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

Application for funding

	1. Country
	Guinea

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	National Center for Protected Areas Management / Ministry of agriculture, livestock, environment, water and forest

	3. CBD ratification date
	7 May 1993

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Attached separately

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	Activity 4.2.1, site-specific monitoring of management effectiveness 

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	Yes

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	No 

	8. Application submission date
	13 Novembre 2008

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	12 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for project substantial and budget issues

Name: OULARE Aboubacar

Titre: Director of National Center for protected areas management / Ministry of agriculture, livestock environment, water and forest 

Tél:  (+224) 60 55 02 60

E-mail: oulare_aboubacar@yahoo.fr

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	85,000

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	20,000, including: 

	
Government
	10,000

	
NGOs (IUCN)
	10,000

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	105,000


* 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

Guinea possesses very rich biodiversity, illustrated by the high level of endemism in fauna and flora. For instance, there are at least 69 endemic plants species and many animal species (20 osseous fishes, 1 reptile, 1 amphibian, 1 mammal…). But biodiversity is also remarkable because of the presence of large flagship species like the forest Elephant, the Lion, and the Chimpanzee. The country is the water tower of West Africa with more than 1100 rivers and 13 regional basins. There is also a significant diversity of ecosystems representative of West Africa wetlands. For instance, one-quarter of West Africa mangrove ecosystem lies along Guinea’s coast. These habitats, particularly the marine and estuarine waters, are known to be among the richest on the West African coast in terms of diversity, productivity and food potential. They are essential for the survival of several migratory birds species that are globally endangered or threatened, and for species that are economically important (fish and game).

Guinea’s national system of protected areas includes 43 sites. Management effectiveness of those protected areas is very weak. As part of the Initial POWPA Analysis, Guinea outlined a national programme of work (2008 – 2017) to strengthen and sustainably manage its protected area system. The first application of Guinea under the UNDP/GEF program focused on capacity building, amendments to the Guinea’s Code of wild fauna protection and hunting regulations and improving conservation forms and governance types in protected areas. 
The present Phase II application is focused on assessing and improving PA management effectiveness. The aim of the application is agree on a country-specific model for PA management effectiveness assessment, and to test it at a sample of Pas of different categories, and to develop feedback plans - pragmatic management plans based on available data and a monitoring results. It thus covers activity 4.2.1, in particular through the use of the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool. The project team will carefully study and use the experience of METT under the 1139 GEF ID Mont Nimba project (UNDP) and the 1273 Coastal and Marine Biodiversity management project (World Bank). Through the newly created Ministry of Sustainable Development and Conservation, uptake of the GEF experience of the Nimba and Coastal Zone projects will happen, and the PoWPA team will collaborate with the implementation teams of the UNDP and World Bank GEF projects on that. It is worth noting, however, that METT application in the GEF projects has been limited to a biosphere reserve and marine areas. The majority of the country’s other diverse terrestrial PAs (which are over 40 in number) remain without an assessment approach. The need for a country-tailored national PA evaluation framework in Guinea, for different types of PAs, has been voiced by the Government, and is supported by IUCN, which did a RAPPAM assessment for Guinea in February 2008, which confirmed the need for a system-wide PA evaluation framework. The project’s purpose is a country-tailored model for METT and METT follow-up mechanism. The Phase II demonstration areas (which are the same as Phase I areas) are representative of many PAs in the country. The experience gained from the PoWPA demonstrations will be joined with METT experience gained through the two GEF projects, to construct and inform the national METT framework
The application was prepared with assistance of IUCN (regional program on PA conservation in West Africa). In its implementation, it will continue to benefit from the partnership of IUCN PACO, in particular through its program which aims to enhance management effectiveness of protected areas in Western Africa. This project also takes stock of those previously approved PoWPA applications under the Country Action Programme, which dealt with similar activities in similar contexts. It is important to note that this METT project in Guinea (and also in Mali) is supported by IUCN, which is developing an evaluation framework the sub regional level in Western Africa. Experience gained from this Guinea (and Mali) POWPA projects will be capitalised in this IUCN regional program of management effectiveness.

IUCN implication in this POWPA project is part of its wider program on protected areas in western Africa. IUCN is the only international NGO working on protected areas is western Africa (covering 17 countries). A reorganisation of IUCN regional office in western Africa took place last year and the protected areas program was selected as one of the most strategic one. As Guinea is a very important country in terms of biodiversity, IUCN considers it as a priority and intends to deepen its work there.

The first phase of the program is focused on legal issues. Indeed, Outcome I in the first phase, after a wide consultation, assessed the legal status of 10 PAs in order to incorporate appropriate governance types. The team does not envisage a problem/clash with Phase II, as Phase II will do management effectiveness evaluation and follow-up at the same sites as Phase I, and the effectiveness scorecard will be adapted to the corresponding governance type/IUCN category of each such demonstration area. In fact, it is exactly the purpose – to apply METT scorecards at several/diverse sites in order to adjust them for each type so their maximum practical useability is achieved.
I.1.B
Expected outcomes, indicators, risks and mitigation measures

	Expected outcomes
	Indicators
	Risk associated with attaining the indicator (high, medium, or low)
	Risk mitigation measures

	Outcome I: A METT system developed and tested at various PAs in Guinea, with a feedback mechanism 
	· country (or category) specific METT developed for application in Guinea

· METT results and METT action plans at 8 to 12 Pas. 

	Medium- availability of expertise and insufficient time for implementation
	Several studies exist on Guinea PAs, including on their management effectiveness. Besides, the project is benefitting from experience of the GEF projects and the PoWPA the Phase I implementation which is currently on-going, and will link up with IUCN for the implementing the planned activities on time.


Note: The project’s purpose is a country-tailored model for METT and METT follow-up mechanism. The Phase II demonstration areas (which are the same as Phase I areas) are representative of many PAs in the country. The experience gained from the PoWPA demonstrations will be joined with METT experience gained through the two GEF projects, to construct and inform the national METT framework. Phase I, which works at the same sites, is funding substantial capacity building and technical support at the pilot sites. Additional training and technical assistance will also be available from Phase II.
Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting

The Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting was supported by a grant from the UNDP/GEF Country Actions Programme. The exercise started by the drafting of a report on the state of PoWPA and future plans ; this report was then further discussed in a wide stakeholder workshop on 6-7 December 2008. Moreover, a national workshop on management effectiveness of Guinea PA system (using RAPPAM methodology) was organized in February 2008 with the support of IUCN regional office (regional program on Pas). Analyzing all past and on-going donor-supported and/or national projects, the initial analysis clearly indicated that building up the human capacity was one of the main priorities for an effective PA management. There is also an urgent need to have a clearer, yet enforceable legislation on protected areas, which recognizes most appropriate country-tailored PA conservation forms and governance types. Therefore, the objective of the first application was to contribute to implementing the basis-setting PoWPA elements which will set the basis to a progressive improvement of the quality of PA governance both at the central, as well as site level. The second application focuses more specifically on management and effectiveness of protected areas. 
Further details of the Initial PoWPA Assessment can be found in Annex III.1. 

Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
As an early response to CBD, Guinea developed its Biodiversity National Strategy and Action Plan in 2002. Guinea did not develop a separate action plan for PoWPA. Some PoWPA elements have been implemented with success. Others are still lagging substantially behind. Among the activities implemented by Guinea, it is necessary to quote in particular:

· Goal 1.1 and 1.4. The creation of the national system of protected areas, covering 43 sites, and its management. The system covers with a pretty good representation the three main ecosystems of Guinea: coastal, marine and insular ecosystems; terrestrial ecosystems including the mountainous ecosystems; and continental fresh- water ecosystems. Further, the current JRS Biodiversity Foundation project contributes to identification of Ramsar site which will help identify any outstanding gaps with regard to water and wetland sites
;

· Goal 3.1 (enabling policy). The creation of a national institution, the National Center for Protected Areas, in charge of the management of the network and initial steps/projects for building up the capacities of the staff. Until recently, the situation was a bit “chaotic” regarding the management of protected areas at the central institutional level. However, a recent Government decree, dated of 5 December 2007, clarified the fact that, from now, the management of the protected areas system is under the responsibility of the National Center on Protected Areas (Ministry for agriculture, livestock, environment, water and forest). This is a positive step towards institutional stability and efficiency within the PA governance system. 
In December 2008, as part of the Initial PoWPA Analysis, it was decided that Guinea will adopt a ten-year plan (2008 – 2017) for the sustainable management of its network of protected areas. In this plan, Guinea will focus on covering the critical gaps in the implementation of the PoWPA. 

Section I.4
Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system
	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Surface area*, hectares
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	National parks
	2
	898,200
	II
	Government

	Managed natural reserves and sanctuaries of wildlife
	33
	1,203,283
	IV,  V et IV
	Government and local communities

	Integral natural reserves
	1
	112,300
	Ia
	Government

	Private natural reserve
	1
	104 ,000
	II
	Private

	Botanical and zoological garden
	1
	200
	Ia
	Government

	Transborder protected areas
	2
	3,460,000
	VI
	Government


The RAPPAM evaluation which was carried out in February 2008 by IUCN covered the main protected areas of the country which are presently managed: Haut Niger National park (1 247 000 ha including 122 800 ha of core zone), Badiar National park (38 200 ha, Biosphere Reserve: 284 300 ha), Ziama classified forest (112 300 ha, BR : 119 019 ha ), Diécké classified forest (64 000 ha), Mont Nimba integral reserve (12 540 ha, BR : 145 200 ha), Kankan – Folonigbè faunal reserve (531 448 ha), Rio Kogon, Korubal et Nunez transboundary protected area between Guinea and Bissau Guinea (800 000 ha in Guinée, 51 849 ha protected), Bafing – Falémé transboundary protected area between Guinea and Mali (1 777 333 ha), Manden Woula – Warandogoba reserve (36 000 ha), the future marine protected area of Tristao (85 000 ha), the future marine protected area of Alcatraz (1 ha), and finally Iles de Loos faunal sanctuary (10 ha).

The zones which are strictly protected cover 11 643 km² which represent 4.7% of the country. If one takes into account, the Biosphere Reserve buffer zones and the whole transboundary reserves, it amounts to 58 033 km², which represent 20.6 % of the country area.

One of the objectives of the 10-year plan for protected areas, is to compile a global inventory of (and in) protected areas in the country, thus making the figures more accurate. This will be done by the National Center on Protected Areas in cooperation with non-government and international partners, and could also be part of the elements for the UNDP/GEF project currently in the pipeline.

I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

Threat 1.
Poaching and poverty-driven subsistence hunting. The country’s unique biological diversity, in particular in protected areas, is under heavy pressure because of poaching and subsistence hunting, especially using modern rifles. As a result, some species are currently on the brink of extinction. 

Threat 2.
Loss of habitats for large wildlife. The buffer zones of protected areas are inhabited by human populations who live mainly from agriculture and cattle. Agriculture, especially cotton production and the clearing of land with fire causes an enormous loss in habitat. That is also true for mining activities.
Threat 3.
Unsustainable use of resource. Excessive fishing using prohibited means (not regulated nets : mesh lower than 30 mm ; trawl lines, use of ichtyotoxic, explosives, etc) is widespread. On the ground, and given that there is insufficient knowledge on the quantity of the resource that is present in nature, and what resources are extracted, this represents a significant threat to the biological diversity, mainly in the buffer zones of protected areas. This equally relates to the unsustainable use of forest resources (including logging for wood and coal).

This analysis correlates quite well with the global results of the RAPPAM evaluation (see graph below) conducted by IUCN in early 2008.
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I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1.
Legal deficiencies. Most of Guinea protected areas do not have presently a clear legal status. Some of them were created during the colonization and their status has not been updated from the legal point of view to match their current management mode. Thus, the implementation of PoWPA is an opportunity to explore other possible status for the protected areas, in particular for IUCN categories 5 and 6.

The laws and regulations governing the management of protected areas are mainly contained in the Law on Environment, and the Code on the Wildlife Protection and Hunting Regulation, as well as in the Forestry Act. All these laws are old, preceded CBD, not to mention PoWPA. The content of these laws needs to be carefully examined in order to respond better to the new challenges of protected areas, as recommended by the Initial PoWPA Analysis and Priority Setting. It is necessary, as part of the law revision, to analyse whether the existing forms of conservation AND governance within protected areas are appropriate, taking into account a wide menu of possible forms, their pros and cons, and then adapting best of them to country specific conditions. In particular, it is essential to study the possibilities offered by the new legislation on decentralization, in order to identify innovative ways that could possibly involve co-management or similar models of PA governance forms. The Government, within the 10-year plan on protected areas, has started to work on this issue, but further support is required. 

One of the legal problems, that also brings about conflicts between protected area managers and local populations, is the fact that the law recognises rights to resource users and allows subsistence hunting in the buffer zones of protected areas. While this is generally a positive step, the conflict arises from the fact that the law does not stipulate in detail for example the age of the game, sex, periods of hunt opening and closing. Thus, this and similar other legal deficiencies need to be rectified.

Barrier 2.
Human capacities. The Initial PoWPA Analysis pointed out to poor capacities as one of the key barriers to implementing PoWPA and strengthening the protected area system. It also pointed to the need to further work on the concept of PA management effectiveness assessment, and the need for targeted capacity building. This was fully confirmed by the IUCN’s assessment. 

Barrier 3.
Insufficient funding. Given the number of PAs and their relatively big size, the funding gap is presently substantial. The amount of resources for the management of Guinean protected areas is not sufficient. New channels of funding for the country’s protected area system needs to be looked into. This barrier is not going to be covered by the present project. It should rather be handled through the UNDP/GEF MSP project, which is currently being elaborated. Guinea needs first a strong and capacitated human potential and a sound policy framework in order to manage its PA system. Once that is in place, the PA financing issue will be tackled through a UNDP/GEF MSP.

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

	PoWPA activities to be addressed
	Project outcomes that correspond to PoWPA activities
	Activities per each outcome

	Activity 4.2.1 management effectiveness evaluation system.
	Outcome I: A METT system developed and tested at various PAs in Guinea, with a feedback mechanism 
	1.1 Working with the Phase I team, and taking stock of the Mount Nimba and Coastal Marine projects, the team will agree on the most appropriate Guinea-tailored management effectiveness tool.

1.2 Apply the tracking tool (METT) to assess 8 to 12 PAs. Analyze the results, produce recommendations. 

1.3 Project team will travel to the 8 PAs of different IUCN categories to discuss with local stakeholders the METT results. These local consultations will help to:

1.3.1 Conduct in-depth training on METT value and application,

1.3.2 Agree on a 3-4 year plan of action to cover the most problematic areas as identified in METT (which can cover covering both management effectiveness and ecological monitoring)

1.3.3 Agree on ways/techniques and resources for covering the gaps. Deliver basic technical assistance by project team necessary to trigger the implementation of identified actions.

1.4 Once the results of the testing are available the team will work with the Government, consult with UNDP and World Bank project teams, to refine the METT scorecard, and recommend to the government the METT feedback mechanism most appropriate per each category of PA.




I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not to be included in co-financing)
	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	Establishment and management of marine and costal protected areas in Guinea
	PRCM

1 984 000
	National center for the management of protected areas
	The project is integrated in activity 1.1.2 of PoWPA

	Conservation of the Biodiversity of the Nimba Mountains through Integrated and Participatory Management
	GEF

3,660,000

UNDP core funds

1,646,400
	Centre for the Management of the Environment of the

Nimba Mountains (CEGENS)
	This project focuses exclusively on a single site. Its main focus is Activity 1.4 (improvement of site management). The project is completing METT scores. The PoWPA project team will closely collaborate with the CEGENS and the newly established Ministry of Sustainable Development and Conservation to study the METT score results at this biosphere reserve and will use it in its application on other types of protected areas.

	Coastal Marine and Biodiversity Management 
	GEF

5,350,000

IBRD
	Ministry of Planning
	The project is initiating 2 coastal PAs working with local communities. As discussed in the Phase I application, this project is of primary interest for Phase I, as it promotes “establishment of mechanisms to envolve local communities” and will be used as a source of experience for the Outcome I (review forms of conservation and governance types) of Phase II. Regarding METT, the PoWPA project team will closely collaborate with the project team to study the experience of applying METT at the two sites and will use it in its application on other types of protected areas.

	Project  for wetlands management  – continental Ramsar Sites in Guinea
	JRS Biodiversity Foundation – USA

360 000
	National center for management of the protected areas
	The project helps to implement the ecological gap analysis in Guinea, among other things, and thus corresponds to Activity 1.1.5 of PoWPA.

	Management of the biological diversity of the transborder reserve of Pinséli (Guinea – Sierra Leone)
	Fondation Ensemble France

254 000
	National center for management of the protected areas
	Activity 1.3.3 of PoWPA


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	CENAGAP
	Institution in charge of protected areas ; will be the responsible for the implementation of the project. 

	NGOs
	The main environmental NGOs will be consulted to implement Outcome I 

	Centre national d’observation et de suivi environnemental
	This center under the Ministry of Environment participated in the project on the evaluation of management effectiveness of protected areas, and thus is a potential partner. 

	Local communities
	Cooperation with and advice to the consultants for the implementation of Outcome I Their presence is key in discussions on protected area governance forms, such as co-management.

	IUCN BRAO, WWF
	They will be represented in the Project Steering Committee, and their partnership is key to ensuring that actions of this project are well coordinated with other donor programmes. 


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

The management and monitoring arrangements in Phase II are the same as in Phase I. The CENAGAP will be responsible for the project coordination. One national consultant will be recruited on the basis of ad hoc terms of references for the entire duration of the project to implement the activities, to coordinate studies and field researches, and broadly to help the CENAGAP director. The consultant will prepare the 1 year and quarterly work programs. He will ensure that all the reports are produced timely, and in particular, the monitoring/evaluation of the outcome. Above all, he will prepare the quarterly reports to be submitted to the Global project coordination unit as well as to IUCN. The national consultant will benefit from the support of the IUCN regional program on PAs, based in Ouagadougou.

A Project Steering Committee has been set up for the first application. It will ensure high-level support to the project and coordination with other ministries and agencies. The Steering Commitee will also follow the second application. It will consist of the Director of the National Center for Protected Areas, other key centers under the Ministry of Environment, UNDP Country Office, and IUCN (PA program in the IUCN regional office). The Project Steering Committee will consider half-yearly Work Plans, consider any changes in the proposed outcomes/activities, and approve reports to the global Project Management Unit in Bratislava. Part of these decisions will be made by e-mail consultation. Within the first half month of the project’s official start, the Steering Committee will determine periodicity of meetings and approval protocols. 

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

	Inception report
	Steering Committee
	15 days after the money has been deposited in the project’s account.

	Half yearly technical and financial reports
	Coordinator prepares, Steering Committee approves and submits
	 6th Month, 12th Month,  18th Month, 

	Annual report
	Coordinator prepares, Steering Committee approves and submits
	End of year one

	Project completion report
	Coordination prepares, Steering Committee approves and submits.
	Within 30 days after the last payment was received.


Section I.7
Budget
I.7.A
Estimated project costs and budget lines

	Outcome
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	Outcome I: A METT system developed and tested at various PAs in Guinea, with a feedback mechanism 
	77,000
	20,000
	97,000

	National consultant (12 months)
	30,000
	10,000
	40,000

	Participatory workshops, trainings and technical assistance to 8 PAs
	27,000
	
	27,000

	International consultants
	10,000
	10,000
	20,000

	Travel of consultant
	10,000
	
	10,000

	Project management budget/costs*, (including audit
 cost specified separately in the brackets)
	8,000 (2,000)
	
	8,000 (2,000)

	Stationary and disposable items
	4,000
	
	4,000

	Supervision of CENAGAP
	2,000
	
	2,000

	Audit (once for the project)
	2,000
	
	2,000

	TOTAL
	85,000
	20,000
	105,000


I.7.C
Co-financing (provide information on all co-finance sources directly relevant to the PoWPA activities which are the focus of this application)

	Institution
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)

	
	
	
	Confirmed*
	Unconfirmed

	IUCN
	INGO
	In-kind
	10,000
	

	Ministry of Environment
	Government
	In-kind
	10,000
	

	Total co-financing
	20,000
	


   PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments – if applicable

	ITRC Comment
	Response from project team

	Firstly, It is not clear if the purpose of the project activities is to develop a METT evaluation framework, OR, to simply apply the METT and then develop response plans OR both.  Please clarify.  If both, once problems are identified with the METT, then what will be the next step?  Is there a plan for funding the activities that may be identified?

Secondly, I can not clear this project until we have greater clarity regarding the fact that the METT is being applied in country already as part of GEF’s ongoing PA projects.  This proposal should be making use of that experience and clearly noting the added value of applying the METT to PAs that are not currently receiving GEF support and how all of this experience will be used in developing a METT evaluation framework at national level.  Without this explicit clarity there is potential for double funding and overlap both at individual sites and in terms of capacity building and learning about how the METT can add value to site management.
	Indeed, the project will carefully study and use the experience of METT under the 1139 GEF ID Mont Nimba project (UNDP) and the 1273 Coastal and Marine Biodiversity management project (World Bank). Through the newly created Ministry of Sustainable Development and Conservation, uptake of the GEF experience will happen, and the PoWPA team will collaborate with the implementation teams of the UNDP and World Bank GEF projects on that. It is worth noting, however, that METT application in the GEF projects has been limited to a biosphere reserve and marine areas. The majority of the country’s other diverse terrestrial PAs (which are over 40 in number) remain without an assessment approach. The need for a country-tailored national PA evaluation framework in Guinea, for different types of PAs, has been voiced by the Government, and is supported by IUCN, which did a RAPPAM assessment for Guinea in February 2008, which confirmed the need for a system-wide PA evaluation framework. 

The project’s purpose is a country-tailored model for METT and METT follow-up mechanism. The Phase II demonstration areas (which are the same as Phase I areas) are representative of many PAs in the country. The experience gained from the PoWPA demonstrations will be joined with METT experience gained through the two GEF projects, to construct and inform the national METT framework. 

Regarding funding of follow-up actions on the ground: Phase I, which works at the same sites, is funding substantial capacity building and technical support at the pilot sites. Additional training and technical assistance will also be available from Phase II. However the project is not suited to deliver cash to finance in full actions (hardware or machinery) that would be identified at the site level, but rather will help rearrange funding as necessary to improve effectiveness, or work with site managers and government in identifying new internal or external funding sources. This is a natural financial limit of PoWPA grants, where Phase I budget is limited to 150,000 USD, while Phase II is limited to 85,000, and the idea is not to implement the plans, but rather to launch an assessment framework and enable site managers and CENAGAP to agree on or – where appropriate - correct previously proposed actions at site level for better effectiveness.

Finally, it is important to note that this METT project in Guinea (and also in Mali) is supported by IUCN, which is developing an evaluation framework the sub regional level in Western Africa. Experience gained from this Guinea (and Mali) POWPA projects will be capitalised in this IUCN regional program of management effectiveness. 

We have adjusted the application in many sections to reflect the above

	The partnership with IUCN seems to be key for both phases of the project. Is IUCN having a long term strategy for remaining in Guinea, to ensure sustainability of the results of the PoWPA grants?
	IUCN implication in this POWPA project is part of its wider program on protected areas in western africa. IUCN is the only international NGO working on protected areas is western africa (covering 17 countries). A reorganisation of IUCN regional office in western africa took place last year and the protected areas program was selected as one of the most strategic one. As Guinea is a very important country in terms of biodiversity, IUCN considers it as a priority and intends to deepen its work there. 

	It isn’t entirely clear how the assessment of governance types conducted in the first phase will interface with the use of IUCN PA categories in the Second Phase work. It would be advisable also for all involved to become familiar with the newly published IUCN Best Practice Guidelines on Management Categories for PAs.
	The first phase of the program is focused on legal issues. Indeed, Outcome I in the first phase, after a wide consultation, assessed the legal status of 10 PAs in order to incorporate appropriate governance types. The team does not envisage a problem/clash with Phase II, as Phase II will do management effectiveness evaluation and follow-up at the same sites as Phase I, and the effectiveness scorecard will be adapted to the corresponding governance type/IUCN category of each such demonstration area. In fact, it is exactly the purpose – to apply METT scorecards at several/diverse sites in order to adjust them for each type so their maximum practical useability is achieved. We have added text to the justification section of the proposal to clarify this.

Regarding the IUCN PA categories, IUCN office in West Africa (the protected areas program) is planning to run a training on the new management categories for PAs, the director of CENAGAP will be invited and fully involved, and the mentioned IUCN guide will certainly be the core of the training.


   PART iii
Annexes

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

III.1.A
and III.1.B
The initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting process and outcomes

The initial analysis for POWPA was undertaken in September 07 – January 08, with financial assistance from the UNDP/GEF Country Action Grants Programme. First, a report with a detailed table of the progress and priorities in PoWPA was drafted by consultants. Next, the report was presented at a wide stakeholder workshop, which took place in Conacry on 6-7 December 2007. Ultinamately the report was finalized, and presented as a basis for the 10-year programme of Guinea to strengthen its protected areas system. The report was approved by the National Center for Protected Areas of Guinea, and served the basis for the present application. 

The detailed PoWPA matrix, which constitutes the main analytical element of the PoWPA analysis and the 10-year programme is available in French. It is a matrix about 50 pages long which analyzes the process and priorities for each PoWPA Activity. 

Below is the summary of that table, per PoWPA Goal, focusing on those POWPA goals which have deadlines in 2007/2008.:

	Goals
	Degree of realization  in Guinea
	Priorities  for Guinea
	Emergency degree
	Calendar of realization
	Gaps  noted for Guinea

	Goal 1.1 To establish and strengthen national and regional systems of protected areas integrated 
into a global network as a contribution to globally agreed goals.
	2
	IM/ST (depending on activity)
	+C
	2008 - 2010
	* Disparities between the current size of the PA system and the capacities to manage it. 

* Legal problems.

* Management planning capacities are poor. 

* Need to have more thorough studies on the existing ecosystems.

	Goal 1.2 To integrate protected areas into broader land- and seascapes and sectors so as to maintain ecological structure and function.
	1
	MT
	C
	2009 - 2012
	* Need to strengthen buffer zone management. 

	Goal 2.1: To promote equity and benefit-sharing.
	1
	ST
	+C
	2008  - 2010
	* Inadequacy of national legislation as regards equitable sharing of benefits arising from use of resources at protected areas and around. 

* Miss innovative forms of conservation and governance of PAs that would be brining benefit to local people. 

	Goal 3.1 To provide an enabling policy, institutional and socio-economic environment for protected areas
	1
	IM/ST (depending on activity)
	+C
	2008  - 2010
	* PA legislation missing and existing regulations are very outdated. Institutional problems persist. 

* Need to address PA management alongside with looking for mechanisms to deal with impoverishment of the rural people. 

	Goal 3.2 To build capacity for the planning, establishment and management of protected areas
	1
	IM
	+C
	2008  - 2010
	* Critical weakness of the national capacities in planning conservation of protected areas and their management. 

* Lack of training programmes to raise national capacities. 

* Need for identification and popularization of practices and lessons successful in the PAs. 

	Goal 3.4: To ensure financial sustainability of protected areas and national and regional systems of protected areas.
	1
	ST
	+C
	2008  - 2010
	* Inadequacy of the financial resources available for the PAs. 

* Need to put into law innovative mechanisms of financing PAs.

	Goal 4.1: To develop and adopt minimum standards and best practices for national and regional protected area systems.
	1
	IM
	+C
	2008  - 2010
	* Further improvement needed of methods of planning, management and governance of the PA

	Goal 4.2: To evaluate and improve the effectiveness of protected areas management.
	1
	ST
	+C
	2008 -  2010
	* Need to put into law a directive on the need to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of management of the PA

* Insufficiency of qualified human resources within the PA system in Guinea.

* Miss educational materials and financial resources.


Legend:

Degree of implementation: 1 = Weak, 2 = Medium, 3 = High.
Priorities: IM = Immediately (6 months – 1 year) = 2008; ST = Short time  (1 year to  2 years) = 2009 – 2011; MT  = Medium time (after 2011). 

Priority: +C Very critical (Green); C = Critical (yellow). 

III.1.C
Linkage between initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes and activities proposed under this application

	Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting result
	Which activity is it linked to in the application

	Activity 4.2.1 
	Outcome I


Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter

Attached separately

Annex III.3
Co-financing letters

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


� This is why Ecological Gap Analysis (1.1.5) is not considered necessary for Guinea.


� The project is not suited to deliver cash to finance in full actions (hardware or machinery) that would be identified at the site level, but rather will help rearrange funding as necessary to improve effectiveness, or work with site managers and government in identifying new internal or external funding sources. This is a natural financial limit of PoWPA grants, where Phase I budget is limited to 150,000 USD, while Phase II is limited to 85,000, and the idea is not to implement the plans, but rather to launch an assessment framework and enable site managers and CENAGAP to agree on or – where appropriate - correct previously proposed actions at site level for better effectiveness.


� Please note that a financial audit is necessary for every project annually.
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