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Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

Application for funding

	1. Country
	BURUNDI

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation

	3. CBD ratification date
	15 April 1997

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	28 May 2008

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	Activity 2.1.2 Promoting new governance models (with linkage to 1.1.4. - Conduct national-level reviews of existing and potential forms of conservation)
Activity 3.1.6 - Identify and establish positive incentives that support the integrity and maintenance of protected areas and the involvement of indigenous and local communities and stakeholders in conservation (with linkage to 3.1.1 identification of legal and institutional barriers)

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	Yes

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	No

	8. Application submission date
	19 May 2008

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for the project substantial and financial issues

Name: Adelin NTUNGUMBURANYE

Title:   General Director of National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation

Phone: 257 22 40 30 32

Fax:   257 22 40 30 32

E-mail:  inecndg@yahoo.fr

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	149,000

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	50.000 

	
Government
	50,000

	
Bilateral
	

	
NGOs
	

	multilateral international organizations
	

	
Private Sector
	

	
Other 
	

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	199,000


* Details to be provided in the Financing Section of the proposal document below
   PART I
APPLICATION

Section I.1
Summary
I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project

Burundi is a central African country with a very varied environment. It covers a surface of 27.834 Km2 comprising 25.200 Km2 of terrestrial surface. It is primarily an agricultural country, with an average density of 230 inhabitants per Km2. The Burundian economy depends upon agriculture which occupies 90% of the population estimated at 7.000.000 inhabitants. The Burundian relief forms a complex of 5 ecological areas with diversified ecosystems. The Burundi’s vascular flora is estimated at 2.209 species. The non-vascular flora comprises the algale flora whose inventory reports 1514 species, the mashrooms comprising 106 known species. The Burundi’s fauna represents 1202 vertebrates relatively well-known and very little studied invertebrates. All this biodiversity is preserved within 14 protected areas distributed in 4 categories according to UICN principles: 2 National Parks, 6 Natural Reserves, 2 Monuments and 4 Protected Landscapes. As a whole, the surfaces approximate 127.662,85 ha i.e. 4,6% of the total surface of the country.

Burundi is an active participant in CBD processes, and is committed to the implementation of CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA). The protected areas cover almost all ecosystems. Some of them, however, remain under-represented in the system of the protected areas: marsh, river and lakes, clear forests. These, however, are well known and document, and therefore (as became clear from the Initial PoWPA Analysis) no new ecological gap assessment is necessary for Burundi (i.e. Activity 1.1.5 is less relevant than some others).
Up to recently, the management of those protected areas was characterized by a coercive strategy prohibiting riparian populations to use natural resources. But nowadays, protected areas managers recognize the need to integrate all the partners including riparian populations in the management. Today, we note that there is continual degradation of protected areas due especially to farm clearing, natural resources exploitation, bushfires, and the introduction of exotic species. Moreover, there exist other barriers that impede the good management among which are absence of legal texts which govern engagement of communities protected areas, the lack of competent staff and the budget. Indeed, the non-involvement of riparian populations as a consequence of the non-association to protected areas management is a major constraint. There are no development programmes for riparian populations even though there are private rights of use (right of pasture, right to extract medicinal plants, etc..) so that they can participate in biodiversity-friendly livelihoods. Incentive measures are not known and not in place in order to favor the biodiversity conservation. Instead, no measure is taken to develop alternatives to firewood in order to reduce wood exploitation. That is why there are many conflicts between local communities and protected areas felt in terms of infringements, farm clearing, bush fires, etc. 
Burundi’s key protected area stakeholders analyzed the current situation and consulted with communities, and it has become clear that two issues stand out as the  most important – the need to legalize and test better conservation forms and protected area governance models at site level, and the need to have a better set of legal and financial incentives to discourage illegal behavior and encourage such economic activities which, while been economically beneficial, are also positive to biodiversity at Pas. Therefore, the appropriate approach, within the limits of the Country Action Grants programme, should be: 

· To review existing and potential forms of conservation and protected area governance, identifying any legislative problems impending their introduction, and 
· To identify and apply incentive measures favorable to the maintenance and respect of the integrity of protected surfaces.
This project is thus the result of the initial assessment of PoWPA which was assisted with the GEF/UNDP financing. It builds also on the experience of other country applications previously approved by the Country Action Grants Programme (i.e. taking note of the proposed sequence of actions on positive incentives in Guatemala). The project will be a privileged framework for Burundi to improve its system of protected areas in order to set up a participative, inciting and efficient protected areas mechanism of management and conservation.
With USD 150,000 the project will not radically change the situation regarding impact of poverty on natural resources, but it was designed exactly in such a way as to trigger action that could then be followed up by the Government, and probably with further assistance from UNDP/GEF in larger projects. The project will try to promote new models of conservation, the project will be able to include participative methods. The best forms of conservation will thus aim at making the participation of population in the conservation activities and sharing of the advantages. The angle here is to approach populations residing on the borders of protected areas, to find ways to alleviate their poverty without impacting on PAs.

	Expected outcomes
	Indicators
	Risks
	Risk mitigation measures 

	Outcome I

Conservation models are chosen for existing Pas and a methodology formulated to determine and apply conservation forms for forthcoming protected areas, paralleled by corresponding PA governance models.
	Conservation options and governance types documented for each protected area

At 4 demonstration sites new mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and PA governance piloted
	Medium – Local communities’ involvement could be understood as a means to restore natural resources to their owners who are expropriated populations during the protected areas creation

Medium - Negative political influences could imply to some people in the government that this exercise aims at the privatization of state protected areas and could constitute a barrier to the action.

Low- the adoption of legal texts by the Ministries’ council and Parliament could take time
	The project has a heavy budget for consultations both at site level, as well as with sister ministries. The CBD focal point for Burundi will chair consultation meetings to dismiss concerns and advocate for innovative forms of conservation and governance as proposed by consultants. Communities and all concerned institutions, including the Finance Ministry will be involved in all the phases of the project. 

The project will recruit an efficient project manager who, in close cooperation with CBD Focal Point will ensure that the Ministries’ council is informed from the start of the project’s actions and should expect consideration of new legal proposals on PA conservation forms and governance. Such lobbying will start from the very beginning  of the project. 

	Outcome II
Positive incentive measures favoring the integrity and maintenance of protected areas as well as local communities and other actors involvement in the conservation are identified and set up. 
	Draft legal texts sitting with Government for approval on most appropriate incentives, with corresponding enforcement mechanisms. 
	Medium - weak national capacities for undertaking a research as complicated as incentives for PAs. 

Medium- Political decision makers unaware and not engaged in the elaboration of incentives
	The Global Project Management Unit will assist in identification of a highly qualified international expert to train and build otherwise capacity of national experts. 

The CBD Focal Point will constantly maintain efficient involvement of political decision makers at the very high level (Presidency, Finance Ministry, Parliament).


Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting
The initial analysis of the PoWPA in Burundi was undertaken in Burundi in 2008 with the financial support of UNDP/GEF Country Action Grants programme. As part of the analysis, an exercise of priorisation of the activities to be financed was made by the participants to the national validation workshop held in Bujumbura on 8/5/2008. In this workshop, the participants identified 4 priority activities among the 92 activities of the work program and the 13 eligible activities for UNDP/GEF financing. The two main priority activities, with two auxiliary ones retained for the project, thus result from this workshop. These activities were not yet given financing by any donors, and this call for applications of UNDP/GEF Country Action Grants programme is a unique opportunity for their realization. They were the subject of an analysis based on their importance, the emergency of their implementation, their adequacy with the eligible activities of the global project of UNDP/GEF POWPA Country Action. The exercise made it clear that some other, more ground setting activities are not as relevant for Burundi (i.e. gap analysis 1.1.5). Additional information can be found in Annex III.1. 

Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
Burundi has not yet elaborated a formal action plan for the implementation of the POWPA. However, Burundi has the National Strategy and Action plan for Biological Diversity and an Action plan in capacity building as regards biological diversity (both developed with assistance from UNDP/GEF). These two documents consider many elements, including those of the POPWA, such as the threatened ecosystems requiring protection, the needs for the effective coordination of all the stakeholders in the field of the biodiversity, the needs for the development of application texts for the CBD. 

Burundi is very slow in the implementation rate of those two strategic plans, which is mainly due to the fact that the country is yet recovering from war, it has a focus on economic development and poverty eradication as well as due to lack of capacity and resources. Therefore the country appreciates any external assistance in setting up an adequate framework for the implement of these two strategies and the POWPA. Soon, several activities concerned with POWPA will start to be implemented within the framework of projects financed by regional initiatives. These activities are in particular:

1. On the level of the Ruvubu National Park, a project will be financed by the European Union and will tackle many activities of the POWPA in particular the capacity building of the staff exerting in biodiversity management, 

2. Within the framework of Nile Basin Initiative, many activities are handled in the Aquatic Protected Landscape of the north of Burundi to create a cross border protected area between Burundi and Rwanda. 

3. Starting with the implementation of a Project entitled “Environmental management of the lake Tanganyika”, the latter will make it possible to identify and protect the threatened areas of the lake Tanganyika. 

Section I.4
 Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system

Burundi has 14 protected areas distributed in 4 categories: (i) national parks, (ii) forest natural reserves, (iii) natural monuments, and (iv) protected landscapes. These areas occupy a surface of 127.662 ha, which is about 4,6% of the national territory. Recently in 2006, the Aquatic Protected Landscape of the North was created and that appreciably increased the system of protected areas. All these protected areas are under the responsibility of the National institute for the Environment and the Nature Conservation (the proponent of the project), which depends upon the Ministry of Environment, Land Planning and Public Works. 

In spite of the biological richness, constraints exist in the protected areas management and the creation of new areas to be protected. These constraints are in particular: 

· No basis and experience in engagement of the local populations to the decision making in the identification of the areas to be protected, as well as in the existing protected areas. 

· Lack of opportunities of capacity building for sustainable protected area management; 

· The weakness of the financing allocated to protected areas and no incentives for biodiversity friendly businesses; 

· The insufficiency of knowledge in decision making in terms of management and creation of new areas to be protected; 

Let us note that the legislative basis for the creation and the management of the protected areas in Burundi is the Order of the Council of 1980 bearing the creation of the national parks and natural reserves which nevertheless misses to appropriately provide for good management of protected areas. Indeed, this Order of the Council does not envisage the engagement of the local communities in protected areas management; the text does not reflect the access to the living resources of protected areas nor the sharing of the advantages resulting from the use of those resources; the text does not envisage the category of private protected areas, etc.
	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Surface area, hectares
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	National Parks
	2
	- Kibira National Parc (40.000)

- Ruvubu National Parc (50.800)
	Category II
	National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation

	Natural Reserves
	6
	- Rusizi Natural Reserve (5.932)
- Bururi Natural Reserve (3.300)
- Rumonge Natural Reserve (60)
- Vyanda Natural Reserve (4.500)
- Kigwena Natural Reserve (.500)
- Monge Natural Reserve (5.000)
	Category Ia
	National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation

	Natural Monuments
	2
	- Karera (142)
- Nyakazu (600)
	Category III
	National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation

	Protected Landscapes
	 4
	- Protected aquatic landscape of the North (30.000)
- Protected landscape of  Gisagara (6.126)
- Protected landscape of Mabanda (1.729)
- Mukungu- Rukambasi Protected landscape (5.000) 
	Category V
	National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation


I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

The high demographic pressure and the population’s poverty constitute fundamental causes of the degradation of protected areas. 

Threat 1: Farm clearings and overgrazing 

The farm clearings and the overgrazing are the cause of the regression and the disappearance of some ecosystems of the protected areas. That is related to the need for agricultural land, itself caused by the population growth combined with the weakness of the agricultural outputs. Thus, with the exiguity of land, the riparian communities of protected areas seek still fertile land or pasture by clearing remaining forest areas of the protected areas. 

Threat 2: Anarchic exploitation of the natural resources

The overexploitation of living resources consists of illegal cutting of plants, sawing of the trees, irrational sampling of the medicinal plants, over fishing with non suitable machines, illicit hunting, etc. All these current practices in protected areas reduce considerably the ecosystems and threat the biodiversity species. The over exploitation of mines is added to the non consideration of neither the management plan nor the prior study on environmental impact. It is the case of gold washing in the Kibira National Park, sand sampling in the Rusizi Natural Reserve, the coltan and cassiterite extraction in the Murehe Reserve. 

Threat 3: Bush fires destroying the ecosystems throughout the loss of the species 

The bush fires are caused by hunting. There exist also fires of overflow at the time of smoking hives or wood carbonization, and the criminal fires. 

Threat 4: Introduction of the exotic species causes biodiversity degradation

The introduction of exotic species in some protected areas constitutes today a real threat. As well as the proliferation of the water hyacinth in the lake Rweru of the Aquatic Protected Landscape of the North and its surroundings are being increasingly worrying. The proliferation of Lantana Camara in the Rusizi Natural Reserve was already at the origin of changes in several types of flora.
I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations impeding the existing PAs system from achieving the targets of the CBD POWPA

The initial POWPA analysis that Burundi has just done made it possible to highlight 4 barriers that impede the system of protected areas to achieve the goals of the POPWA of the CBD. 

Barrier 1: Legal texts governing protected areas miss to accommodate for the current threat proliferation at protected areas.
The legal texts governing the protected areas were elaborated a long time before the ratification of Convention on Biological diversity by Burundi, the reason why they remain silent on some relevant issues of this international treaty. Indeed, the concept of sustainable use and equitable sharing is a barrier because the law does not recognize the right of use by the communities and did not envisage their integration in the protected areas conservation. Moreover, the law did not envisage the creation of the private protected areas. The decree bearing the delimitation of the protected areas does not concern all the protected areas of Burundi and only one park and 4 reserves have a legal status of protected area. It also should be noted that the category “Protected Landscape” remains ignored by the national law. The law does not envisage a formal framework of integration of the environment issues in the all policies. 

Barrier 2: Bad governorship in the management of protected areas 

The quite clear demonstration of the bad governorship is illustrated by legal texts governing protected areas that do not recognize the rights of uses by the local communities. These laws did not even envisage neither the participation of the populations and other people in protected areas management, nor the creation of the private areas. The institution in charge of the protected areas did not set up formal mechanisms to imply the local communities in the exploitation of living resources from the protected areas. It also should be noted that the creation of the protected areas did not take into account the assent beforehand given with full knowledge of the population facts. Currently, the intervention methods of the protected areas management do not ensure their sustainability without participation of the communities and other partners. The laws must be revised to promote the integration of the communities but especially the valorization of living resources of the protected areas with the aim of reducing the population’s poverty. 

Barrier 3: The political and institutional inappropriateness 

Although Burundi prepared documents of policy as regards biodiversity, the latter does not take into account the issues of the POWPA of the CBD and Burundi does not have to work out yet a program for its implementation. Concerning the institutional framework, this one is marked by a lack of structure of coordination of all the interventions in favor of the conservation and sustainable management of protected areas as well at the technical level as at the lawful level. It also misses formal mechanisms of co-operation and collaboration with other institutions either national or international ones. The NIENC misses a structure able to control research on biodiversity, collect and disseminate reliable information on the biodiversity of protected areas and to entertain important relationships with specialized foreign institutions. 

Barrier 4: Lack of competent staff and budget

The NIECN always rely on guarding because of the lack of tools and methods specialized methods to ensure continuous monitoring, enabling it to make an evaluation of the effectiveness of the protected areas management. Indeed, the protected areas of Burundi do not have management plans. Burundi does not have criteria, indicators for the effectiveness protected areas management. There is also a lack of study to illustrate the economic values of biodiversity resources and a national policy of valorization of the living resources from protected areas. That is caused by the lack of human capacities. Indeed, the NIENC staff is insufficient and shows gaps as regards management of the protected areas. Moreover, there does not exist budget designed to the protected areas management.

I.4.D
Project outcomes and activities, and PoWPA Activities related to outcomes

	PoWPA Activities
	Project outcomes that correspond to PoWPA Activities
	Activity per each outcome 

	1.1.4 and 2.1.2 (with elements of 3.1.1)
	Outcome I
Conservation models are chosen for existing Pas and a methodology formulated to determine and apply conservation forms for forthcoming protected areas, paralleled by corresponding PA governance models.
	· Appoint an international consultant and two national consultants to undertake an analysis of conservation modes existing in Burundi. Firstly, the consultants will identify where there is already a governance system in place for natural resources that would broadly conform with the notion of an Indigenous and/or Community Conserved Area or Private Protected Area, and report how this is manifested in each specific case. This will presuppose travel to selected communities in order to establish contact, engage communities in discussions of governance forms, and to explain benefits and responsibilities from legalization of indigenous and private conservation forms. Secondly, the consultants will further analyze forms of conservation and governance types available from neighboring countries, and promoted through international best practices, such as the WCPA guide for community engagement in PA management
. On that basis, the consultants will propose best conservation forms adapted to Burundian context. [Please note – this is not a PA reclassification exercise according to full requirements of IUCN categories. It only deals with PA conservation types and governance types.] 
· Prepare a report including conservation forms and PA governance types of current and future protected areas, processes for their adoption. The report will also include directives on legal, political, financial, institutional and community based mechanisms to support these conservation forms and governance models. The report will propose a light framework, but viable in the Burundi’s context.
· Organize 4 local workshops according to the distribution of the 4 ecological zones of Burundi for the presentation and discussion of the proposed new conservation modes and governance types by all the stakeholders, including local communities and authorities, in order to convene on adequate options and models for the conservation of current and future protected areas.

· Organize one national workshop to validate the report of consultants in a large institutional framework (ministries, parliament, private sector, NGOs, etc.). Finalize and submit the newly developed proposal on conservation modes and governance models to Government for approval. This policy proposal will be organized as a set of regulations, memorandums and administrative measures aiming to support the introduction of improvement of PA conservation forms and Government models, but also to cover other gaps in the legal basis of protected areas. 
· Make choice of 4 pilot protected areas and: (1) organize meeting and trainings to local communities and rangers, (2) develop site management plan with a corresponding site management committee or other site management mechanisms (depending on what will be the mechanism as inspired by the new directive), and (3) provide basic capacity building services to the site management mechanisms. 

	3.1.6
	Outcome II
Positive incentive measures favoring the integrity and maintenance of protected areas as well as local communities and other actors involvement in the conservation are identified and set up. 
	· A group of one international and two national consultants will undertake an analysis of possible incentive measures to support the integrity and the maintenance of protected areas in Burundi, as well as ensure engagement of local communities and private sector in biodiversity-friendly activities at protected areas. The consultants will consider such incentives as [this is not an exhaustive list]: 

· Micro-financing grant or revolving funds to support biodiversity friendly enterprises,

· Government fiscal instruments (environmental subsidies, taxes, levees, extraction fees),

· Flexible land and resource use mechanism (transferable land use rights, transferable resource harvesting quotas, etc).

The consultants will develop a menu of incentives for protected areas in Burundi, and for each such incentive consultants will describe and develop regulations on what needs to be done by the Government and other stakeholders (including donors) in order for it to be put to work in protected areas. 

· The proposal will be discussed in a wide workshop, and sent to the Government for approval.

· Two incentives will be selected for demonstration at 2 protected areas in Burundi, and funding will be rendered to put them at work there. 

· Based on the results of the work of consultants and the demonstration activities at 2 sites, a series of workshops will be organized to discuss the results and support the approval and functioning of the PA incentives.


I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not included in co-financing)

	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which POWPA activities are supported and how

	Project of the Rusizi Natural Reserve rehabilitation
	FIDA/PTRPC:
250.000$
	NIECN
	This project supports management, arrangement and rehabilitation activities of the Rusizi natural reserve


Section I.5
Stakeholders involvement

The consultations of the stakeholders and the participation of the local communities in the protected areas management will constitute an important component for the activities of the project as described in the table below. The implication of the partners will relate to riparian communities of the protected areas, the local authorities, NGOs working around the protected areas, the representatives of the Ministries concerned with the protected areas. Suitable mechanisms will be used to hold consultations within the framework of the project activities. Thus, key NGOs working in the field of conservation will be involved in the steering committee of the project as well as representatives of Ministries concerned with protected areas.

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	Local communities 
	Involvement through consultation meetings at the local level especially for the outcome 1 where there is a discussion on different forms of protected areas conservation and governance

	Local leaders
	Cooperation and pieces of advice towards project’s consultants especially for the work on outcome 1

	NGOs
	Key NGOs representatives exerting in the field of protected areas will be chosen to take part to the project’s steering committee. These NGOs will also be employed for consultants services if they have required competences.

	Ministries of Agriculture,  Environment and others
	Participation to the project steering committee. Those ministries will be largely consulted at both Outcomes. 

	Private sector 
	Consultations with the private sector will be led especially at the level of outcome 2.


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

The Project Manager will be hired by the National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation to act as national project coordinator (NPC) and to manage the project for 24 months. No funds of GEF will be used to pay to Burundi Government officials. The NPC will directly report to the General Director of the National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation. The NPC will implement on the grounds project activities in consultation with corresponding stakeholders and will ensure that all input of the project are timely made including monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes. The NPC will prepare a two year work plan and its quarterly breakdown. The NPC will coordinate field activities; and will be the direct supervisor for national and international consultants, who will be engaged under ad hoc terms of reference to undertake review and collect information at national level and validate their findings with local and national stakeholders including decision makers. The NPC will prepare and present quarterly reports to be submitted to the General Director of the National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation and UNDP Global Project Coordination. 

A Project Steering Committee will be set up. It will meet every six month to provide guidance, validate project work program, and to review collected material. Reporting, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project will follow the established UNDP/GEF Country Action Grant procedures.

In the second year of the project, a 3-day international review mission (1 consultant) will be undertaken to Burundi, to assess project progress (conducting meetings with project partners), and report back, on an independent basis, to the Global UNDP/GEF Project Management Unit. US$ 5,000 has been allocated for a 3-day international fee and travel (in lump sum) in the project budget. The consultant will be selected based on UNDP/UNOPS procedures.

Reporting, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project will follow the established UNDP national execution project procedures as well as GEF Monitoring and Evaluation policies.

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible party (ies)
	Timeframe

	1. Inception report
	National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation and NPC
	One month after funds reception

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	NPC and National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation 
	Every three months

	3. Mid-term review by independent consultant
	NPC together with UNDP/GEF Global project unit
	Second year

	4. Project annual audit
	National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation, NPC and UNDP
	At the end of each year

	5. Project completion report
	National Institute for Environment and Nature Conservation 
	30 days after the last payment


Section I.7
Budget
I.7.A
Estimated project costs

	Outcome
	GEF,$
	Co-financing $
	Total $

	Outcome I

Conservation models are chosen for existing Pas and a methodology formulated to determine and apply conservation forms for forthcoming protected areas, paralleled by corresponding PA governance models.
	80,000
	18,500
	98,500

	National consultant (2 consultants * 10 months * 500 USD) 
	10,000
	10,000
	

	International consultant (1 consultant * 25 days * USD 600)
	15,000
	
	

	Travel of international consultant (DSA for 15 days and 2 times ticket)
	7,000
	
	

	4 local workshops
	8,000
	5,000
	

	Local travel within the country
	3,000
	
	

	One national workshop
	3,000
	
	

	Basic capacity building at 4 pilot sites
	16,000
	
	

	Management plan preparation at 4 pilot sites
	12,000
	1,500
	

	Printing costs, publications, paper, stationery field equipment
, sundries
	6,000
	2,000
	

	
	
	
	

	Outcome II

Positive incentive measures favoring the integrity and maintenance of protected areas as well as local communities and other actors involvement in the conservation are identified and set up. 
	49,500
	16,500
	66,000

	National consultant (2 consultants * 10 months * 500 USD) 
	10,000
	10,000
	

	International consultant (1 consultant * 15 days * USD 600)
	9,000
	
	

	Travel of international consultant (DSA for 10 days and 1 time ticket)
	4,500
	
	

	Workshop
	4,000
	4,000
	

	Testing of incentives at 2 demonstration sites
	10,000
	
	

	Series of local workshops (up to 4)
	7,000
	1,500
	

	Publications, printing, stationery
	5,000
	1,000
	

	
	
	
	

	Project management budget*
	19,500
	15,000
	34,500

	Project Coordinator (24 months)
	10,500
	8,500
	

	Travel of project manager
	2,000
	6,000
	

	Inception and closing workshops, stationery and paper
	3,000
	500
	

	Audit cost
	4,000
	
	

	
	
	
	

	TOTAL for the project
	149,000
	50,000
	199,000


* A maximum of 10% of the funding request may be spent on project management, not taking into account audit costs.
I.7.C
Co-financing

	Institution
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)

	
	
	
	Confirmed*
	Unconfirmed

	Ministry of Environment, Land Planning and Public Works
	Government
	In-kind
	50,000
	

	Total co-financing
	50,000
	


   PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments – if applicable

	Comment
	Response from project developer
	Please modify the application to incorporate your response, mark changes in yellow color, and say here at which page/paragraph the application was modified

	Under outcome II, the risk stated as: “Medium- the non involvement of political decision makers in the approval and application of validated incentives” seems much higher then medium. In order to develop the appropriate incentives, the participants need to understand that the mechanisms will have durability. Usually durability of mechanisms is tied to the political institutions, which is where my concern is stemming from. Of course, I will defer to the in-country personal this particular concern.
	It is difficult for us to qualify this risk as high, since the whole issue of the incentives is new to Burundi’s institutions altogether. We can not a-priori state that the attitude of decision makers will be highly unfavorable, without even trying to firstly, elaborate mechanisms, and secondly to engage the political institutions in their elaboration and adoption. We believe, judging by the similar developments, that the risk of such opposition in Burundi’s political context is neither high, nor low, but medium. We are committed to the strategy of informing and engaging institutions in the elaboration of incentives, in order to mitigate the risk. At the same time, we  correct the wording of the risk to state that it is not initially the matter of will, as it is the matter of being informed and engaged in the incentive elaboration process. The risk will sound like this: “Political decision makers unaware and not engaged in the elaboration of incentives”. The mitigation strategy remains the same.
	Table I.1.A.

	I think you mean that they are not OVER-ambitious? This does not mean that they are easy to accomplish. The fundamental underlying issue is that there is rural poverty shown by increasing pressure on natural resources. It is not clear how the project can realistically address this. This isn’t to say that the project activities are not realistic. They could address some underlying tensions in the relationship of communities and existing PAs that is also driving resource destruction.
	This is exactly the situation in Burindi. Clearly, with USD 150,000 the project will not radically change the situation regarding impact of poverty on natural resources, but it was designed exactly in such a way as to trigger action that could then be followed up by the Government, and probably with further assistance from UNDP/GEF in larger projects. The project will try to promote new models of conservation, the project will be able to include participative methods. The best forms of conservation will thus aim at making the participation of population in the conservation activities and sharing of the advantages. The angle here is to approach populations residing on the borders of protected areas, to find ways to alleviate their poverty without impacting on PAs. 
	Paragraph added in front of Table I.1.A.

	There is uncertainty whether there will be  both community AND governmental support for a change in governance regime. It is likely that the assessments will be put in place, but to complete the task of classification of existing PAs as well as putting in place a framework for recognition of new PAs would be a tall order in two years.
	The formulation of Outcome I, its indicators, and activities DO NOT claim that by its end (in two years) it will have the governance regime CHANGED for ALL PAs across the whole country. And by classification we only mean their “governance types” – not full classification according to IUCN, etc… We are not putting in place “a framework for recognition of new PAs| – such framework already exists within the Burundi Government, but we develop a tool to guide the process of selecting appropriate conservation forms and governance types whenever a new PA is to be designated.

We understand that the issue of PA governance is complex, requires research, proper consultations, dialog and wide support in case any new forms/changes are to be introduce. The idea is to start work on this issue: to develop viable proposals for new most promising and most adequate (in Burundi’s context) models - light framework-setting norms – and these can be only first few types. They will be developed in draft and tested for viability at few PAs. They will then be moved through the legislative approval process. But clearly – the idea is not to comprehensively cover all possible details of such arrangements, to wrap up consultations within limited time and to have a lop-sided law at the end. The project may pave the way for further work on the governance, including through new GEF projects. 
	Last two activities under Outcome I adjusted accordingly.

	There is a need to clarify an important aspect. The concept of introducing governance types embodies the notion that existing forms of governance are recognized in country legislation. The consultancies need to identify where there is already a governance system in place for natural resources that would broadly conform with the notion of an Indigenous and/or Community Conserved Area or Private 
Protected Area, and understand how this is manifested in each specific case. It is a risk to impose a new formulation of governance through legislation on these pre-existing governance types.  It is essential to create a flexible framework that can be customized in every case. It is a contradiction in terms to create a rigid set of PA governance types in national legislation that would effectively undermine existing governance arrangements.
	We agree, and duly take note of the advice to take note of existing conservation areas and make sure they are not violated in the process of formulating official statuses for conservation forms in Burundi. 

As a matter of clarification, currently Burundi’s legislation does not recognize the indigenous and/or community conserved area. But the idea of the project is exactly to identify those and put a norm to respect them. 
	Activities in Outcome I modified accordingly.

	The nature of the project is that it is ESSENTIAL that there is engagement with stakeholders from the start. The very concept of embracing all forms of governance assumes that there will be some decision-making responsibility of indigenous and local communities embedded in the final legal and policy framework. This will be the biggest challenge of the project, as it is hard to gauge whether communities are ready to embrace the concept on not only government designated PAs but on their own land.
	It is true that communities should have both – responsibility and benefits from whatever governance types are proposed for PAs. Since the issue of dialog with communities is new to Burundi, we agree with the comment that it is difficult to judge the degree to which communities would agree to be engaged. However, we have designed (and now further amended) activities under Outcome I in order to capture the engagement of communities from the very start. Thus, consultants working in the first activities will already have to travel to establish contacts with communities, to inform and engage them in the process. Further, extensive and well designed workshops will hopefully maintain the line of engagement, and ultimately we want to develop proposals on conservation forms and governance types which do not rid of existing forms, but make them official on the one hand and help to better eliminate threats to resources on the other hand. 
	Changes in Activities under Outcome I. 

	The outcomes will address some of the means to institute appropriate governance of natural resources, which might mitigate negative impacts of communities being denied access to these resources. It will not fundamentally address unsustainable demand for natural resources in the long run.
	The goal of addressing the fundamental issue of depletion of natural resources as a result of their consumption/harvesting by local people in the long run – is very complex, and certainly the project will not and can not address it with USD 150,000 and in two years. The idea of the project was to set up such a model of PAs in Burundi which, while recognizing the right of local communities for their traditional livelihoods, makes sure that such forms of conservation and governance are legalized and are reinforced in order to prevent threats to PAs. We are only starting this issue in Burundi, and will be doing some testing, and this grant will hopefully pave the way for follow-up activities, both from Government and GEF.
	No change needed

	The initial PoWPA analysis identified only four priority areas and almost all the four activities are proposed in the application. On page 2 para 2 of the proposal it was stated the PAs cover almost all ecosystems and no new gap assessment is required.   It may be useful to seek a clarification from the proponent that the existing pas also cover endangered species, requirements of migratory species etc., as specified in activity 1.1.5.

This just seeking a clarification.
	Indeed, the Government can confirm that largely all key species and ecosystems are covered and no need for 1.1.5 exists.
	No need.

	While outcome 1 (activities 1.1.4 and 2.2.1) is very clear, outcome II is some what ambitious. Microfinance grant or government fiscal instruments- subsidies, taxes etc are complex; nevertheless, the project may evaluate pros and cons and come out with specific suggestions. 
	Yes, this is exactly the intention – to define the menu of options and pick up the key of those. We do not intend to implement all, and even for those financial incentives that will be developed, we understand more time will be needed to implement and fine-tune them, but with this grant we would like to set the base for it.
	No change needed.

	Linkages between outcomes /activities and budget lines are clear. Just an observation Out of the proposed 80,000 under outcome one 22,000 is proposed for one international consultant for 25 days, where one local consultant for 10 months costs 10,000  . Similar situation also under outcome II.
	Yes, this is true, and this is a normal situation which reflect the adequate cost-structure under the project
	No change needed

	Burundi participated in Francophone Africa PoWPA workshop held in January 2008. In central and West Africa, the Wild Life Conservation society is very active in supporting the PoWPA implementation. Similarly, RAPAC is also avtive in the region. It would be better to involve WCS , RAPAC and others , if it is agreeable to the Government.
	We will exchange experience with WCS and RAPAC, as long as it concerns the projects in which these two agencies are currently involved - Kibira-Nyungwe protection and in information’s exchange.
	No change needed.


   PART iii
Annexes

Annex III.1
Outcomes of the initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting

Burundi undertook the analysis of the work program since March 2008 with the support of UNDP/GEF. The process of initial analysis of the work program followed these steps: 

· Initially there was a review of study reports as regards protected areas; 

· After the review, trips were organized to lead consultations with the persons in charge of protected areas to the Kibira National Park, to the Aquatic Protected  Landscape of the North, to the Arboretum of Butaganzwa, to the Ruvubu National Park, to Bururi Natural Reserves , Rusizi Natural Reserve, the persons in charge of  public institutions, researchers of the University of Burundi, NGOs as well as the local communities;

· Then, a detailed analysis of the work program of the CBD on the protected areas was carried out and consisted for each activity of the work program, in release the progress already made in the implementation of the activity, the gaps in the system of protected areas in Burundi for this activity, the barriers that impede the achievement of this activity as well as the recommendations and concrete actions to lead in order to implement this activity of the Work program in Burundi; 

· There was a development of the evaluation report of the setting works of the work program on the protected areas by the Consultants; 

· There were then large discussions during a national workshop gathering the partners on the results of the evaluation and the setting of priorities; 
· There was finally finalization of the report and the preparation of the application on the basis of this report. 
The outcomes of the initial analysis of POWPA are consigned in a French report. The conclusions of this initial analysis record that the current system of protected areas of Burundi show many gaps that impede the creation and the management of the protected areas. It is in particular the fact that the creation of the protected areas was not followed by the establishment of the measurable indicators allowing a future evaluation of progress carried out; lack of operational mechanism of integration of communities in the protected areas management and the exploitation of resources; non existence of a formal framework of dialogue between communities and the administration to set up legal, political, financial, institutional mechanisms for the operation of the protected areas; the concepts of access and equitable sharing are not yet integrated in the national policies and laws concerning the protected areas; lack of positive incentive measures to imply participation of local communities in the creation and the management of the protected areas; the existing laws (the forest Code, the Environment Code ) do not envisage the governorship of the protected areas; lack of standards, criteria and indicators to evaluate the effectiveness of the management of protected areas in Burundi. 

To improve the management system of protected areas and to address the series of gaps, the following priority activities were identified for Burundi: 

· Activity 2.1.2 Recognize and promote a broad set of protected area governance types related to their potential for achieving biodiversity conservation goals in accordance with the Convention. This may include areas conserved by indigenous and local communities and private reserves. The promotion of these areas should be by legal and/or policy, financial, and community mechanisms.

· Activity 1.1.4. Conduct, with full and effective participation of local communities and relevant stakeholders, national reviews of existing and potential forms of conservation, and their suitability for achieving biodiversity conservation goals, including innovative types of governance for protected areas that need to be recognized and promoted through legal, policy, financial, institutional and community mechanisms, such as protected areas run by Government agencies at various levels, co-managed protected areas, private protected areas indigenous and local community conserved areas.

· Activity 3.1.1. Identify legislative and institutional gaps and barriers that impede the effective establishment and management of protected areas, and by 2010, effectively address these gaps and barriers. 

· Activity 3.1.6. Identify and establish positive incentives that support the integrity and maintenance of protected areas and the involvement of indigenous and local communities and stakeholders in conservation. 

A number of other activities have been identified as priorities (e.g. Activity 4.2.1 Develop and adopt appropriate methods, standards, criteria and indicators for evaluating the effectiveness of protected areas management and governance), but these are not included in the project to retain its focus and not to diffuse funds. Other PoWPA activities (such as Activity 1.1.5 for example) were found to be in place in Burundi and do not require immediate attention. 
These POWPA priorities correspond directly to the outcomes identified in the present application. Full report in French and English can be made available on request.
ANNEX III.2   GEF OFP ENDORSEMENT LETTER

Attached separately 

APPENDIX III.3 CO-FINANCING LETTERS

Attached separately
� Please see the definition of co-financing in the Guidance Note 


�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.protectedareas.org/files/download/266" ��http://www.protectedareas.org/files/download/266�


� No vehicles will be purchases in line with the programme rules.
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