the regulatory services fromrahtesource quality
and ways to improve it, (ii) the use of culturalosgstem services and (iii) the improvement and/aintenance of
regulatory ecosystem services, particularly readjzihat preventing land degradation is much chegpaar rehabilitating
degraded resources.

At the institutional level, many ministries in tli@&oBF have a stake in sustainable land managemaéiht,respect to
agriculture, water resources, range managemergstfyr infrastructure, decentralization processesearch, etc. At the
regional and provincial levels, these ministriege aepresented but often lack the means to adeguptelide the
institutional services that they are meant to pteviLack of an effective extension service hagdegoor levels of contact
between government bodies and land users, who elgwrnore on non-governmental organizations (NG@s) @nsulting
firms (‘bureaux d’études’). In other words, the ambof time and effort spent at the national ldeallevelop strategies and
action plans is watered down considerably wheadthes the intermediate and local levels. Thesalswehe levels where
the private sector is active and where stakeholdbould ideally meet to discuss development issiiesn appropriate
intervention scale. Currently, investments in tositbnal development are part of many baselinegatapbjectives, but there
is no single proven framework yet that has showbeaanost effective. Projects also tend to devehair bwn structures of
interaction and often would rather not make usmeffective government structures or take the timkearn best practices.
Instead, they would rather create their own.

In terms of human capital and knowledge, BurkinadHaas advanced markedly in recent decades, but reawins to be
done to solidify knowledge of sustainable land nggamaent at all levels. Professional staff in governtroffices have
improved their skills, as many benefited from folhegree training inside and outside of Burkinad-#&3ojects at baseline
level make use of skilled professionals and alssefoechelon local staff tends to have more knowdedg rural
development than shortly after independence. Furibiee, much has been done in Burkina Faso at @ssgyots level to
sensitize and empower land users themselves. Wnfaely, these advances have not stopped the tehdadural resources
from further degradation. The village land managaneemmittees (CM) are now in place but need tpioperly trained
to take on the management of their local envirortnoerio cooperate with other villages and terrgerin management of
the wider landscape (whether at the local or tramstary level). This requires investments in sodiaman, physical and
financial capital. Elderly people being highly resfed may also mean that modern insights, captoyethe younger
villagers, remain underutilized.



As far as application of sustainable land managémeactices and technologies goes, Burkina Fasoniede some

significant advances, but again much remains tddye to consolidate these advances into sustainar@agement. The
participatory testing of diverse technologies ie ttield has been and still is a major activity abjpcts and NGOs,

increasingly through the CMs. An array of technidsghave been adopted to a limited extent (zaf;rhabns and stone
rows seemingly being most cost-effective, at leéasthe Central Plateau where the majority of inwesits have taken
place). What remains, however, is for these tedgie$ to be validated well enough economically éadplicated widely

throughout the country and for their global enviremtal benefits to be fully understood and apptediaAs land users in
different parts of the country have different ctémiand perceived problems and goals, there isictothing as one perfect
set of tools and technologies, but rather a sétest practices. More efficient use of provisionewpsystem services (i.e.
obtaining more food, wood, meat per unit of pramisng ecosystem service) reduces the overall uasadtle use of

ecosystem services. Research has shown that marield increases are feasible and innovativenéas on the Central
Plateau have adopted sustainable land managensbnbtegies which were then copied by others. Iiipaar, zai seems
cost-effective, showing a doubling of sorghum yidltbreover, zai is practiced on land that was nesly totally bare,

unused and a source of runoff.

Environmental degradation is widespread in thelmoentral plateau region. It is related to the &woonditions but is more
directly driven by barriers specific to the regi@uch as particularly degraded vegetative coversaild due to recurrent
droughts, irregular rainfall, erosion and incregsitemand for agricultural land. This is resultimgfurther cultivation of
marginal lands and detrimental changes in landamskcropping patterns. Marginal land cropping teasl Ito increased
competition and conflicts between farmers and pabsts.

The region is also characterized by its low satiiffey and the unsustainable agricultural pradi¢madequate land use and
cultivation/cropping techniques). Land reclamattechniques are not adopted and extensive livestgstems, coupled
with the inadequate production techniques, legarégressive deterioration of soil organic matterteat. Furthermore, the
soils of the region, dominated by ferruginous teapisoils, are rather difficult to manage as thaydtto block important
elements such as phosphorus.

Water sources in the region (dams, ponds, ressjvaie increasingly rare and subject to growingsuee due to high and
uncontrolled demand for irrigation and livestocko Mitigation measures are in place and this sinahas lead to
significant sedimentation problems in dams througtloe region.

In sum, the main barriers to SLM in the north caihplateau of Burkina Faso could be summarisediasiral poverty, (ii)
lack of harmonised approaches to SLM, (iii) lackladal planning for land management, (iv) limitedaihcial resources
and technical capacities and (v) difficult and céerdand tenure situations.

The proposed project is one of four sub-programimelsided in Burkina Faso’s pilot phase of the Gppraved CPP.
Thus the project’s objectives mirror those of tHeRCand will contribute directly to the CPP’s thspecific objectives for
the north central plateau. The programme’s ovelglctives and main expected results are thostifiéenby stakeholders
in relation to the CPP umbrella framework for thgion. The programme will work towards:

» contributing to the development of a partnershitfptm and coordinated approach to sustainableegitable

land management,
» promoting the institutional and policy contextsstgport better mainstreaming of SLM,
* promoting integrated and equitable SLM practiceseldaon innovative modalities and local knowledge.

As such, the programme will assist the GoBF inatifely implementing the CPP and the national acptans designed to
improve the potential for production by rural pagidns while preserving the global environmentparticular the agro-
ecosystems, natural habitats and biotopes of béosity of the northern watersheds.. Finally, theFGQioject will help
Burkina Faso sustainably improve the productivifyroral resources through the adoption of an irategt, holistic
approach that will meet its MDGs related to reveyghe current trends of loss of environmental ueses.

The sub-programme’s overall objectives and maineetqu results are those identified by stakeholgerglation to the

CPP umbrella framework for the region. The programwill work towards: (i) contributing to the deveplment of a
partnership platform and coordinated approach tstasmable and equitable land management, (ii) ptmgothe
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institutional and policy contexts to support bett@instreaming of SLM, and (iii) promoting integrdtand equitable SLM
practices based on innovative modalities and ldcadwledge. As such, the sub-programme will asdist GoBFin
effectively implementing the CPP and the natiordioa plans designed to improve the potential faxdpiction by rural
populations while preserving the global environmemtparticular the agro-ecosystems, natural hbaad biotopes of
biodiversity of the northern watersheds. Finalhe GEF sub-programme will help Burkina Faso suatdinimprove the
productivity of rural resources through the adaptid an integrated, holistic approach that will mige MDGs related to
reversing the current trends of loss of environmentsources. Among the expected measurable gkbatonmental
benefits are: (i) the number of hectares of ciitieatershed ecosystems and natural habitats fétodieal diversity restored
and sustainably managed, particularly in the pakmmmes and wetland environments; (ii) the reduastin soil erosion and
conservation of critical water resources resulfimgn improved land management practices in the nshésl and pastoral
zone ecosystems; (iii) the number of farmers/vélsgadopting improved management practices as uwdt re the
promotion, replication and dissemination of innowatand replicable approaches, practices and téofiies to address
land degradation and combat desertification andrdefation; and (iv) the sequestration of carbaotihénnatural vegetative
cover of rehabilitated woodland, rangeland andawetlsystems in the watershed ecosystems.

B. DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH NATIONAL PRIORITIES/PLANS:

Burkina Faso’s commitment to environmental protetis enshrined in its Constitution of 2 June 1984ich recognizes in
its preamble that environmental protection is aessity for Burkina Faso, states that natural resmsubelong to the people
(Article 14) and identifies protecting, defendingdgpromoting the environment as the duty of alkeits (Article 29).

In 2000, Burkina Faso adopted its first PRSP (2B002), which analyzed the vulnerability of the coyrand the factors
reducing its capacity to address environmentalratdral resource degradation, contributing to ib®us cycle of poverty

and hindering its capacity to face the economicllehges imposed by globalization. Among these fisctthe PRSP
identified climate variability and change, land dmddiversity degradation and the pressure on dne by subsistence
farmers. Thus the Government recognized that titieatrelements in the struggle to reduce povemtBurkina Faso are
sustainable land management and combating desatitiin. The PRSP was revised in 2003, integratiegoutcomes of the
Johannesburg Summit on Sustainable Developmentenudjnizing the combat against desertification msnaestment

priority. The new PRSP has been validated for ttrdod 2002-2006 after extensive consultations widkeholders from
various social strata, as well as with developrpamtners.

In December 2003, in order to achieve coherencé wie revised PRSP, the Government adopted a nesal Ru
Development Strategy validated through broad si@keh consensus. The strategy is considered b%Btwernment as a
reference framework responding to the challengedestlopment in rural areas, where the incidengeowkrty has been
constantly increasing during the last ten yeare Sthategy takes a holistic approach through ttegiation of interventions
from all sectors of the economy, the rational mamagnt of natural resources and ecosystems, arahthewerment of the
rural population to enable them to control theinodevelopment.

After ratification of the UNCCD in 1996, Burkina @& embarked on a participatory process for the |[dpueent and
adoption of the NAP/CD. The NAP/CD, launched ined @900, is meant to be an integrating and federétamework for
all programmes and projects that directly or incliyedeal with land management, combating deseatidbn or poverty
reduction in Burkina Faso; it has the primary otiec of seeking complementarities and efficiency promoting
sustainable development in the country. It seet@thieve sustainable development of the countiyuilding the capacity
of local authorities and by ensuring the activetipigation of the population, local government srénd local groups in
initiatives related to combating desertificatiordanitigating the impacts of drought” through sepeiority focal areas:

e sustainable natural resource management (watestfifauna, soils, etc.)

» improvement of living conditions of the rural arehs-urban populations

» creation of an enabling policy, legal and instdnal environment

» capacity building (socio-professional organizatideshnical capacities, technological

* and strategic analysis and the formulation of sgias)

» scientific and technical cooperation

» strengthening the financial capacity and negotmasiills of vulnerable groups and

» sub-regional cooperation.



In 2004, the Government adopted two major documertsed at mainstreaming environmental issues iotall
development, i.e. the new Environmental Plan fost&inable Development and the Operational Prograrunghe
NAP/CD. The CPP is the main vehicle for implemegtiroth of these policy instruments.

Taken together, the PRSP, the RDS and NAP/CD apéegonoof of the policy coherence and of the strpalitical will of
the Government in its efforts to improve peopléi&lihoods. They demonstrate an institutional dyitasearching for
solutions for strengthening sustainable managewfamtural resources, more particularly for arresand reversing trends
in land degradation. The CPP further capitalizesttmse dynamics, as well as on lessons learneat th order to
promote dialogue and an action framework which Wil coherent and efficient and will address landraigation
challenges within an appropriate time span.

Burkina Faso is also participating in TerrAfricapartnership in support of SLM in Sub-Saharan Af{§SA), developed
around a joint Business Planning Framework. Itga@lenission is to support scaling up of mainstreagrand financing of
SLM approaches in SSA, employing a business mddeldeeks to remove specific bottlenecks to théngcap of SLM
strategies and investments. This business modslipported by a broad partnership in recognitiorthef fact that no
institution acting alone could hope to achieve saiclobjective, while by acting together significgains could be made in
efficiency, quality, and scale. The business madeludes three activity lines, i.e. coalition builg, knowledge
management and enabling investments at countrisleader each activity line, a number of sub-otdjes are identified
that are derived from the overall mission describbdve. For each sub-objective, a limited set difviies with clear
deliverable and outcomes are identified under anwlak Programs for the partnership. The Governnterg requested
that Burkina Faso be part of the priorities undier TerrAfrica work program. The Executive CommittéeT errAfrica has
endorsed this request and made Burkina Faso orkeopriority countries for collective action, inwemnt scale up,
capacity building, alignment and harmonization undetivity Line 3 of the TerrAfrica work program.he GEF funded
CPP under UNDP leadership is planned to be a namlwvery mechanism under Activity Line 3 of Terrf&f, and will
benefit of the support of all TerrAfrica. The prgaad sub-program will be aligned with the TerrAfrigaocess and share
knowledge, streamlined M&E indicators and tools anethods for SLM (planning, implementation and nanmg)
building on the local level. The project will feeaitk into the TerrAfrica process through the SLMtfplan (Under the CPP
umbrella). The project is mainly contribution tethrogrammatic activity line 3 of TerrAfrica andiMieed into the overall
M&E function to TerrAfrica. Again this will be dortrough the overall CPP umbrella.

C. DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH GEF STRATEGIESAND STRATEGIC PROGRAMS:

The sub-programme’s objectives are fully consistétit the provisions of the UNCCD and with the altiees and policies
of GEF, particularly with those of its Focal Area dand Degradation. The focus on combating desetibn and
deforestation in the context of promoting sustaimalevelopment in rural areas puts it in line witle mission and
objective of the land degradation focal area aa@R 1 on Supporting sustainable agriculture amgieland management.

Furthermore, the sub-programme fits comfortablyhimitthe two Strategic Objectives of the GEF FocataAon Land
Degradation: (i) SO 1 on placing sustainable larshagement in the mainstream of development pohdymactice at the
local level and (ii) SO 2 on scaling up investmeintssustainable land management to generate berefitthe global
environment as well as for local livelihoods. Thidurther demonstrated by the fact that the sagg@mme is included in
the first phase of the GEF-approved CPP for Burkiaso, which has among its objectives (i) to prenast enabling policy
and institutional environment for the enhanced &dopand implementation of sustainable land managen{CPP
Strategic Objective 2) and to promote innovationsoag farmers and exchanges of knowledge and bestiges in
collaboration with farmers and other practition@®P Strategic Objective 3).

Furthermore, the current policy of the GoBF, wiaomstitutes the frame of reference for both thgegt@and the CPP,
recognizes the close link between combating déisatibn and achieving sustainable developmentmagans towards
poverty alleviation.

As an integral part of the CPP, the project besdéfim the synergies with GEF established by thE:CP
» GEF Strategic Priority 1 with respect to targetagazity-building is coherent with the Specific Gitjee 2 of the
CPP, which is to promote an enabling policy anditutsonal environment for the enhanced adoptior an
implementation of sustainable land management
» GEF Strategic Priority 2 with respect to field aities is coherent with CPP Specific Objective 3iich aims at
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promoting innovations among farmers and exchangimayvledge and best practices in collaboration fétimers,
scientists and other practitioners, both within¢bantry and the region.

In addition, the broadened partnership frameworkthef CPP in Burkina Faso (through its three speaifijectives),
combined with the exchange mechanisms it has pemaetill greatly contribute to achieve global impat conformity
with the GEF approach. As the CPP is extendingrifdementation (phase 2) into GEF-4, care has baden to ensure that
it anticipates the upcoming new Strategic Objestigé the LD Focal Area in GEF-4. In this regards tBPP addresses
primarily SLM-1 (Systemic change) but also hasvaiee to SLM-2 (demonstrating and up-scaling).

D. OUTLINE THE COORDINATION WITH OTHER RELATED INITIATIVES:

Since the GEF activities support one of the fougiamal sub-programmes identified by the CPP, theralll CPP

administrative structure will ensure coordinatioithwother related initiatives in the northern regid-or this purpose the
GoBF established a National Authority for Sustaleaband Management. This national authority willsere the

management, administration and guidance of thealiyerogramme, as well as coordination of the stdg@mmmes with

other SLM initiatives. The sub-programme for thethern region will work towards a harmonised SLMpagach and

investments in the northern region through an Slatfprm and the promotion of synergetic effortanieet the collective
objective of the CPP. The sub-programme is dirdatked to the CPP framework in terms of resultd ahares collective
objectives with the other four CPP sub-programmiés. sub-programme will engage partners (internatjarational, local,

NGO, etc.) that are operating in the region. Thidudes IFAD, the World Bank, the Governments ohibark and the
Netherlands, which are currently supporting a nunolb@atural resource management projects in themne

IFAD and UNDP worked together as “co-leaders” dgrihe preparatory stage to assist the GoBF in dpued the CPP
framework. IFAD then took the lead in preparing pnesent GEF project in tandem with its preparatibthe SRDP in the
northern region of the country.

IFAD has long been engaged in rural poverty alksse through direct investments aimed at achievaumcrete
improvements in the livelihoods of its projectsigat groups. In Burkina Faso, most IFAD projectsodiave had a strong
environment, land and water conservation dimenstimough the promotion of equitable and sustainotel and water
management practices. IFAD also fosters the empuoemr of local populations in decision-making throutheir
participation in the identification and dissemioatiof sustainable traditional practices, as weliremvative and cost-
effective practices. In this respect, IFAD has dbnted to the dissemination of local practices fand and water
conservation. IFAD also has substantial experiémaeatershed management approaches (planning,roesmanagement,
conflict resolution and access to land).

IFAD is both a United Nations agency and an inteomal financial institution (IFI). IFAD is the ownlIFI in Burkina Faso
that emphasises direct targeting of rural househaldd embedding its targeting approach within ldnatitutional

development activities for greater empowerment.s€leectivities aim at strengthening the most relexanal poor people’s
organisations, be they income-generating or nat@sdurces management-related. In a community-ardeelopment
(CDD) setting, this implies strengthening publicdaprivate institutions both of participatory demmcy (village

assemblies, Village Development Committees, prodamgnisations, etc.) and representative demodracgl municipal

councils, unions and federations of producer oggtiuns, etc.). Especially, it implies strivingdolidify the often tenuous
linkages and sometimes skewed and biased relaijmbletween different levels of decision-makingtdohnical terms,
IFAD has a comparative advantage in land improvenasad reclamation, soil erosion control and wat@magement,
encompassing both traditional improved and modeattjres, linking applied participatory researcifaomers and their
organizations and rural micro enterprise develogmA&nother comparative advantage of IFAD is focus amnnecting
internal rural and urban markets and to transfoaditional and subsistence crops into locally int@er cash crops.

The objectives of the CPP are in line with IFAD’amdate, which is to enable the rural poor to oveetheir poverty. The
CPP will contribute to two of IFAD’s strategic objeves, namely: (i) increasing local access to ewtnues from better
managed natural resources, including land and waeagriculture and grazing), greater land teraereurity and conflict
prevention and resolution and (ii) strengtheningjusive bottom-up planning, monitoring and accohilityg processes at
the interface between villages and local governmefis noted above, IFAD’s COSOP for Burkina Fagghlights the

importance of using sustainable and equitable land natural resources management to improve ruspllgtion

livelihoods. However, it is expected that IFAD'snipstanding experience and its ongoing programrapsesent an
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essential strategic support to the CPP in termisvafstment and implementation. In addition, the GRIPbring value
added to IFAD operations in terms of partnershgicy dialogue and learning.

The sub-programme will works towards a harmoniseldl 8pproach and investments in the north centratigalu region
through an SLM platform and the promotion of symdigefforts to meet the collective objective of BPP. The sub-
programme is directly linked to the CPP framewarkerms of results and shares collective objectiviéis the other four
CPP sub-programmes. The sub-programme will engagaers (international, national, local, NGO, etiagt are operating
in the region. Partners active in the northernargas well as their activities, are summarisetthénTable 10:

Sub-programme Partnersin the North Central Plateau

Structures Relevant Domain Zone Budget
(in million)
Fédération Nationale | SWC, rural water, agro-forestry, nutrition, health Entire area NA
des Groupements Naaimeducation, gender mainstreaming, extension,
(FNGN) livestock, cereal banks, micro-credit and IGA
ECLA Social environment, agriculture, livestockedit Entire area NA
and IGA
ADRK Credit, SWC, NRM, agriculture, employment sBaré NA
ANAR Alphabetisation, SWC, IGA, agriculture, Yatenga NA
reforestation
PNGT Il Local development and “gestion des terfoirs Passoré, NA
Zondoma
PADSEA I Water management Entire area 15 361
PADL2 Local development Yatenga, | 7 336
Loroum
PDCL Local development and food security Zondomg A N
PSA/RTD Food security and land reclamation Yatenga| NA
Loroum
PRS Water management Entire arep 8920
PETITS BARRAGES | Agricultural production Entire area 10 249,3
BAD
PRS-AEP Water management Passoré 5600,17
PSSA Agriculture and diversification Entire area AN
INERA Research and development (Agriculture and | Entire area NA
forestry)
FAARF Credit Entire area NA
URCPN Credit Entire area NA
PAM/BKF Agriculture, soil fertility, food security Entire area 3331,782
PROJET 1000 Water management Entire area 5000
FORAGES/CHINE
PE IV /VOLET Education and training Loroum 4 361,20
AGRICOLE

E. DESCRIBE THE INCREMENTAL REASONING OF THE PROJECT:

The past three decades have been marked by bapghpisable pressure on land resources. As a coeseguthere has
been a decline in agricultural production, degradain the quantity and quality of land and graziageas, and an
impoverishment of the biological diversity (disapmece of plants, including medicinal plants, aménairds, insects,
micro-organisms, etc.), food insecurity and a dagpeof poverty, and increasing competition for ess to land for
different usages and users. This continual degmadaf natural capital is explained by the facttthavernment initiatives
were often developed to react to the most preseggds (response to emergencies), with a resultiagention to
sustainable land management. The short term ecanamai political benefits were often obtained atphee of long-term
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environmental damage. This is also true for ustlarm who have just enough to live on, and who pttically no other
choice than to search for immediate benefits fairtlsurvival. Also, in many cases, sectoral devalept and the
proliferation of institutions appears to have ciaongtd the primary elements of development strategyy few efforts were
developed or are developed to provide a holistiogiterm vision which is shared by all the developmactors
(Government, populations, civil society, privatetse, cooperation partners, etc.). Moreover, thasiens which are often
made at the highest levels of government withoyttame grass roots participation render their imdatly inefficient in
terms of poverty alleviation at the local level.

The barriers to sustainable land and natural resomanagement in the north central provinces amneiaerous as they are
intractable. First and foremost, these barriersude insufficient human resource and institutional capacities. This
insufficiency is clearly evidenced by the genesakl of adequate capacities among the farmers aatl populations of the
provinces to effectively implement sustainable laardl natural resources management practices. mhidficiency is
further compounded at the institutional level bg thmited capacities of GoBF technical and extemsiervices working
with these local populations to effectively addréssir resource management problems. Second, yirdgrthis human
resource barrier is the fundamentatk of widespread knowledge of best practices for sustainable land and natural
resource management in the northern provinces. i§higle despite the fact that previous soil andewaonservation
projects have made advances in local understamdidghe fact that the current knowledge base ikiBarFaso as a whole
is substantial. Knowledge in the northern area mes&ragmented without effective mechanisms forlemion and
dissemination to the larger population. Third, lsegnover these other constraints are ploéicy barriers to sustainable
land and natural resource management that continpkay a role at the local level in the north cahprovinces. Despite
the large number of laws, strategies and actionspfarmulated and implemented at the national,oreiand sectoral
levels, these policy instruments have effectetklithange on the actual management of lands amndahatsources at the
local level. The mounting pressures in the ruraharhave overcome the best laid plans. Policiesipmibt being applied in
the field because of limited resources and manpoReygress in land tenure security has remainesivelu effective
systems of land tenure/secure resource access fightange management have yet to be developed.

The studies performed during preparation of the @R® identified a number of constraints or basrits effectively
arresting existing land and natural resource degie and instituting sustainable land managemetité country. Most of
these apply to the northern provinces. These arephygsical barriers by any means; they include gyolinstitutional,
technical, financial and economic barriers that rhaymore difficult to overcome than any physicalrieas can be. A
discussion of these barriers follows.

International barriers As a landlocked country with scarce resources @hgércent of the population dependent on
agriculture, the opportunities available to Burkiraso for economic growth through increased expamgsnot plentiful.
Trade barriers and lack of comparative advantagepeoed to other fast-growing countries in Asia &adin America
preclude a more rapid absorption of part of thalrgopulation in other sectors of the economy. €réarriers and
agricultural subsidies elsewhere in the world asb as barriers in this context. The GoBF is adiingssome of these
barriers through its engagement with World Tradgadization (WTO) discussions, reporting on Millammi Development
Goals (MDGs) and harmonization of donor intervemsioFurther, in the context of the CPP, the GoBF evialuate the
impact of changes in world prices and subsidigge@ally for cotton, on incentives for greater exgian of cropland into
rangelands and forests.

Regional barriers A number of the intermediate causes of land andrahtesource degradation identified above require
regional cooperation to address effectively (eagtpral transhumance, hunting and gathering), whiekents a barrier for
the GoBF to overcome. The GoBF recognizes thabnagiicooperation is increasingly important in addieg sustainable
land management issues, but such cooperation rerranfficient and must be regarded as a barri@nt planning and
action with countries that face similar agro-ecaagiconditions and land degradation constraintdccbelp Burkina Faso
cut transaction costs and share in implementafigrolicies and investments promoting sustainalié lmanagement.

I nsufficient institutional and human resour ce capacities Limited institutional and human resource capagitiee found at
several levels: (i) Farmers and farmers associatitatk sufficient capacities to practice sustaiealproductive
agriculture;(ii) Community users of forest and ralagd resources have insufficient capacities neddedustainable
management of these resources; (iii) The governragritultural extension service and civil sociehtitees working in
agricultural extension frequently have insufficiecdapacities for participatory, adaptive extensidnsostainable land
management systems for agriculture; (iv) The capadinational government technical services, afetteralized local and
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regional governments, of NGOs, consulting firms atiters to support the replication and adaptatiocoommmunity-based
forest management/co-management systems is insuaffic(v) The capacity of all of these agenciesdevelop new,
sustainable models for range management and theepticate them, is especially thin; (vi) The cdpas of the new
communes and of the provincial, regional and nafiagovernment to develop effective regulationsiped/laws and
strategies for sustainable land management, adl tteke strengthened.

Policy barriers There are a large number of laws, strategiess temdl action plans (e.g. regulations for the Laadufe
Reform Act, the National Action Programme to Combasertification (PAN/LCD), etc.) at national, regal and sectoral
levels that overlap and create inefficiencies anddaction costs. They seem to be there for the shkeing there, rather
than serving as mechanisms to act, intervene,jtégeilor develop. Some have become old-fashionegressures in the
rural area have mounted. Policies are not appletlemough in the field due to lack of resourced ammnpower. Much less
time goes into law enforcement than into law makifilgere is no tangible progress in the fieldafd tenure security.
Appropriate systems of land tenure/secure resagcess rights for range management have yet tevmsaped. Although
there is no real evidence that the lack of landeraimp is a barrier to the adoption of soil conagon practices, population
migration has resulted in anarchistic occupationaoid and often times conflict, which in turn ingses pressure on
strategic resources (protected areas, water couees Top-down procedures at the policy levelehmet with resistance
at the local level.

Institutional barriers Too many institutions are active in the field ofal development, which makes coordination of
activities difficult, increases transaction costseates conflicts of interest, and often sends lagsers contradictory
development messages. In addition, there are sgtitakissues where there are no institutions ik mandate to address
them, such as transboundary management of natgalirces. While the Liptako-Gourma Authority (BukiFaso, Mali
and Niger) is based in Ouagadougou, there are roaugterpart national agencies that engage witbften leading to
mixed sectoral messages and agendas. Differenbagpes by the GoBF in the past (e.g. sectoral apgprgroduction-
oriented, lack of participation) have not been hélfor sustainable land management.

Knowledge barriers There is no institutional body in the country tligtable to oversee and guide the entire field of
sustainable land management, although the Départmemitoire should be able to do this. This espléirefers to
thinking in terms of chains, i.e. in causes an@aff, in terms of different scales and in termsnoftiple stakeholders.
Finally, there are no clues yet on the multiple dj¢g that may be obtained from targeted sustatnédyild management.
Scarce financial and human capital at the leveahefland user is a major barrier. Knowledge of nwarket ecosystem
values is also much less developed than knowledigeadket ecosystem values. The current knowledge lira Burkina
Faso on land degradation and sustainable land reareag is substantial, but it is fragmented withant effective
mechanism for collecting, synthesizing and dissatinig this knowledge. Indigenous knowledge hasheatn adequately
captured and capitalized. There is only a modesesef the need to advocate best practices. A ssitteexample is the
national programme to install 500,000 compost pitss,there are no further incentives for its regtiion.

Fragmented sectoral barriers Burkina Faso is the leader in sub-Saharan Afrazankitural forest management, but this
sectoral success has not been expanded to integjtdlife management and/or range management. @egortunities for
multiple use management exist that would increbseoverall profitability of sustainable land managat and with it the
range of incentives and beneficiaries.

Monitoring and evaluation barriers Monitoring and evaluation of land quality and cbes in land use in order to
generate good-quality data and statistics on landagement are of paramount importance. Without #ufoinmation,
decision support systems (whether government @i loemmunity) are necessarily weakened. Althougth snformation
systems have been put in place to some extente tkeeample room for improvement, particularly ire tfield of
participatory monitoring and evaluation.

Financial and economic barriers Some of the inputs needed for sustainable agrieuétither are not financially viable for
the smallholder or have marginal profitability witklatively long payback periods. The phosphatekupents needed for
maintenance of soil fertility provide a good exaenpf this problem. The lack of an affordable meahsoil testing is
another example.

Other barriers Among the other barriers identified are (i) ingtiéint awareness of the impacts and severity of land
degradation and of the opportunities and benefitustainable land management, (ii) insufficienaficing for sustainable

13



land management practices and investments, (ig)ostultural constraints to the adoption of suclgtices and (iv)
insufficient use of adaptive management approaches.

The Partnership Programme for Sustainable Land lygmnant in Burkina Faso aims to overcome these waitiarriers so
as to promote ecosystem integrity, taking into aotahe spatial variation of land resources, thefioning of ecosystems
and the pace of change in their status, the mddaooating land, etc.

Under the GEF Alternative, different stakeholdarsiaional, intermediate and local levels haveitimsbnal structures in
place, supported by enabling and effective land psécies that allow them to address both provisignand

regulating/supporting ecosystem services. This Ishddeally happen at the landscape level, whictovedl better
understanding of the different ecosystem serviceghay largely follow landscape features. At thedkcape level,
communes and villages work together as landscapmgeas, supported by effective NGOs and governinstitutions,

and with enabling and clear policy boundary condii Exchange of experiences and best practicgsuatry scale allows
communes and villages to borrow ideas from eachrath as to further improve the productivity andtaimability of the

landscape

The sub-programme’s focus on sustainable land nemmeigt, arresting and reversing desertification @defdrestation and
restoring the functional integrity of the watershexbsystems, will realise a number of global bémdhat would not
otherwise be accomplished: (i) the restoration aunstainable management of indigenous biologicagérdity through
rehabilitation and conservation of the critical &ahed ecosystems and their natural habitats faodical diversity,
particularly in the pastoral zones and wetland remvinents; (ii) the potential reductions in soilgom and conservation of
critical water resources resulting from improveddananagement practices in the watershed and phstore ecosystems;
(iii) the promotion, replication and disseminatiofinnovative and replicable approaches, practams technologies to
address land degradation and combat desertificatichdeforestation; and (iv) the sequestrationapb@n in the natural
vegetative cover of rehabilitated woodland, rangeland wetland systems in the watershed ecosystems.

F. INDICATE RISKS, INCLUDING CLIMATE CHANGE RISKS, THAT MIGHT PREVENT THE PROJECT OBJECTIVE(S) FROM
BEING ACHIEVED AND OUTLINE RISK MANAGEMENT MEASURES:

The GEF sub-programme will face some potentiakriskcarrying out its activities promoting sustdilealand and natural
resources management in the watersheds in theenortegion. Some of the specific risks and themresponding risk
management measures include: (i) Extended peribdsanght and advancing desertification in the 8aheZone as a
result of global warming - The sub-programme w#l pprepared to adapt its interventions to any exdrelranges in the
climate and physical conditions of the project af@a GOBF financial constraints that curtail timemplementation of
project interventions - The sub-programme will lrepared to adapt to any financial constraints thay limit GOBF
execution of project interventions. (iii) Politicalstability that interrupts the decentralizatiolmgess and execution of sub-
programme interventions - The sub-programme hdgiguit credibility in the areas to overcome antemuptions in the
decentralization process or programme interventidgitd Community acceptance of diagnostics and plaregrating
environmental management aspects - Community awsseaf environmental challenges is generally highwall be
additionally reinforced by planned information, edtion and communications activities. (v) Lack bfued vision at
community level for shared natural resource managémillingness of village populations to accept tevahed
management - Village awareness of natural resdtweats should encourage shared vision and wiliegrno accept new
management approaches, information, education @ntmcinications campaigns should further preparegalis for
watershed management practices. Potential riskerifial and external) and risk management measoeesuanmarized in
the matrix below.

Potential Risks | Mitigating M easur es
External Risks
Extended periods of draught and advancing desediifin | The project will be prepared to adapt its interieard to any
in the Sahelian Zone as a result of global warming extreme changes in the climate and physical camditof the

project area

GOBF financial constraints that curtail timely Ti®ject will be prepared to adapt to any financ@istraints
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Potential Risks

Mitigating M easur es

implementation of project interventions

that may limit GOBF execution of project intervemts

External Risks(cont.)

Political instability interrupts decentralizationogess and
execution of project interventions

The project has sufficient credibility in the prcij@areas to
overcome any interruptions in the decentralizatioocess or
project interventions

Internal Risks

Community acceptance of diagnostics and plans riatieg
environmental management aspects

Community awareness of environmental challenggsnerally
high but will be additionally reinforced by plannetbject
information, education and communications actisitie

Lack of shared vision at community level for shanetlral
resource management/willingness of village poportetito
accept watershed management

Village awareness of natural resource threats dhendourage
shared vision and willingness to accept new managem
approaches, project information, education and conications
campaigns should further prepare villagers for vedied
management practices

Willingness of village populations to accept altgive
income-generating activities

Village awareness of the need to find alternatouerees of income
should encourage such willingness, project initegiin identifying
and promoting appropriate alternatives should oea® willingness

Coordination with traditional institutions and fégrial
authorities

Project emphasis on building consensus with ticaki
institutions/territorial authorities should facilie effective
coordination

Capacity of beneficiaries to manage resourcesein #neas

Project emphasis on capacity building for sustdm&nd and
resource management should ensure capacity to @éoea
communal resources

Success of community dialogue on land tenure issues

Project emphasis on identifying and strengthenieghanisms for
dialogue and consultation should facilitate théadjae on land
tenure issues

Willingness of watershed village communities to
collaborate in managing communal resources

Project emphasis on dialogue and consultation sedgthening
CVDs and CCs should build willingness to collaberiat
management of inter-village communal resources

Sustainability of investments in land and natuesburce
management

Project emphasis on building sustainable, innoeatiechanisms
for maintaining investments, e.g. payments for emmental
services and local planning, will offer an oppoityito solve
potential conflicts over land/natural resource lusece improving
sustainability

G. EXPLAIN HOW COST-EFFECTIVENESSISREFLECTED IN THE PROJECT DESIGN:

Every effort was made to ensure that cost-effentige was considered in design of the sub-programorég preparation
a careful assessment was undertaken, based oniezqeeto date with the SRDP and other projects,paomg and

evaluating both the costs and the effectivenessppfoaches/activities proposed for achieving progna objectives. As
the proposed GEF sub-programme will be fully blehdgo the IFAD SRDP, this will ensure a certainekof cost-

effectiveness in project execution, lower manylref transaction costs and promote harmonisationtefventions to the
maximum extent possible. Effort was made to es@npmbject costs per unit of investments to have@urate value of
investmenmt per GEF dollar (please refer to thaildet costab file in the full project document)ofect management is
maintained at a minimalist level to ensure that GiaFestment will generate impact through on-thedgieb investments.
Furthermore, the CPP itself offers a good basisdst-effectiveness. Harmonized activities, constéd M&E and aligned
investments will reduce transaction costs. The gsed investment-oriented nature of the projectitmdiversified scope
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of interventions will ensure that NRM issues anmeeclly mainstreamed in baseline activities at lowansaction costs. It
also seeks to ensure higher GEF impact througtctdinwestment in carbon sequestration (rehabiitatbf degraded
vegetation cover and watershed management). THislgd contribute to increased adaptation to danehange through
better resistance to climatic chocks (of both detk@cosystems and people livelihood systems)eé&trg@jctivities are
carefully selected and costed out to ensure amaojpti balance between soft (capacity building anitpabols) and hard
investments (on the ground operations) while givirgight to the latter.

PART I11: INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT

A. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENT:

Since the GEF activities are fully blended into #wdsting SRDP, so too will be the management, émantation,
monitoring and evaluation responsibilities. Undee tSRDP, the MOAWF established Project Management and
Coordination Unit (PMCU) based in Yako and furnished by the GoBmhwitfices and equipment from a previous soil and
water conservation project. The PMCU is respondilmigeneral management and coordination of the BRI3 well as its
monitoring and evaluation, financial managementpanting and auditing functions. With the approvhthe GEF grant,
the PMCU will assume the same responsibilitiestfer GEF activities and financial resources. Thétligrganizational
structure of the PMCU will be reinforced with twdditional GEF-financed staff to support the addiéibmanagement and
coordination responsibilities.

The SRDP also has two MOA-establistieelional Offices to cover the two geographic sub-regions of thgeptoThese
offices essentially serve as the links between PMCU and the CVGTs, which are the local organizeiavith
responsibility for actual implementation of projexttivities. The role of these offices is to sujmathe activities in their
zone, control the quality of service contracts andure monitoring and evaluation of project agésit The CVGTs are
democratic grass-root institutions at village levekponsible for the inclusion of all stakeholdeoups in local
development activities. Having been extensivelyngd in participatory planning and M&E, they areedily responsible
for identifying and implementing SRDP activitiesdahgh the community development plans in direcrattion with the
project management structures.

In addition, there is &lational Steering Committee for the SRDP, headed by the MOA and composedra niembers
chosen for their recognized competence and knowladgsustainable development and desertificatisneis and their
commitment to development in the northern regiohte€ members are from the GoBF, the remainder lameea by
representatives of the beneficiaries. The committeets at least once a year to review project pesgreports and approve
the work plan and budget for the coming year. At grovincial level, the PMCU coordinates closelyhwine GoBF’s
Provincial Technical Coordination Staff in order to ensure collaboration at the provin@&@akl. The PMCU submits its
provincial work programmes and seeks complemermsiét the provincial level with other programmed arojects.

CPP Implementation Arrangements Since the GEF project supports one of the fouiored sub-programmes identified
by the CPP, the overall CPP administrative strec{aee Figure 1 for the administrative structuréhefCPP) also will be
involved in overseeing and monitoring implementataf the GEF project. For this purpose, the GoBF egtablish a
National Authority for Sustainable Land Management to be housed temporarily within the MOE. This oadil authority
will ensure the management, administration andandd of the programme. The national authority tbdlla permanent
structure, established at senior level, and gilenmhandate and authority for coordination of thféedint sectors involved
in sustainable land management. The authority sulpersede and incorporate existing institutionalctires and will
assume their tasks as follows:

» Coordinate at the national level the activitieskéid to the planning and allocation of land and selvihe
government on concerns linked to sustainable laadurces management;

» Facilitate exchanges of information at differemtelis (nation, region, commune, village) and pronaotelistic and
integrated approach to sustainable land management;

» Develop information systems on the land resoulleesl, allocation and on environmental effects;

» Facilitate the establishment of a sustainable fimnmechanism (e.g. National Fund for Desertifagt with full
participatory principles

* Help create a coordinated approach to design, imgration and follow-up of development and improgain
plans and initiatives relative to land management;

» Ensure the monitoring and evaluation of the dynarofdand degradation;
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* Modify and update the land allocation policies aslvas the legislative and institutional aspectschvirelate to
them;

» Facilitate and support the implementation of lawsl golicies enacted for conservation and for apyeitg
management of natural resources;

» Facilitate the management of transboundary ressurce

Sub-programme I mplementation The sub-programmes will be autonomous but linkedeach other by functional
relations for communications and knowledge exchamgey will be governed by the same common prirsi@rticulated

by the CPP. The role of coordination of the two-patgrammes will be given to the actor which wilbpide the greatest
value-added in terms of contribution to the bagelim the region. The baseline was defined by evialuaf incremental

costs. In granting the leadership of the sub-prmogna according to the weight of contributions to bfaeseline, there is a
better cost/efficiency if support measures are ldgeal: allocation of appropriate human materiel findncial resources,
establishment of a concerted and clear protocotd@dlaboration/specifications leading to resultatthre agreeable to all
parties. For these reasons, the sub-programmbdardrthern region was given to the SRDP.

Coordination of each sub-programme will facilitatiee partnership/consultation and conduct of sustdén land
management initiatives at the regional level, alk ag monitoring and evaluation and capitalizatadrthe programme. In
each region, a synergy will be developed with tti®rs through their partnership platforms envisagiethe various levels
(communal, provincial, regional). It should be rbtkat in order to consolidate the investment &@&# on the ground, and
the promotion and dissemination of best practiced knowledge exchanges on technology transfers,reégéonal
coordination unit will have the task of creatingjsi of projects that are underway or being nedetiawith the help of the
technical and financial partners.

Figure 1: Administrative Structure of the CPP
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PARTIV: EXPLAIN THE ALIGNMENT OF PROJECT DESIGN WITH THE ORIGINAL PIF:

Not Applicable

PART V: AGENCY(IES) CERTIFICATION

This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for
CEO Endorsement.

e : e 77 f .; #
Kevin Cleaver S é”gf{/{ L , Naoufel Telahigue
Assistant President” s GEF Programme Officer
Programme Management Department Programme Management Department
IFAD Email: n.telahigue@ifad.org
Tel: +39.06.5459.2752

Date: 20 March 2008 Norman Messer
Country Programme Manager
Programme Management Department

Email. n.messer@ifad.org
Tel: +39.06.5459.2738

Please do not forget to copy the IFAD/GEF Registry on official communications, gefregistry@ifad.org




ANNEX A: PROJECT RESULTSFRAMEWO

RK®

Global Objective

Verifiable I ndicators

| Means of Verification | Risksand Assumptions

|. CPP Goal and Overall Objective

- The goal of the program is: “to combat lan
degradation and poverty in Burkina Faso
through sustainable, decentralized and
equitable management of rural resources”.
- The overall objective is: “to promote
sustainable productivity of rural resources
through integrated and holistic approach to

d- increased soil fertility
- increased agricultural productivity
- increased food security
- income increase in targeted areas (beneficjaries

achieve the MDGs”

« Site inspections of
watershed and pastoral
zone ecosystems

« Field studies/technical
reports

« Annual progress reports

« Final evaluation

« Effective systems of
monitoring and evaluation
established and functioning

Il. Specific results

Objective 1: Contribute to the development of a partner ship platform and coor dinated appr oach to sustainable and equitable land management

» Result 1.1: Enhanced mechanism for SL|
dialogue and consultation at the provincig
and local levels

» Result 1.2: One SLM M&E system
developed

« Result 1.3Efficient SLM financing
mechanisms

M- Number of functional SLM consultation framework
|- Number of synergies identified
- Reduction in transaction costs
- GIS with geo-referenced information on SLM (in
line with alls the sub-programmes of the CPP)
- 60 % of stakeholders are using the databasePy
phase 1.
- Number and frequency of M&E missions
- flow of resources supporting SLM and
- Withdrawal rates

S
« Review of participatory
diagnostics
« Review of village
development plans
» Review of IEC
campaigns

» Community acceptance of
diagnostics and plans
integrating environmental
management aspects

Objective 2: Promote the institutional and policy contextsin view of better SL M mainstreaming

 Result 2.1Ensure that necessary institution
reforms establish a favorable framework {
SLM

» Result 2.2:SLM legislation are developed,
coherent and enforced at all administratiy
levels

+ Result 2.3Provide key SLM actors with the
necessary capacity and competencies to
ensure a participatory, decentralized and
sustainable land management at all local
administrative levels

« Result 2.4Management responsibility and
decision making processes are fully
transferred/decentralised to local

al- fifty (50) village development plans incorporatin
oenvironmental actions/activities completed by pebje
year 4
- fifty (50) village participatory diagnostics
incorporating environmental aspects completed by
Sroject year 3

- Number of legislation/policy applied in relatitm
land tenure security

- three (3) information/education/communication
campaigns undertaken in project provinces (see
component 1)

- environmental education introduced into village
schools (see component 1)

- training in environmental governance given to
officials in 30 villages (see component 1)

community organisations

« Field studies

« Annual progress reports

« Use of information
system

* Resistance of
populations/institutions tied to
customary rights of land tenure

® Please note that the project was designed asfP@EF 3 when baseline values were not requir€eE endorsement. Baseline values will be provideihd the early
phase of project implementation.
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Global Objective

Verifiable Indicators

M eans of Verification

Risksand Assumptions

- training in resource planning and management
conducted in 60 villages, 1,000 villagers trainsek(
component 3)

Objective 3: Promote integrated and equ

itable SL M practices based on innovation and local knowledge

Result 3.1 Sustainable land use and
resources management techniques base
local know-how and innovative practices
promoted and diffused

Result 3.2 Sustainable land and natural
resources management practices adopte
and replicated on a ecosystem scale
Result 3.3 SLM experience and knowledd
shared

- 5 studies completed by PY 2
i 0B pilot PES systems identified and tested by PY 5

- 10 pilot sites for conflict resolution identifidxy

baseline studies by PY 2

- area (in ha) where best practices are up-scaléi%
dtarget by the CPP phase 1

- rate of adoption of best practices (20 % of ojpes
eby end of phase 1 of the CPP

- access to project website

Reviewl/field inspection
of watershed
management plans
Field studies of
management systems fo
common resources
Field studies of
alternative income

« Lack of shared
vision/willingness of village
populations to accept
watershed management

r- Willingness of village
populations to accept
alternative income-generating
activities

- number of study tours activities
« Project website
I11. Detailed outcomes, outputs and activities by component
Component 1: Participatory Decision-making and Environmental Planning
e enhanced mechanisms for dialogue and0 villages/1,800 villagers trained in integrated « Field studies » Coordination with traditional
consultation at provincial and local leveplanning and sustainable management of communifys Annual progress reports| institutions and territorial

to ensure harmonization and effecti
participation of stakeholders

SLM consultation platform

reinforced individual and institutiong
capacities for planning and sustaina
management of the lands, soils a
resources of the fragile watersh
ecosystems

improved incentive structures for th
adoption of sustainable land managem
practices in watershed ecosystems

veesources by PY 5
- 30 village and inter-village management committe
strengthened and operating by PY 5
11- SLM consultation platform at the local/provincial
bllevel established by PY 1
nd5 pilot PES systems identified and tested by PY 5

ed

e
ent

11

Synergies established

authorities
» Capacity of beneficiaries to
manage resources in their are

Outputs/Activities

Indicators

Means of Verification

Baseline studies/inventories of commu
resources

Capacity building integrated resource
management

IEC campaigns

Environmental education and ecologica
actions

Strengthening local environmental

al5 studies completed by PY 2

- 30 villages, 1800 villagers trained by PY 5

- 3 IEC campaigns completed (2 by PY 3, 1 by PY §
- Percentage of schools/students provided env.
education by PY 5

| - 30 village and inter-village management commsgte
strengthened and operating by PY 5

- 20 micro-project investments co-financed by PY 5

governance

- 5 pilot PES systems identified and tested by PY 5

)e

11}

Review of baseline
studies

Annual progress reports
Mid-term evaluation
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Global Objective

Verifiable Indicators

M eans of Verification

Risksand Assumptions

» Natural resource management micro-
projects (CIF)
« Implementing incentive mechanisms

Component 2: Land Tenur e Security and Sustainable Land Management | ncentives

« Innovative mechanisms for preventing ang
resolving land tenure conflicts identified ar
tested

- 10 pilot sites for conflict resolution identifidxy
ndbaseline studies by PY 2

- 30 villages/750 villagers trained in conflict odgtion
byPY 5

- 8 national and 2 international study tours comeldic
byPY 5

- Number of conflicts reduced by 10 % by the end o
the firs phase of the CPP

- Field studies
« Annual progress reports

f

« Success of community
dialogue on land tenure issue

« Involvement and support of
customary institutions

Outputs/Activities

Indicators

Means of Verification

« Detailed baseline studies on land tenure
issues

« Action/tests on mechanisms for land tenur
conflicts

« Capacity building in land tenure conflict
resolution

« Study tours

« Dissemination of the national policy/land
tenure

« Spatial planning at provincial/communal
level

- 5 studies completed by PY 2

- 10 innovative mechanisms for security of landiten
ctested (6 by PY 3, 4 by PY5)

- 30 villages, 750 villagers trained by PY 5

- 8 national, 2 international study tours condudtgd

PY 5

- Dissemination to 100 villages by PY 5

- Spatial planning completed for 17 communes byeP

Review of baseline
studies

« Annual progress reports
« Mid-term evaluation
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Global Objective

Verifiable Indicators

| Means of Verification | Risksand Assumptions

Component 3: Ecological | ntegrity and Sustainable Management of Selected Water shed Ecosystems

* Sustainable land use and natural resource
management techniques based on local
know-how and innovative practices
promoted and diffused

* Sustainable land and natural resources
management practices adopted and
replicated on an ecosystem scale, improv
ecological integrity, economic productivity
and services of the watersheds and pasto
zone

s Management plans for the 5 watersheds and 1
pastoral zone prepared and being effectively
implemented by PY 5
- 20 on-the-ground physical investments in

and under implementation by PY 5
ng

ral

watershed/pastoral zone management are co-finan¢

« Field studies

« Annual progress reports

ed

« Willingness of watershed
village communities to
collaborate in managing
communal resources

« Sustainability of physical
investments in land and
natural resource managemen

Outputs/Activities

Indicators

Means of Verification

« Baseline studies of watersheds and pasto
zone

* Preparation and implementation of
management plans

« Physical investments to support
watershed/pastoral zone management pla

« Capacity building resource planning and
management

« Innovative mechanisms for integrated
management based on indigenous metho
tested

 Sustainable management practices for
agriculture

« Capacity building for alternative income-
generating activities

al 6 studies completed by PY 3

- 6 management plans prepared and under
implementation by PY 5

- 20 on-the-ground physical investments in

nand under implementation by PY 5
- 60 villages, 1,000 villagers trained by PY 5
- 12 innovative mechanisms tested by PY 5

ys 10 sites for sustainable agricultural practiciésted
byPY 5

- Capacity building for 10 pilot villages providég
PY 5

watershed/pastoral zone management are co-finan¢

« Review of baseline

studies

« Annual progress reports
« Mid-term evaluation

ed
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Global Objective

Verifiable Indicators

| Means of Verification | Risksand Assumptions

Component 4: Project Organization and

M anagement

« Organization and management of project
activities in order to realize local, national
and global benefits

- Rate of project implementation (percentage) by3PY
and PY 5

« Annual progress reports

« Mid-term evaluation

Local, national and global
benefits are measurable

Outputs/Activities

Indicators

Means of Verification

« Organization and management of project
activities at the local and regional levels

 Functioning monitoring and evaluation
system, feeding geographic information
system (GIS) and the CPP

« Start-up workshop, reporting, additional
mechanisms for dissemination and
replication

- Recruitment of project personnel (natural resesirc
management specialist, monitoring and evaluation
specialist) by PY 1

- Monitoring and evaluation system in place by BY 1
feeding GIS by PY 2

- Number of workshops and dissemination mechani
employed by PY 3 and PY 5

- Operational database on SLM techniques by the e
of the first phase of the CPP

- GIS with geo-referenced information on SLM (indi
with alls the sub-programs of the CPP)

- 60 % of stakeholders are using the database By C
phase 1.

- Number and frequency of M&E missions

- Establishment of land tenure information system

« Annual progress reports

« Mid-term evaluation

5MS

U

(component 2)

Database frequently and
timely updated

Good data collection and
processing quality
Information systems are
maintained and updated
frequently
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ANNEX B: RESPONSE TO PROJECT REVIEWS

Not applicable

ANNEX C: CONSULTANTSTO BE HIRED FOR THE PROJECT

Position Titles

$/
person week

Estimated

person weeks

Tasks to be performed

For Project Management

Wi

Local
SLM/NRM 370 260 Overall management of the GEF componentviiensure timely
specialist: planning and implementation of project activitiesl avill be specifically
Project responsible for:
Coordinator 1. Ensure overall daily management of the project;

2. Prepare technical and progress reports

3. Prepare workplans and budgets

4. Supervise and co-ordinate project activities, e lwith project
outputs and outcomes, and in close collaboratiorth
stakeholders.

5. Ensure the technical and financial coordinationtted project
activities

6. Draft TORs for the consultants and sub-contractors;

7. Supervise and coordinate the work of project cdasts and subt
contractors;

8. Oversee the exchange and sharing of experiencesleasdns
learned with relevant conservation and developmemjects
nationally and internationally.

9. Undertaking any other GEF activities that may bsigeeed by the
Programme Coordination Unit (PMCU of the SRDP)

10. Monitor the follow up of evaluation recommendations

11. Facilitate, act as resource person, and join ifiired any external
missions.

12. Liaise and coordinate with the CPP partners

M & E specialist 185 260 1.Responsible for the implementation of Monitoringl &wvaluation

functions according to the M&E work plan and préjpocument.
Coordinate the preparation of all progress repdtigs includes
quarterly progress reports, annual project repod, ad-hoc
technical reports.

Prepare consolidated progress reports for projeciagement
including identification of problems, causes ofgrutal
bottlenecks in project implementation, and providapecific
recommendations.

Check that monitoring data is accurate regularliected in a
timely manner.

Undertake regular visits to the field to supponpiementation of
M&E and to identify where adjustments might be rezkd
Prepare draft TORs for mid-term and final evaluaiio
accordance to IFAD and GEF guidance.

Ensure that the GIS with geo-referenced informadiorSLM is in
place and working (in line with alls the sub-pragszof the CPP)
Maintain continuous communication with the CPP et
towards a harmonized and consolidated monitoringpraject
impact

responsible for the implementation of land tenumérimation

system
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For Technical Assistance
L ocal
SLM specialists 750 24 Perform: Environmental planning
3) Studies / inventories
Identification, design and validation of PES sywe
Serve as a resource persons in workshops
Design and implement IEC campaigns (in collabordtiomplementarities
with the IFAD project)
Land tenure 750 18 The land tenure specialist will be respdadir:
specialist (1) Designing innovative mechanisms/activities for greing and resolving
land tenure conflicts, and undertake a participgtsocess to identify pilot
10 sites for the implementation of activities bg firoject team.
Community 750 30 Will be responsible to perform participatdiggnostics of training needs
mobilizing/traini and
ng (3) design and implement training curriculums
Animate grass-root workshops with the communities
I nternational
Watershed 2,000 8 Will be required to backup the local teardésigning and validating 5
management PES systems
specialist Technical support to the planning and implementadibthe 20 on-the-
ground physical investments in watershed/pastoealsa
M&E/T 2,000 8 Responsible for a targeted technical tps&tGIS system and a land tenure
specialist information system. He/She will also provide taegesupport to the
spatial planning that will be undertaken by the QWistershed specialists.

A. ANNEX D: STATUSOF IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT PREPARATION ACTIVITIESAND THE USE OF FUNDS

Not applicable
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