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

Application for funding

	1. Country
	Honduras

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment of Honduras. (Secretaria de Recursos Naturales y Ambiente. SERNA)

	3. CBD ratification date
	June 10th. 1995.

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Mayra Mejia del Cid, Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (SERNA)

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	Activity 2.1.2; Activity 3.1.2; Activity 3.4.1

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	No

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	No

	8. Application submission date
	

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months.

	10. Contact for substantial and budget issues
	Name: Juan Pablo Suazo

Title: Director of Biodiversity 

Ministry: Environment and Natural Resources

Phone: (504) 235-4895

Fax: (504) 235-3764

E-mail: juanpablosuazo@yahoo.com

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	US$ 150,000.00

	Co-financing total, including:
	US$ 75,000.00
including: 

	
Government
	US$ 20,000.00

	
Bilateral
	US$ 25,000.00 

	
NGOs
	US$ 20,000.00

	
International multilateral organizations
	US$ 10,000.00

	
Private Sector
	

	
Other 
	

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	US$ 225,000.00


* 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

Honduras is located in the middle of Central America and has an extension of 112,498 Km². Because of its location, Honduras maintains a rich cultural and biological diversity. 
For more than 50 years, the country has been setting aside protected areas for multiple purposes. In 1993, the Government legally established the Honduras National System of Protected Areas (SINAPH) under the Environmental General Law, Decree Number 104-93. 
Although the protected areas are recognized as a key tool to counter the loss of the country’s biodiversity and contribute to sustainable development, most of the protected areas are under weak management, poor institutional presence and lack an appropriate funding mechanisms. It is recognized that the actual SINAPH lacks of an adequate frame of policies, laws and mechanisms to provide an enabling environment to promote local participation, sustainable financing and valuation of nature, alleviate poverty, and effectively conserve the biodiversity.

The Government is aware of the PoWPA, adopted by COP VII. The PoWPA was analyzed and prioritized by the Government in consultations with the NGO and science, and the national conservation activities have been reconciled with the PoWPA. While the Government is committed to the implementation of PoWPA and has done a lot along this way, it requires additional capacities and resources to be able to finalize the work on key PoWPA areas.

The past GEF investments in Honduras have made a great impact in the SINAPH. One of the most important GEF projects in Honduras, “The Biodiversity in Priority Areas Project (PROBAP)” established a baseline aimed to the consolidation of the protected areas systems and community participation. From this baseline we started to redefine the real needs and strategic actions to improve planning and management practices of protected areas at the site level. This project produced a Strategic Plan for the SINAPH defining a long term vision, which is aligned with the POWPA of the CBD. With this EAG Proposal we are implementing some of the actions proposed in this long term planning and in the POWPA and updating some information related to financial sustainability of the SINAPH. 

The current GEF investment, “Corazon Project” is starting its implementation. This project is focused in specific areas and will contribute to the effective management and consolidation of one of the most important set of protected areas in Central America. With the EAG proposal we expect to complement this initiative by working in other priority protected areas of the SINAPH, in two issues: a) defining with more details the financial mechanisms to be applied in other priority protected areas; and, b) promoting and establishment of community, indigenous and private reserves to complement the SINAPH. It is important to mention that these other protected areas are under different socio economic and political context.

The objective of this project is to contribute to the creation of an enabling environment to ensure an effective system of protected areas through the development and adoption of financial, economic and management mechanisms and standards at national and local level. Specifically, following the PoWPA prioritization, the project will focus on: (i) the establishment of legal mechanisms to promote private, indigenous and community protected areas, (ii) valuation of natural resources and (iii) financial mechanisms for the sustainability of the protected areas system. 
The focus on the indigenous communities means that the project will strive to contribute to improved social benefits of protected areas allowing the values and benefits of protected areas to be fully recognized and respected in planning and resource use at the local level – which is also an important element contributing to the poverty reduction objectives under the Millennium Development Goals.
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. (Legal gaps and PA management models)
By the end of the project Honduras will have established the legal mechanisms to promote indigenous, community and private nature reserves, to complement the National System of Protected Areas.
	Ind. I.1:  A  Regulation adopted by The Secretariat of Environment and Natural Resources that clears the juridical basis of community managed and co-managed as well as private reserves.

Ind. I.2:  At least 3 community and private nature reserves are under legal establishment process in priority ecoregions, such as Pine-Oak, Dry Forests and Moist Forests and properly certified by the Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment and the Forestry Administration Agency. 
Ind. I. 3: The informal network of Community and Private Nature Reserves is legally created, as evidenced by fully equipped managing office of the network at the premises of  the Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment and the Forestry Administration Agency  and by data-base and email communication between the community and private nature reserves

	Medium
Low participation and interest of land owners and communities.


	Once the policy paper adopted and natural resource valuation studies are available, the project team will – while constituting the model 3 community /private reserves – work heavily to promote the economic and social valuation studies and new PA management models.

	Outcome II. (Economic and social valuation of Pas)
By the end of the project the economic and social valuation of the protected areas’ resources integrated in the Honduras Government Agencies decision-making and planning processes.
	Ind. II. 1: Documentation of the three studies (Pine-oak, dry forest, rain forest) indicating economic and cultural values, including their contribution to poverty alleviation and the Millennium Development Goals. 
Ind. II. 2:  A technical regulation to introduce economic and social valuation in Environmental Evaluation Assessment is adopted by the Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment. 
Ind. II .3: The 2009 yearly activity plan/reports of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment and the Ministry of Agriculture and Cattle, and The Forestry Administration Agency  which envisage activities in and around areas with pine-oak, dry forest and rain forests in Honduras – make a clear reference to the valuation study and use those figures as corrective tool for the scope and extent of the economic activity in such areas. 

Ind. II.4 At least two communities reach a consensus and sign an agreement among key stakeholders, on the payment of environmental services, assigning resources to conserve natural resources in their jurisdiction.
	Medium
Involvement and Political support from the government agencies, such as Ministry of Agriculture, Finance, Technical Cooperation, etc.)

	Involve different key partners in the process of valuation of natural resources and their impact in poverty alleviation.  (The  Finance Secretariat, The National Committee of Poverty Reduction, The Ministry of the Presidency and Local and Communal Organizations, etc) 

	Outcome III. (Strategy for financial sustainability)

By the end of the project, the Government of Honduras, through the “Honduras Foundation for Conservation of Nature” has approved a strategy and action plan for ensuring the financial sustainability of the National System of Protected Areas.
	Ind. III. 1:  The National Council of Protected Areas approve by decree, the National action plan to achieve sustainable financing of the National System of Protected Areas, including necessary actions to implement it.
Ind.III.2 Financial PA scorecard is integrated as an instrument to track the financial sustainability of the PA system.

	Medium

Political, financial and technical support for the International Cooperation Agencies is required. 

High commitment and political support from the Ministry of Finance, and The Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources.
	Design of the financial strategy for the SINAP must include the participation of the cooperation agencies, (multilaterals and bilaterals), and key government agencies. 


Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and PRIORITY Setting
On November 6th, 2006, under the leadership of the Government of Honduras, a National Implementation Support Program (NISP) Agreement was signed by The Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (SERNA), The National Forestry Administration (AFE-COHDEFOR), the Ministry of Technical Cooperation, The German Cooperation Agency (GTZ), The United Nations Development Program (UNDP), The World Wildlife Fund (WWF), the Honduras Federation of Non Governmental Organizations (FOPRIDEH), and The Nature Conservancy (TNC), to jointly carry out actions outlined in the COP 7 Program of Work on Protected Areas. SERNA has designated a National Coordinator who is in charge of implementing the program of work and coordinating the activities. More information is presented in the Annex.
Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA

In order to implement the POWPA, the NISP Alliance defined an action plan to be gradually implemented in short phases, following the same structure of the PoWPA. The Government of Honduras recognizes and understands that the POWPA is a key element aimed to establish and maintain a comprehensive, effectively managed and ecologically representative system of protected areas. This general objective of the POWPA is clearly aligned with the national objectives of the Honduras Government.

In order to promote political buy-in within Honduras, a Political Committee of key government institutions and civil society organizations, has been formed, to support the adoption of the results from the different studies and other activities. This Political Committee will support and facilitate an enabling political environment to implement the Action Plan.

Aside from its formal agreement with the Honduran Government, TNC, WWF, The National Biodiversity Direction of SERNA, The Protected Areas Department of COHDEFOR, and scientists have formed a Technical Committee to advise and monitor the process, provide relevant information and expertise in order to guarantee the quality of the expected outcomes.

Please refer to Section I.4.E for the list of NISP-coordinated activities directly contributing to the implementation of PoWPA.

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

The Government of Honduras legally established the National System of Protected Areas (SINAPH) in 1993 under the General Environmental Law, Decree Number 104-93. The actual SINAPH is composed of 98 protected areas under 17 management categories, and cover around 3.1 million hectares (27% of the country). From the total of protected areas, 63 areas are legally established and 35 are proposed protected areas. 
In 2003, the Honduras Government, with the support of a GEF project (Biodiversity in Priority Areas Project), conducted an initial ecological gap analysis. The study concluded that, from the 59 ecosystems found in Honduras, 58 ecosystems are represented in the actual SINAPH. Coniferous forests and dry forests are the least represented ecosystems, with only 2% of its extension. According to this study, about 78% of the reported species of animals, and 68% of the reported species of plants, are represented in the SINAPH. The study strongly recommended the creation of new protected areas in coniferous ecosystems, dry forests, and marine and coastal marine ecosystem.
Institutionally, two government agencies are legally in charge of the SINAPH. The Secretariat of the Natural Resources and Environment (SERNA) defines the policies and strategies of the SINAPH and the Honduras Corporation of Forestry Development (COHDEFOR) implements those policies and strategies on the field. Both agencies coordinate very closely to develop and manage the SINAPH. 
The Non Government Organizations play a very important role in the development and management of protected areas; actually 25 NGOs have signed co-management agreements with COHDEFOR, and are actively involved in the management of 41 protected areas. Jointly with NGOs, local governments (municipalities) are becoming very active in managing and planning  protected areas. 
In 2005, COHDEFOR and SERNA, with the collaboration of key actors designed a National Strategic Plan for the SINAPH. This plan contains urgent actions to improve the system, guarantee the effective management of protected areas, and contribute to the sustainable development of the country. Actually this plan is being revised and updated to effectively address the commitments of the Program of Work on Protected Areas of the CBD. 

Management Categories of Protected Areas in Honduras

	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Surface area, hectares
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	Biosphere reserve
	2
	1,085,754
	II
	Government Agency and Indigenous Organizations.

	National Parks
	20
	1,029,879
	II.
	Government Agencies and NGOs.

	Biological Reserves
	23
	423,362
	I 
	Government Agencies and NGOs, Agriculture University.

	Forest Reserve
	3
	140,357
	VI 
	Government agencies.

	Wildlife Refugee
	13
	108,900
	IV 
	Government Agencies and NGOs

	Species Management Habitat Reserve.
	7
	75,031
	IV 
	Government Agencies and NGOs

	Watershed Zone
	3
	66,724
	VI 
	Municipalities

	Natural Resources Reserve
	1
	48,055
	VI 
	Government Agency.

	Anthropological Reserve
	1
	35,513
	VI 
	Local Communities

	Multiple Use Area
	5
	22,638
	VI 
	Municipalities

	Marine Reserve
	4
	19,033
	VI 
	Government Agencies and NGOs

	Marine National Park
	4
	18,500
	II 
	Government Agencies and NGOs

	Ecological Reserve
	1
	15,621
	VI
	Municipalities

	Cultural Monument
	5
	5,189
	VI
	Government Agencies.

	Anthropological Forest Reserve
	1
	4,997
	VI
	Local Communities

	Natural Monument
	4
	4,435
	III
	Government Agencies and NGOs

	Botanic Garden
	1
	2,255
	I 
	Forestry University.

	
	98
	3,106,242
	
	


I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

Protected areas face a number of threats; most of them stem from misunderstandings between local communities and protected areas administrations. To reduce stress between protected areas programmes and neighboring communities, it is critical to develop cooperative programs with nearby communities. We have to consider that there will always be conflicts of interests with individuals, communities or groups with special interests who wish to modify and make use of protected areas to their own advantage. Some of the most important threats include: 

Threat 1: Transformation of natural habitat for agriculture and cattle production purposes. Forest, freshwater and coastal and marine ecosystems of Honduras contain globally important biodiversity. Agriculture and cattle production has converted highly diverse natural ecosystems into greatly oversimplified ecosystems, leading to pollution of soils and waterways, and hastening the spread of invasive species. Agriculture remains the principal source of livelihood for rural people, especially the poorest. However, modern commercial agriculture has had a direct negative impact on biodiversity at all levels: ecosystem, species, and genetic, and on natural and domestic diversity. Conservation of biodiversity requires that agricultural development in key habitats be done in a way that is compatible with and in support of biodiversity conservation; and that conservation is supportive of agricultural livelihoods. 
Threat 2: Illegal exploitation of forests. The incidence of illegal exploitation of forest is especially important in high valued remnants of tropical moist forests and pine forests. Illegal exploitation occurs mainly in the following forms:
1) Logging operations cutting out of block
2) Logging companies pretending to be stagnant while in fact they extract timber
3) Unlicensed small-scale logging
4) Log/sawn timber production is under-reported and shipping documents are illegally altered
5) Logging and woodworking enterprises in both districts routinely evade taxation
6) Logging as well as woodworking enterprises engage in tax evasion.
A recent report by the Center for International Policy, estimated that illegal logging costs countries like Honduras as much as $ 18.0 million per year in lost of stumpage fees and other forest based revenues. 
Threat 3: Loss of key species because of poaching, illegal commerce of wildlife and over-fishing: Around the world overhunting has been a significant cause of the extinction of many species and the endangerment of many more. In Honduras we have many endangered species because of this situation. Commercial hunting, both legal and illegal (poaching), is the principal threat, species of birds such as Ara macao, Ara ambigua, Amazona auropalliata, Amazona farinosa, etc. and some large mammals such as Tapirus bairdii, Trichechus manatus, felines, dears, are in serious risks. Most of these species, especially birds and small mammals are illegally exported to other countries and sold as pets.
Rural poverty is the main underlying root-cause of most threats above. The incidence of poverty is especially high in rural areas. A high proportion of the total population (54%) lives in rural areas; most of them are living in poor and very poor conditions. Rural population depends on goods and services that ecosystems provide. However, it is often the rural poor, who are most severely affected by environmental degradation, as they depend directly on natural resources for their livelihood, and do not have access to alternatives. For example:
1. More than 2 million people depend on forests for their livelihood. Forests are also home of important terrestrial biodiversity, provide protection for water resources, and reduce the risk of natural disasters, such as landslides. But every year, it is estimates that almost 80,000 has. Of forests are lost.
2. Many people die each year from diseases caused by drinking unclean water and lack of water for sanitation and hygiene.

3. About 60% of the country’s poor population lives in rural areas where uncontrolled alterations of ecosystems reduce the buffer capacity of these ecosystems. When extreme weather conditions affect the country, small farmers pay the price with failed crops and disrupted water supplies.

I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1: National political and financial priority setting does not yet favor PAs 
Although the protected areas are recognized as a key tool to counter the loss of the country’s biodiversity and contribute to sustainable development, most of the protected areas are under weak management, poor institutional presence and lack an appropriate funding. This is due because political will to support the protected areas system is needed. Protected areas do not receive enough priority compared to the country’s other social and economic problems. This is also due, because the society as a whole, does not recognize the economic value of environmental goods and services, and the contribution to poverty alleviation, then, there is a barrier to achieve biodiversity conservation. 

Barrier 2: Mismatch between the current biodiversity knowledge levels and PA management and conservation requirements 
Poor training and lack of capacity of government agencies, municipalities, NGOs, and community organizations has to be improved to achieve protected areas objectives. Protected areas will work effectively as conservation tools if they are managed effectively to maintain their values in perpetuity. 
Barrier 3: Perverse incentives in sectors persist and threaten Pas 
Government economic incentives to other sectors, such as agriculture, forestry or infrastructure development inadvertently undermine protected areas by supporting incompatibles activities. This situation is becoming more important with the trend of bio- fuels. The expansion of industrial and commercial crops such as oil palm, sugar cane, and corn are threatening large areas of intact forests, especially, rain forests, dry forest, pine forest, and mangrove forests. 
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

	PoWPA Goal 2.1, Activity 2.1.2 Recognize and promote PA governance types

And

PoWPA Goal 3.1, Activity 3.1.1 Identification and addressing legislative and institutional gaps.
	Outcome I. (Legal gaps and PA management models)

By the end of the project Honduras will have established the legal mechanisms to promote indigenous, community and private nature reserves, to complement the National System of Protected Areas.
	Collaboration between government, lawyers, conservationists to develop a regulation on the legal status of community and privately managed/co-managed reserves. This will include a national study of the status, needs and mechanisms for involving stakeholders in protected areas policy. The development of the policy will go hand in hand with the model work at 3 sites, and the policy act will be finalized upon incorporating all results from the models, and proposed for approval by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment.

	
	
	Identification of potential sites to establish indigenous, community and private nature reserves. Work with local councils and private sector representatives to form management units and start drafting management plans for those protected areas. 

	
	
	Establishing, at the premises of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment, a network of indigenous, community and private nature reserves. The network will have a 2-person secretariat, a computer server that would maintain a data-base and communication among the reserve manager. It will issue electronic bulletins, and work in fundraising, mobilization of resources and preparation of proposal to support private conservation.

	PoWPA Goal 3.1. Activity 3.1.2 Conduct national level assessments of protected areas, considering as appropriate environmental services, to the country’s economy and culture, and to the achievement of the MDG at the national level
	Outcome II. (Economic and social valuation of Pas)

By the end of the project the economic and social valuation of the protected areas’ resources integrated in the Honduras Government Agencies decision-making and planning processes.
	Identification of priority sites with priority species and biotopes (Pine-oak, dry forest, moist forest) for the economic and social valuation studies. Carrying out the valuation in priority sites and develops a report.

	
	
	A series of round-tables, discussions, workshops, meetings to promote the studies among local stakeholders, and government agencies in order to gain their support.

	
	
	Development of a proposal for the National Council of Protected Areas to introduce mechanisms to ensure the payment of environmental services and goods and the integration of economic valuation in key government decision making processes.

	PoWPA Goal 3.1, Activity 3.1.2 Economic valuation, 

and 

Goal 3.4, Activity 3.4.1 Promoting financial sustainability instruments.
	Outcome III. (Strategy for financial sustainability)

By the end of the project, the Government of Honduras, through the “Honduras Foundation for Conservation of Nature” has approved a strategy and action plan for ensuring the financial sustainability of the National System of Protected Areas.
	Work of consultants on defining and quantifying protected area goods and services at the national level, potential sources of demand for such goods and services and contributions to achievement of poverty reduction and the MDG.

	
	
	Training on the introduction and use of the financial sustainability scorecard. Initial filling out of the scorecard by the government to quantify, using the scorecard, the baseline situation with regard to the PA financial sustainability of Honduras.

	
	
	A feasibility study for a number of financial mechanisms that are felt to be appropriate for Honduras, such as Trust Fund, Tax incentives for local people and businesses at Pas, Incentive to retain budget raised by PAs for themselves, Fee Entrances, etc. it is necessary to build a diverse funding portfolio, going beyond conventional mechanisms and including multiple funding sources, to ensure protected areas stability and sustainability.  

	
	
	To finalize a comprehensive plan for ensuring long term financial support for the system of protected areas, and submit it to Cabinet of Ministers for Approval. The plan will prescribe continued use of scorecard by the Government to track the success in increasing the financial sustainability of its the PA system. 


Clarification on Outcome II:

There are many methods for measuring the utilitarian values of natural resources, some are applicable to specific issues, some are broadly applicable, and some are designed to particular data sources. In our studies we expect to use at least two or three of these methodologies, such as: a) Production change; b) travel cost; and, c) hedonic pricing. Further details are provided in the response to ITRC comments.

I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not to be included in co-financing).
Firstly, a number of activities initiated and supervised under NISP directly relate to the PoWPA, but are not addressing the same PoWPA Goals as this grant request. The NISP agreement defines priority conservation activities of the Government of Honduras in achieving the objectives underlined on the Program Of Work in areas of mutual interest and in collaboration with other partners, such as UNDP, GTZ, TNC, WWF and FOPRIDEH. The partners are currently in the preliminary stages of implementing these measurable and time-bound outcomes, which include, in this first phase:

1. Completing the ecological gap analysis: terrestrial, marine, and freshwater ecosystems. (PoWPA Activity 1.1.5).

2. Capacity gap analysis and a comprehensive capacity building plan to develop knowledge and skills to effectively manage the protected areas. (Activity 3.2.1)

3. Financial gap analysis. (First part of Activity 3.4.1)

These outcomes, outlined in the work plan are expected to be achieved at the end of 2007. The Government Agencies actually have only advanced reports of the planned studies. The total budget for this initiative is about US$ 70,000.00 provided by GTZ, TNC, WWF, UNDP and Government of Honduras. The first two Activities above are complementary to the project.  The third activity, since it addresses a similar PoWPA Goal, is co-financing Outcome III of this application.

Other important activities of the POWPA that are addressed by the government agencies and other national and international agencies are:

1. Establish and strengthen transboundary protected areas: Honduras and Nicaragua; Honduras- El Salvador- Guatemala; Honduras- Belize- Guatemala. (Support from World Bank, Interamerican Development Bank, GEF, and GTZ). (Activity 1.1.1 of the PoWPA )
2. Establish and expand protected areas in high priority areas. (Support from TNC, GTZ, World Bank, International Development Bank.) (Activity 1.2.1 of the PoWPA )
3. Address the under- representation of marine ecosystems in protected areas systems. (Support from IDB, WB, GEF, TNC, and WWF). (Activity 1.1.5 of the PoWPA )
4. Address the under representation of fresh water ecosystems in the Protected Areas System. (Support from TNC). (Activity 1.1.5 of the PoWPA )

5. Analysis of key Policies, laws and regulations related to protected areas. These activities relate also to the discussion of the New Proposed Forestry and Protected Areas Law, submitted to the Congress. (Support from USAID, WB, IDB). (Activity 3.1.1. of the PoWPA)
In addition, a number of projects/programmes outside the direct area of PoWPA, are indirectly contributing to its implementation. 

In 2002 the GEF Project, Biodiversity in Priority Areas, implemented by AFE-COHDEFOR, carried out a preliminary study to define priority areas for biodiversity conservation and created the conceptual framework for the sustainability of the Protected Areas System of Honduras. Under the present plan of work, the NISP alliance has re taken these studies as the baseline to continue the consolidation process of the SINAPH. 
	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	Biodiversity in Priority Areas
	GEF 7,000,000.00
	AFE-COHDEFOR
	The project was completed in 2005. This project support the establishment of the baseline to consolidate the SINAPH.

	Corazon Binational Project Honduras and Nicaragua.
	GEF, 6,000,000.00 
	Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment
	This project will support the financial sustainability of the SINAPH.

	Capacity Assessment for the implementation of the Biodiversity Strategy 
	GEF 200,000.00
	Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment.
	Support in the implementation of the National Biodiversity Strategy.

	Support the national capacity to conserve the global environment 
	GEF 200,000.00
	Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment.
	Support in the implementation of international agreements related to the global environment.

	Forests and Rural Productivity Project 
	 WB, 200,000.00
	Forestry Administration Agency.
	Establish and expand protected areas in priority areas.
Support the implementation of sustainable financing plan for Protected Areas National System.

	Pro- Forests
	IDB, 200,000.00
	Forestry Administration Agency
	Establish and expand protected areas in priority areas.

	Natural Resources Program 
	 KFW, GTZ 250,000.00
	Forestry Administration Agency
	Provide a supportive enabling environment for more effective management of protected areas. 
Establish and expand protected areas in priority areas


	Pine Oak Conservation Project. 
	TNC, 260,000.00
	The Nature Conservancy
	Establish and expand protected areas in priority areas.
Provide a supportive enabling environment for more effective management of protected areas.

Identify lessons learned in integrating protected areas into broader landscape-scale strategies. 



	Bay Island Environmental Project 
	IDB, 300,000.00
	Ministry of Tourism.
	Establish and begin to implement sustainable financing plans for protected areas.

Address the under -representation of marine ecosystems. 


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	Indigenous and local communities and private stakeholders
	Participation in the Local Committees of Protected Areas.
National Commission of Protected Areas.

	National Autonomous University of Honduras. (Biology Department)
	Technical Commission of the NISP Agreement

	Government Agencies Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment, Secretariat of Technical Cooperation. Forestry Administration Agency.
	Political and technical committee of the NISP Agreement.

	NGOs (The Nature Conservancy, Conservation International, World Wildlife Fund, Network of  Co-managers Organizations of Protected Areas
	National Commission of Protected Areas.
Technical Commission of the NISP Agreement

	International Agencies 
German Cooperation Agency, United Nations Development Program.
	National Commission of Protected Areas.

And technical committees of the NISP Agreement


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

Day-to-day supervision of the grant will be carried out by DiBiO/ SERNA and DAPVS/ COHDEFOR respectively with close coordination with the NISP Political Committee, and the NISP Technical Committee. DiBiO/ SERNA will monitor overall grant progress and provide periodically financial reports and narrative progress reports, as required by the UNDP/GEF program management unit. Brief progress reports should also be produced every two months and presented to the Ministry of SERNA, the Ministry of SETCO and the General Manager of COHDEFOR. These reports will be shared with the National Commission on Protected Areas (CONAPH). 
Every six month, the NISP Political Committee and NISP Technical Committee will carry out a periodical review. In particular, this review will analyze: a) status of the participation of key actors; b) political commitment of public agencies involved in the process and adoption of the results; c) status of POWPA promotion and dissemination activities and results; d) status of the budgets, co-financing, additional financial needs, etc; and, e) discussions of the lessons learned during the process.

SERNA will submit to the UNDP/GEF Global Project Coordinator annual financial audit statements issued by a qualified national auditor.

In the second year of the project, a 3-day mission of will be undertaken to Honduras, to assess project progress (conducting meetings with project partners, and possibly having site visits to model community protected areas), and report back, on an independent basis, to the Project Management Unit. USD 3,000 has been allocated for 3-day international fee and travel (in lump sum) in the project budget (International Consultants, split between the 3 outcomes). The consultant will be selected based on UNDP/UNOPS procedures.

The UNDP/GEF Financial Scorecard will be used as a monitoring instrument for the Outcome which deals with sustainable PA financing.

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

	1. Inception report
	DiBiO/ SERNA
	One month after the money has been deposited in the project bank account.

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	DiBiO/ SERNA- DAPVS/ COHDEFOR.
	30TH. of each 3rd. month. 

	3. One-page travel reports
	Staff involved in the project implementation.
NISP Alliance officials.
	Within 10 days of the conclusion of a trip.

	4. Evaluation mission
	SERNA jointly with UNDP/GEF project management unit
	Around month 20 of project implementation

	5. Project completion report, including filling out the UNDP/GEF financial PA scorecard
	DiBiO/ SERNA- DAPVS/ COHDEFOR, with assistance from Global Project Coordinator
	Within 30 days of the end of  the month in which the last payment was made under the project.


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

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

	1. Governance of protected areas
	36,000.00
	17,000.00
	53,000.00

	2. Poverty reduction and conservation
	51,000.00
	19,000.00
	70,000.00

	3. Financial sustainability
	40,000.00
	16,000.00
	56,000.00

	Project management budget/costs, (including audit cost in the brackets)
	23,000.00 (8,000.00)
	23,000.00
	46,000 (8,000.00)

	
	150,000.00
	75,000.00
	225,000.00


I.7.B
Budget lines

Outcome 1:

	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	23,000.00
	10,000.00
	35,000.00

	2. International consultants
	7,000.00
	3,000.00
	10,000.00

	3. Training
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	4,000.00

	4. Travel
	4,000.00
	2,000.00
	6,000.00

	TOTAL for Outcome 1
	36,000.00
	17,000.00
	53,000.00


Outcome 2:

	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	34,000.00
	5,000.00
	39,000.00

	2. International consultants
	5,000.00
	5,000.00
	10,000.00

	3. Training
	6,000.00
	4,000.00
	10,000.00

	4. Travel
	6,000.00
	5,000.00
	11,000.00

	TOTAL for Outcome 2
	51,000.00
	19,000.00
	70,000.00


Outcome 3:

	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	29,000.00
	5,000.00
	34,000.00

	2. International consultants
	5,000.00
	5,000.00
	10,000.00

	3. Training
	3,000.00
	3,000.00
	6,000.00

	4. Travel
	3,000.00
	3,000.00
	6,000.00

	TOTAL for Outcome 3
	40,000.00
	16,000.00
	56,000.00


Project management
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants engaged in managing the project
	15,000.00
	12,000.00
	27,000.00

	3. Stationery and disposable items
	
	3,000.00
	3,000.00

	4. Travel
	
	4,000.00
	4,000.00

	5. Inception and closing workshops (two maximum)
	
	4,000.00
	4,000.00

	TOTAL, before audit costs
	15,000.00
	23,000.00
	38,000.00

	6. Audit cost
	8,000.00
	
	8,000.00

	TOTAL project management,
 including audit
	23,000.00
	23,000.00
	46,000.00


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

	Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment (SERNA)
	Government
	In- kind 
	10,000.00
	

	Forestry Administration Agency
	Government
	In- kind
	10,000.00
	

	PRORENA/GTZ
	Bilateral
	Cash 
	25,000.00
	

	TNC
	ONG
	Cash
	20,000.00
	

	PROBOSQUE
	Multilateral
	Cash
	10,000.00
	

	Total co-financing
	75,000.00
	


· Please present copies of letters of co-financing as confirmation. Please note that only confirmed co-financing is counted by ITRC at the project assessment. 

PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments – if applicable

	Comment
	Response from project developer

	Some of the activities are pretty close to work that has been done, or should have been done given the size of the GEF investments in the region.  How will $150,000 really add value to a $12million GEF investment?
	The past GEF investments in Honduras have made a great impact in the SINAPH. One of the most important GEF projects in Honduras, “The Biodiversity in Priority Areas Project (PROBAP)” established a baseline aimed to the consolidation of the protected areas systems and community participation. From this baseline we started to redefine the real needs and strategic actions to improve planning and management practices of protected areas at the site level. This project produced a Strategic Plan for the SINAPH defining a long term vision, which is aligned with the POWPA of the CBD. With this EAG Proposal we are implementing some of the actions proposed in this long term planning and in the POWPA and updating some information related to financial sustainability of the SINAPH.

The current GEF investment, “Corazon Project” is starting its implementation. This project is focused in specific areas and will contribute to the effective management and consolidation of one of the most important set of protected areas in Central America.  These protected areas have a different socio-economic and political context from the other protected areas of the SINAPH. One of the outcomes of this project is its contribution to the financial sustainability of the SINAPH, by strengthening the Protected Areas Fund, the consolidation of fund management and operational procedures and structures. Also, the Corazon Project will support the regularization of land and land rights of indigenous peoples in the protected areas. 

With the EAG proposal we expect to complement this initiative by working in other priority protected areas of the SINAPH, in two issues: a) defining with more details the financial mechanisms to be applied in other priority protected areas; and, b) promoting and establishment of community, indigenous and private reserves to complement the SINAPH. It is important to mention that these other protected areas are under different socio economic and political context. For example: a) management conditions and administration; some of these protected areas are under co-management agreements between the government and local NGO; b) Different local organizations, municipalities and private organizations intervene in the management of these protected areas, etc. c) Some of the protected areas have a great potential for income generation from ecotourism fees, etc. These situations are very different from the situation of the protected areas under the Corazon Project. We recognize these differences and complexities of these issues, and expect to complement with other initiatives that are working in similar objectives and conditions. The EAG proposal alone can not achieve this objective without the participation and complementarities of other initiatives. 

	Many of these threats to protected areas are not being addressed by the proposal or other ongoing activities. Please explain why, if these threats exist and are not influenced by the project, it still makes sense to have the project?
	The main threats listed in the project (Conversion of natural habitat by agriculture and cattle, illegal logging and loss of species for illegal commerce) are being addressed by other initiatives. As we mentioned in the project, the underlying root cause of these threat is rural poverty.  World Bank, Canadian Cooperation Agency, German Cooperation, and the IDB, among others, are addressing this issue with specific investments on the sites. With this project we expect to address this issue from a different perspective. We will generate new information and data related to the economic value of the natural resources and the impact of biodiversity conservation in poverty alleviation and community development. With this information in hand, and in close coordination with other agencies, we will promote a political and legal framework to enable, support and incentive biodiversity conservation, through a variety of mechanisms and strategies such as  private reserves, community and indigenous reserves, public protected areas, effective management, sustainable agriculture and forestry, and payments for environmental services. Additionally, in this process we will involve local communities and other stakeholders that will have a better understanding of the impact of biodiversity conservation in improving their livelihoods. This is a process and we recognize that is necessary a close coordination with organizations and institutions of different levels and sectors. 

	Please justify in more detail if it is realistic to achieve objectives in given time frame and with given resources.
	During the preparation of this proposal we discussed, with the government agencies, international cooperation agencies and NGOs, the feasibility of achieving these objectives in the given time and with the given resources. We concluded that the feasibility of achieving this project depends on the political support of the government agencies involved in this process and the integration and complementarities from key stakeholders.

The actual government has stated as one of its priorities the conservation and protection of natural resources. One of the mechanisms to achieve this national objective is through the consolidation of the SINAPH and enabling the participation of civil society in this process. Aligned with this national objective, both, The Secretariat of Natural Resources and Environment and the National Forest Administration Agency, are really committed to achieve the objectives under project. 

Thus we have designed the activities, costs, resources and time required carefully in order to guarantee the completion and achieving of the project activities, as they are stated in the project.

	Please clarify what exactly methodologies/models will be used to value natural resources
	With this objective we seek to clarify how sustainable management of natural resources contributes to human wellbeing and livelihood. There are many methods for measuring the utilitarian values of natural resources, some are applicable to specific issues, some are broadly applicable, and some are designed to particular data sources. In our studies we expect to use at least two or three of these methodologies, such as: a) Production change; b) travel cost; and, c) hedonic pricing.

In particular, we expect to study the next aspects:

a) Determine the value of the total flow of the benefits from the natural resources. This means to answer the question:  how much are the natural resources contributing to economic activity?  At this first stage of the project we expect to work at the local level.

b) Determine the net benefits of interventions that alter the natural resources conditions. Would the benefits of a given management or conservation practices justify its costs? 

c) Examine how the costs and benefits of natural resources management are distributed. With this data we will try to understand which groups are motivated to conserve or destroy the natural resources, and why, can help to design more effective conservation and management approaches.

d) Identify potential financing sources for conservation. This may help us in designing mechanisms to capture some of the benefits and make them available for conservation under a environmental services payment scheme.

These four approaches are closely linked and build on each other. We will have a different way to look at similar data regarding the value of the natural resources.

 

	M&E system is really output based - no real qualitative evaluation is included. Is it possible to include a short qualitative independent mission of an international consultant in the middle of the project, to evaluate progress, and accommodate it in the budget?
	We acknowledge that. And we believe it is very important to have a mid term evaluation for an independent mission of an international consultant. We have to revise the project budget to accommodate this activity in the proposal.  We propose a one week mission of an international consultant working in close coordination with the government agencies involved in the project.

	Measuring the degree of integration of the economic values in Government agency decision-making and planning is much more difficult to measure (indicator for Outcome II is meant). Is there any other ways the applicant can propose to measure the success of this outcome?
	We propose the next indicator: 

At least two communities reach a consensus and sign an agreement among key stakeholders, on the payment of environmental services, assigning resources to conserve natural resources in their jurisdiction. 




PART iii
Annexes

Annex III.1
Outcomes of the initial gap analysis

III.1.A

The initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting
The initial analysis and priority setting for the PoWPA was carried out under the auspices of NISP. The operation of NISP is aligned with the Program of Work on Protected Areas and considers the activities under implementation. The actual process defines priority conservation activities in areas of mutual interest and collaboration among TNC, WWF, UNDP, GTZ, and FOPRIDEH in support of the Government of Honduras in achieving the objectives underlined on the Program of Work. The partners are currently in the preliminary stages of implementing these measurable and time-bound outcomes, which include:

4. Completing the ecological gap analysis: terrestrial, marine, and freshwater ecosystems. 

5. Capacity gap analysis and a comprehensive capacity building plan to develop knowledge and skills to effectively manage the protected areas.

6. Financial gap.

These outcomes, outlined in the work plan are expected to be achieved at the end of 2007. 

III.1.B

Outcomes of the Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting
The main outcomes of NISP as related to PoWPA, so far has been: 

1. A comprehensive proposal to establish a functional, effective and ecologically coherent National System of Protected Areas in Honduras based on the requirements for representative systems of protected areas that adequately conserve terrestrial, marine and inland water biodiversity of the country, in line with the PoWPA requirements.
2. A comprehensive proposal for a capacity building program has been developed aimed to improve the knowledge and skills at individual, community and institutional levels, and raise professional standards.

3. Analysis of current income and expenditures, overall financial needs gaps and opportunity costs.

III.1.C
Linkage between the PoWPA analysis and activities proposed under this application

	Initial analysis result
	Which Outcome is it supporting in the application

	A comprehensive proposal to establish a functional, effective and ecologically coherent National System of Protected Areas in Honduras based on the requirements for representative systems of protected areas that adequately conserve terrestrial, marine and inland water biodiversity of the country.
	Outcome I. Legal barriers and forms of PA management.

	A comprehensive proposal for a capacity building program has been developed aimed to improve the knowledge and skills at individual, community and institutional levels, and raise professional standards.
	Outcomes I Economic valuation 

	Analysis of current income and expenditures, overall financial needs, gaps, and opportunity costs.
	Outcomes II Economic valuation and III PA System financial sustainability.


III.1.D
Maps, records, relevant scientific publications and 
additional web-links.
Map of the ecosystem of Central America, final report, volume 1. (Vreugdenhil, D; Meerman, J; Meyrat, A.K; Gomez, L.D; Graham, D. J. 2002). http://www.birdlist.org/download/cam/ecosystemmapfiles/Ecosystem_Map_Central_America.pdf
Rationalization of the Protected Areas System of Honduras, Volume 1: Main study, (Vreugdenhil, D; House, P.R; Cerrato, C.A; Martinez, R.A; Pereira, A.C. 2002.)

http://www.birdlist.org/cam/honduras/Rationalization_Vol_1_Main_Study.pdf
Rationalization of Protected Areas System of Honduras, Volume II: Biodiversity of Honduras, (Vreugdenhil, D; House, P.R; Cerrato, C.A. 2002)

http://www.birdlist.org/cam/honduras/Rationalization_Vol_2_Biodiversity.pdf
MICOSYS, Application Honduras “National Parks Model”, Evaluation Spreadsheet in MS Excel, (Version 3, 2002, designed by D. Vreugdenhil with the contributions by P. R. House, 2002.
http://www.birdlist.org/nature_management/national_parks/micosys.zip
Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter

Please find attached separately.
Annex III.3
Co-financing letters

Please find attached separately.
� The scorecard is an instrument developed by UNDP/GEF for countries to track the financial sustainability of their PA systems. The scorecard will be made freely available to the country by the Global Project Management Unit, and some capacity building about its use will be rendered within the project.





