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

Application for funding, PHASE II
	1. Country
	Uganda, Phase II

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	Uganda Wildlife Authority; National Forestry Authority; National Environment Management Authority, Ministry of Water and Environment, Local Governments

	3. CBD ratification date
	8 September 1993

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Mr. Keith Muhakanizi
GEF Operational Focal Point

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	Activity 3.1.2 assessments of the contributions of protected areas and integration of the use of economic valuation and natural resource  accounting tools

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	Yes

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	No

	8. Application submission date
	19 November 2008

	9. Duration: (12 months maximum)
	12 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for the project substantial and financial issues

Name: Dr. Aryamanya – Mugisha, Henry
Title:   Executive Director, National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)
Ministry: Ministry of Water and Environment

Phone: 256 414 251064/5/8
Fax:   256 414 257521
E-mail:  haryamanya@nemaug.org

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	85,000

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	64,000 

	
Government
	64,000 (Confirmed by NEMA)

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	149,000


* 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

Uganda ratified the CBD in 1993 and in 2002 the country developed and adopted National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and prior to this the country enacted the National Environment Act Cap 153 of 1995 to provide the necessary administrative and legal machinery in the environment sector. The management, conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity both within and outside protected areas are thus guaranteed. 

Uganda is a country of exceptional diversity, encompassing a zone of overlap between the savannas of East Africa and the West African rain forests. Uganda’s geographic features range from glacier-topped mountains, rain forests, and dry deciduous acacia bushland to wetlands and swamps.  These, along with a wide variation in climate and soils, combine to give Uganda an impressive range of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems.

The country’s varied habitats support a range of plant and animal species, making Uganda rank among the top countries in the world in terms of animal and plant diversity, as well as diversity of mammalian species.  Uganda has more than 11% of the world’s species of birds and half of the remaining world population of mountain gorillas.  There are thirty species of antelope, nineteen species of primates, and more than five thousand species of plants. Most of the country’s endemic species are primarily associated with high mountains, forests, and the major Pleistocene refugium of the Albertine Rift Valley. 

A total of 732 protected areas have been established covering 16.3% f the total land area of the country ranging from National parks, wildlife reserves, forest reserves, wetlands and community wildlife areas.
The government has over the years taken concrete steps to ensure that conservation and sustainable management of biological resources are promoted. These steps include, inter alia the adoption of the National Environment Management Policy 1994, the promulgation of the 1995 Constitution with provisions on environment and natural resources, the enactment of the National Environment Act, the Wildlife Act, the National Forestry and Tree Planting Act, the Regulations on Access to Genetic Resources and Benefit Sharing, the development of several sectoral policies such as the Wetlands Policy 1994, Wildlife Policy 1996, Fisheries Policy 2000, Forest Policy 2001 and the National Energy Policy 2000, among others.  

Despite the existence of these domestic policies, laws, action plans and frameworks as well as the international agreements, unsustainable human activities still pose a big challenge to the continued survival of Uganda’s rich biodiversity. These include overgrazing, land fragmentation, poaching, deforestation, destructive fishing methods, pollution, and introduction of invasive alien species.
Uganda has since made great efforts to address these practices which lead to biodiversity loss to ensure an effective national systems of protected areas and natural resource management. These strategies include development and implementation a National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP), Wildlife Protected Area System Plan, the National Forest Plan, the Wetlands Sector Strategic Plan and Forestry Nature Conservation Master Plan. These plans provide a framework to guide the setting of conservation priorities, channeling of investments and building of the necessary capacity for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in the country. 
The National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan promotes sustainable utilization of the country’s rich biodiversity for national development, poverty eradication and livelihood improvement in line with Uganda’s overall strategy of poverty reduction, which is articulated in the Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP) and in the Plan for Modernization of Agriculture (PMA).

****
Although the government of Uganda has made significant stride in the implementation of the CBD POWPA, there still remain many areas not sufficiently addressed including equity and benefit sharing around protected areas, the problem which among other things arises from unknown value of PAs for economy and livelihoods. Through the PoWPA Analysis Uganda’s key protected area stakeholders analyzed the current situation and consulted with local communities. The consensus from these consultations was that two issues stand out as the  most important – the need to promote the most suitable PA conservation approaches and corresponding governance types as well as valuation of the contribution of PA resources to national socio-economic development. Funding for the former was sought and has recently been approved by UNDP-GEF PoWPA Country Action Grants Programme (Phase I). The stakeholders who participated in the national workshop felt that, in order not to lose focus, the socio-economic valuation of the PA resources to national socio-economic development needed to be treated as a separate project with additional funding, which is the focus of Phase II.
The project will take case studies at 2 sites, and then extrapolate the data. It will identify the critical linkage between the PA resources and the national development plan which is currently under formulation. By providing data and information on the true value of PA, the project will enhance the growing recognition that sustainable protection, conservation and management of biodiversity can significantly contribute to the socio-economic development of the country, poverty eradication and therefore promote the integration of PA issues in national, secoral and local budget processes. The identified priority activity to be implemented under this project will stimulate national and local-level reviews and compilation of existing information to estimate the direct and indirect value of PAs in order to achieve the biodiversity conservation goals of the CBD and contribute to the 2010 biodiversity target. 

The project is based on a PoWPA assessment, and in its design learns from other projects dealing with valuation of PA resources within the PoWPA Country Action Grants Programme, such those developed by Benin, Grenada, St.Vincent and Grenadines, Bahamas and Honduras. 
I.1.B
Expected outcomes, indicators, risks and mitigation measures

	Expected outcome
	Indicators
	Risks
	Risk mitigation measures 

	Outcome I

Government receives information on the economic value of PAs and recommendations on tapping those
	- valuation data from 2 demonstration sites

- comprehensive national report study on contribution of PAs to national economy with set of recommendations to Government 
	Medium – Inadequate local expertise for developing and testing the tools
Medium – Inadequate availability of relevant data in the country

	Project intends to include an experienced international consultant in the investigating team and will benefit from partnering with similar PoWPA Country Action Grants projects through the programme’s Global Management Unit.
In fact much national-level data is available, although it is scattered and had not been collated and analyzed, the project is focused not so much on generating new national data (it will use the field data for extrapolation), rather on the systemic analysis of the most up-to-date national data which is available. National experts who can do it are available in the country. 


Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting
The initial analysis of the PoWPA in Uganda was undertaken in 2008 with the financial support of UNDP/GEF Country Action Grants programme. Initially two consultants were hired to carry out an analysis of progress in implementation of POWPA activities in Uganda and identify obstacles and barriers to their implementation. The consultants undertook these analyses and validated their findings by consulting relevant stakeholders and institutions including Uganda Wildlife Authority, National Forestry Authority and Forest Sector Services Department of the Ministry of Water and Environment as well as representatives of the Batwa Community (indigenous community), NGOs and private sector, among others. As part of the analysis, an exercise of prioritisation of the activities to be financed was made by the participants to the national validation workshop held in NEMA on 3rd September 2008. In this workshop, the participants identified 3 priority activities among the 92 activities of the work program and the 13 eligible activities for UNDP/GEF financing. These activities were 1.1.4, 2.1.2 and 3.1.2.  It was realized at the workshop that the first two activities are closely related and will involve local community and co-management studies and pilot work at 4 sites while 3.1.2 involving economic valuation of PAs stood apart somewhat, although its case studies are going to happen at the same sites. In order to maintain focus during implementation of the activities, it was decided that Uganda should develop two proposals; the first one to concentrate on the first two activities and the second one, which is the present proposal, to deal specifically with economic valuation of PA resources. The first proposal has since been approved by UNDP-GEF and is under implementation. 
Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
Uganda’s biodiversity represents one of the vital economic resources that the country has. The services and products provided by biodiversity in form of ecosystems, species and genetic resources contribute billions of shillings per year to Uganda’s economy. For example, the gross economic output attributable to biological resource use in the fisheries, forestry, tourism, agriculture and energy sectors is estimated to be  in excess of USh 820 billion (US$ 546.6 Million) a year. Biodiversity also supports economic output indirectly because it provides secondary inputs, ecosystem services and functions that support and maintain human production and consumption. These indirect benefits are said to be worth at least USh 300 billion (US$ 200 million) a year. The rural people, the landless and women are highly dependent both on biological resource utilization, and on the diversity of resources that provides them with choice and fall back in times of drought, unemployment or other times of stress.

As a firm act of commitment to sustainable management and use of our biological resources by Government of Uganda and to promote international cooperation, Uganda signed the CBD on 12 June 1992 and ratified it on 8 September 1993. Uganda also recently signed and ratified the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety to maximize the benefits of biotechnology while at the same time safe guarding her people from its dangers.

Aware of the its commitment towards meeting the 2010 global target of significantly reducing the current rate of biodiversity loss, the government of Uganda has taken steps to implement the CBD POWPA. The country has set aside 732 protected areas covering 32,067 km2 or 16.3% of the total land area and has also developed a National Biodiversity Strategy and Action to consolidate the initiatives taken this far and to firmly focus our future actions and effort on the realization of the objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity. 

To further demonstrate the implementation of the CBD POW, the country has developed and reviewed expired site-base protected area management plans through a detailed process of consultation, from local, regional and national level stakeholders for all the ten National Parks. Uganda has three World Heritage Sites, 10 Ramsar sites and one Man and Biosphere Reserve. Plans are underway to prepare nominations for one or two other World heritage sites and two Man and Biosphere reserves are also at advance stages. There is already an established cooperation framework between the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Rwanda as regards the management of transboundary protected areas and a similar agreement between Kenya and Tanzania under East African Treaty. Negotiations for transboundary management of protected areas between Uganda and Sudan are also underway. 

The country has also successfully implemented several Biodiversity Enabling Activities to enhance its capacity to implement the CBD POWPA. A Study of Wildlife Distributions, Wildlife Management Systems, and Options for Wildlife-based Livelihoods in Uganda was undertaken in 2003. The emphasis of this study was to present a country-wide spatial analysis of potential wildlife-related livelihood options in Uganda.  The report examines the current state of protected areas and wildlife in Uganda, and describes the ways in which wildlife and particularly large mammals may play a more important role in improving livelihoods. The National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) developed in 2002 identified national capacity building as a prerequisite to the achievement of biodiversity conservation goals. 
With the rationalization of the Protected Area System in Uganda resulting out of a comprehensive study, coupled with the strengthening of the Uganda Wildlife Authority and the creation of the National Forest Authority and the Wetlands Management Department, it is expected that the protection of these resources will be enhanced. This progress will be further strengthened with the current trend to manage protected areas in collaboration with neighboring local communities.
Section I.4
  Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system

There are currently three major categories of protected areas in Uganda. These are National Parks, Wildlife Reserves and Forest Reserves although wetlands and the major rivers and lakes are also protected by law. Uganda’s forest estate is currently estimated at 24% of the country’s total land area.
 The majority of this estate is comprised of woodland (81%), tropical high forest (19%) and forest plantation (less than 1%). Estimates by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) suggest that Uganda’s forest estate has declined from 45% in 1890 to only 20% of Uganda’s total land area.
 Although there is insufficient data to determine precisely the rates of current deforestation trends, it is generally agreed that the major factors contributing to deforestation are: encroachment, land conversion for agriculture, unsustainable harvesting, urbanization, industrialization and institutional failures.

Central Forest Reserves (CFR) are managed by the National Forestry Authority (NFA) as a Permanent Forest Estate (PFE). These CFRs were established with two main objectives; to safeguard supplies of timber and other consumptive forest products and environmental services they provide as well as protect fragile catchment areas. Over the years these objectives have been expanded to include aspects such as nature conservation, amenity and recreation, research and education, and poverty eradication as reflected in the National Forest Policy. There are also Local Forest Reserves (LFR) which are managed by local governments. Local communities living adjacent to the forest and wildlife reserves often benefit from the resources through collaborative arrangements with the lead institutions.

The wildlife sub-sector covers the wildlife protected area estate in the country and the management of wildlife resources on private land. The protected wildlife estate is currently comprised of 10 national parks (11,180 sq. km), 10 wildlife reserves (8,764 sq. km), 7 wildlife sanctuaries (850 sq. km) and 13 community wildlife areas (27,604 sq. km). These protected wildlife areas combine with a magnificent scenic beauty of extensive forests and woodlands, mountain peaks and other aesthetic resources to provide a back bone for the tourism industry.

Available statistics show evidence of trends of recovery in selected wildlife species.
 However, there is no data available to enable a complete analysis of beneficiaries in the sector whether by region, gender, age group or any other desegregation. Empirical research is still needed to determine whether poor people especially those living around protected areas are benefiting from the current levels of investment in the wildlife sub-sector.

Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) has responsibility for management of the wildlife protected area estate. UWA conservation approach mainly focuses on law enforcement, community conservation, research and monitoring and financial sustainability.

Extent of Uganda’s protected areas by category
	Category
	No. of reserves*
	Area (km2)
	%age of Uganda’s land area

	
	
	
	

	Forest Reserves
	710
	11,410**
	5.8

	National Parks
	10
	8,023**
	4.1

	Forest Reserves/National Parks
	-
	3,190
	1.6

	Wildlife Reserves
	12
	9,024**
	4.6

	Forest/Wildlife Reserves
	-
	420
	0.2

	Total
	732
	32,067
	16.3


Note:
 * No. of reserves shown for each category includes those carrying dual status.


** Areas shown exclude reserves or parts of reserves carrying dual status.


Land area of Uganda is 197,096 km2 (Uganda Bureau of Statistics)


** Areas shown exclude reserves or parts of reserves carrying dual status.


Land area of Uganda is 197,096 km2 (Uganda Bureau of Statistics)

Extent of Protected Areas by IUCN Categories

	Protected Area category
	Area (x 1000 ha)
	Updates

	Nature Reserves, Wilderness Areas, and
National Parks (categories I and II)
	766
	 

	Natural Monuments, Species Management
Areas, and Protected Landscapes and
Seascapes (categories III, IV, and V)
	997
	 

	Areas Managed for Sustainable Use and
Unclassified Areas (category VI and "other")
	4,663
	 

	Total Area Protected (all categories)
	6,427
	 

	Marine and Littoral Protected Areas {a}
	 
	 

	Protected Areas as a Percent of Total Land
Area, 2003 {b}
	26.40%
	 

	Number of Protected Areas, 2003
	1,085
	 

	Number of Areas >100,000 ha, 2003
	12
	 

	Number of Areas > 1 million ha, 2003 
	1
	 

	Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar Sites), 2002: Number of Sites
	1
	 

	Total Area (000 ha)
	15
	 

	Biosphere Reserves, 2002
	 
	 

	Number of Sites
	1
	 

	 Total Area (000 ha)


	247
	 


Information from various sources

Uganda is also well endowed with a complex system of wetlands and wetland resources. It is estimated that these ecosystems cover about 30,000 sq. km accounting for approximately 13% of Uganda’s total land area.
 Wetlands are a very rich source of biodiversity including endemic and migratory bird species. Wetland management and use are monitored by various institutions including the Ministry of Water and Environment (through the Wetlands Management Department) and NEMA.
Uganda is a landlocked country and therefore has no direct connection with the sea or ocean. The inland surface water resources cover about 16 percent of the country’s total area. Uganda’s major catchment basins are associated with River Nile and Lake Victoria as shown below.
The Major catchment basins in Uganda

	Basin
	Area

	Victoria Nile (Lake & River)
	57,669

	Kyoga Nile (Lake & River)
	26,796

	Lakes Edward & George
	18,18,624

	River Aswa
	26,868

	Albert Nile at Panyango 
	20,004


Management and use of the water resources are monitored by various institutions including the Ministry of Water and Environment, Fisheries Department, NEMA and others.

I.4.B.
Threats to Protected Areas

The major threats to Pas in Uganda include the following:
Threat 1: Over harvesting of PA resources

Poor planning and weak regulations have resulted in the unsustainable harvesting of PA products and the degradation of the resource base including biodiversity.
Threat 2: Encroachment
Loss of habitat is perhaps the serious negative factor and is certainly the most difficult to halt and reverse. Encroachment is prevalent in all types of protected areas. There was much clearance of forest cover to make settlements in the forest reserves during Uganda’s civil strife of the 1970s and 1980s; residual encroachment in PAs still continues. Most of the boundaries of the encroached reserves have not been reopened and are not clearly demarcated, which forms part of the reason for the current confusion.

Threat 3: Human-wildlife conflicts

The perennial enmity between human beings and wild animals continues to present stiff challenges for managing PAs. Given the high population growth in the country, currently estimated at 3.4% per annum, many communities have ended up establishing farms and settlements very close to the boundaries of the PAs resulting in destruction of crops by wild animals especially elephants, hippos and buffaloes. This has prompted the local communities to either poison them or become antagonistic towards conservation programmes.

Threat 4: Illegal grazing in National Parks

Communities neighbouring PAs continue to graze their domestic animals inside National Parks, and in most cases seem even to prefer paying fines rather than obeying the law.

Threat 5: Poaching

Poaching is a serious problem in the wildlife areas. The main pressures behind poaching include: obtaining the meat from wild animals for food and cash income, tusks of particularly elephants and rhinoceros. Poaching has caused the decline in umber and even extinction of some wildlife in these areas.

The main underlying cause of the above threats is population growth. Population growth and migration have increased the demand for agricultural land and firewood energy for domestic use. Additionally, rural poverty restricts the ability of local communities to invest in sustainable land use practices. Much of the current wood for energy consumption comes from the clearance of land for agriculture. 

1.4 .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, inadequate institutional collaboration as well as inadequate funding. This is so mainly because more 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 sectors such health and education. This is also due lack of appreciation by the population of the economic value and the contribution of environmental goods and services from PA resources, and the contribution to poverty alleviation. Generally there is also inadequate political will to deal with illegal activities which leads to biodiversity loss.
Barrier 2: Poor governance in the management of PAs

There are many factors contributing to poor governance. As mentioned above, collaboration between central Government institutions is weak. Similarly collaboration between these institutions and local government institutions are also weak. Although management plans are increasing in a number of PA sites for the benefit of the local communities, many sites still need them. Uganda Wildlife Authority has instituted a system of revenue sharing mechanisms with local communities. However, these mechanisms do not benefit the local communities directly as the financial resources are channeled through local governments for community programmes. Conflicting messages from politicians, probably because of inadequate information, also creates unnecessary conflicts between local communities and lead institutions in charge of PA management. 
Other barriers identified during the initial study also included the following:  PAs are seen by government as potentially free land for private investors, there is constant pressure to de-gazette the less valuable areas, national accounts only value the mainstream trade from forests ignoring the ecosystem services, budget planning processes do not value hidden benefits to the local and national economy, government provides inadequate financial resources for effective management of PAs, there is inadequate staff capacity in specialized areas as well as inadequate availability and access to relevant information, among others. 

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

	PoWPA Activity
	Project outcome
	Activity under the Project outcome 

	Activity 3.1.2 Conduct national –level assessments of the contribution of protected areas, to the country’s economy and culture and to the achievement of the Millenium Devlopment Goals; and integrate the use of economic valuation in national planning processes 
	Outcome 

Government receives information on the economic value of PAs and recommendations on tapping those

	1. Under NEMA’s supervision and in full coordination with the UNEP PES project team, a team of one international consultant and two national consultants will be organized to undertake the study. The study will be organized in two stages – I demonstration stage at 2 protected areas; II – proposing system-wide recommendations, analyzing it together with other available national data to produce general country-wide conclusions.

2. At each of the 2 representative protected areas (which are also the sites at which Phase I project is working, including community and co-managed PAs), the team will: 

2.1. Determine ecosystems and services under consideration and valuation methods to be utilized.

2.2. Organise, support and supervise the collection by a trained survey team of economic data related to the use and non-use values of ecosystem goods and services at the study sites.

2.3. Analyze the survey data to determine the economic value of ecosystem goods and services.

2.4. Compare the results of the value of ecosystem goods and services under a conservation scenario with that under a scenario in which half of the current ecosystem is lost.
3. The team will analyze the results of the 2 field studies, complement it with desk sub-studies on: (i) the contribution and linkage between PAs and the national development objectives; (ii) major trends in current and planned national economic policies and programmes on PA resource use and conservation, per sector - Forestry, Wetlands and Wildlife sectors; (iii) patterns of income distribution in the Uganda’s economy, employment, earnings through foreign trade and service sector (such as tourism). 
4. The result of the two stages above will be a detailed report on the approximate value of protected areas to local economy (with cases studies from representative PAs), and a set of actions recommended to the Government on legal and economic improvements that will need to be undertaken in order to be able to capture and monetize better the value of Uganda’s PAs. 
5. Present findings in a national workshop, possibly jointly with the UNEP PES project. Provide training and guidance to technical staff of UWA and NFA (NEMA, WID) to use tools to continuously gather socio-economic data from PAs. 
6. Submit recommendations to Government for approval.


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

Below are two GEF Projects being implemented in Pas in Uganda which support POWPA activities but do not overlap with activities of the proposed project.
	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which POWPA activities are supported and how

	Extending Wetland Protected Areas through Community Conservation Initiatives
	GEF IA/ExA

US$ 880,000
	UNDP
	The project fills a specific gap in the existing PA system. by creating  a network of small community managed Protected Areas in wetlands (which are under represented in the PA System). These PAs will be integrated into the national PA system and brought under sustainable conservation management (Supports activities 1.1.2 & 1.2.3)

	Uganda: Conservation of Biodiversity in the Albertine Rift Forests of Uganda
	GEF IA/ExA

US$ 3,000,000
	UNDP
	The project fills specific gaps through:
· Control of illegal activities (Support activity1.5.6)
· Restoration of degraded areas (Supports activity1.2.5)
· Forest management plans (Supports activity1.1.4) but no overlap since this project is evaluating the effectiveness of the present management plans which that one is not

	Developing an Experimental Methodology for  Testing the Effectiveness of Payments for Ecosystems Services to Enhance Conservation in Productive Landscapes in Uganda
	US$1,000,000 GEF (PPG now starting)
	UNEP, NEMA
	The project will focus on conservation of biodiversity on forests in private and community lands outside protected areas 

The objective of the project is to test the effectiveness of PES as a viable means for financing and procuring biodiversity conservation outside protected areas in Uganda using an experimental methodology.

The project will be promoted to potential national and international buyers of ecosystem services, including watershed services, carbon storage and wildlife through individual meetings, and a series of Round Table consultations where the randomized design approach will be presented and participation sought.  

The objective of the PES Scheme is the Conservation and restoration of community forests significant for chimpanzees and other components of biodiversity. The PES schemes will promote maintaining of existing forests by private landowners, restoration of degraded forests and increasing on-farm tree cover. 

One of the expected outcomes of the project will be evidence of effectiveness of payment scheme(s) to a) reduce deforestation and biodiversity loss and b) cover local costs associated with maintaining biodiversity. 

The PoWPA project is focusing specifically on protected areas, where biodiversity concentration is higher, as are risks. Nonetheless, the terms of reference / methodologies under both projects, for valuation of resources, and for justifying PES or other economic schemes, will be developed in parallel. NEMA will make sure that all consultants in both projects are fully coordinating their work in order to exclude duplication.



Note: Although little detailed analytical work has been carried out on the economics of biodiversity, there have been several attempts to describe the links between economic activities, policies and the environment. The Biodiversity Country Study (NBU 1992), National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP 1995) and State of the Environment Report (NEMA 1996) all contain sections on economics and the environment. A number of research papers and project reports on environmental economics have also been produced by Ugandan institutions, including Makerere University Institute of Environment and Natural Resources, National Environment Authority and Sustainable Development Centre. Reference materials on the economics of biodiversity are also available from GEF/FAO/UNDP projects Institutional Support for the Protection of East African Biodiversity and East Africa Cross-Border Biodiversity Conservation Project. Biodiversity assessments have been carried out under the NBSAP in aquatic, wildlife, forest, wetlands, livestock, soil, plant genetic resources, legal and policy, biotechnology and biosafety aspects of biodiversity by sectoral task forces. Detailed information on biodiversity and economic aspects of environmental management are available in these reports, and will certainly be taken good account of in this project. There have also been good studies by Peter Howard (1995)The Economics of Protected Areas in Uganda; Costs Benefits and Policy Issues; Falkenberg and Sepp (1999) “Economic Evaluation of the Forest Sector in Uganda”; Emerton & Muramira 1999,  ‘Uganda Biodiversity: An economic assessment for the NBSAP’ and Yaron et al (2003) "The role of the environment in increasing growth and reducing poverty in Uganda".

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

	NEMA
	Coordinating and Overseeing Project implementation. The National Environment Management Authority (NEMA) is the principal government agency for the management of the environment with the mandate to coordinate, supervise and monitor all activities in the field of environment.  NEMA is the CBD National Focal Point for Uganda and hosts the desk officer coordinating the implementation of the Convention in the country. NEMA works closely with all government departments, including Uganda Wildlife Agency (UWA) on matters of biodiversity conservation. NEMA is also the Secretariat for the Technical Committee on Biodiversity Conservation, and UWA is a member of this committee. UWA, NEMA, Wetlands Management Department (WMD) and National Forestry Authority (NFA) have formed a Biodiversity Conservation Coordination Initiative (BCCI) to further strength co-ordination and networking between these institutions in the management and conservation of biodiversity in the country.

	Ministry of Finance, Planning & Economic Development (MOFPED)
	- As the GEF Focal Point, MOFPED will be involved in project   design and monitoring

- Will also provide the endorsement letter

- Member of the Steering Committee

	Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA)
	- Member of the Steering Committee. During the preparation of this proposal, consultation was held with UWA on the institutional arrangement for implementation of this project. Since valuation of natural resources will cover forest and wetland resources in addition to wildlife resources NEMA should coordinate the project and bring all the these institutions (including UWA) together to participate in the project. The BCCI framework will particularly enhance this process.

	National Forestry Authority (NFA)
	- Member of the Steering Committee 

	Local Government Representative
	- Member of the Steering Committee

	Ministry of Water & Environment
	- Member of the Steering Committee

	Department of Fisheries 
	- Member of the Steering Committee 


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

The implementation and monitoring arrangements for Phase II are the same as for Phase I.

NEMA will appoint a National Project Coordinator (NPC) paid by Government. He/she will spend 10% of his official staff time managing the project for 12 months. Due to the heavy load associated with the project, NEMA will hire a Project Assistant to assist the Project Coordinator in managing the project. No funds of GEF will be used to pay Ugandan Government officials. The NPC will directly report to the Executive Director, National Environment Management Authority (NEMA). The NPC will coordinate and oversee implementation of project activities on the ground in consultation with corresponding stakeholders and will ensure that all inputs of the project are timely made including monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes. The NPC will prepare a one 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 defined 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 Executive Director, NEMA and UNDP Global Project Coordination. 

A Project Steering Committee will be set up. It will meet every six months 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.

At the end of the project, a 3-day international review mission (1 consultant) will be undertaken to Uganda, to assess project achievements (conducting meetings with project partners), and report back, on an independent basis, to the Global UNDP/GEF Project Management Unit. US$ 6,000 has been allocated for a 3-day international fee and travel (in lump sum) in the project budget (International Consultants split between the activities). 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 Environment Management Authority (NEMA)
	One month after funds reception

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	NPC and NEMA 
	Every three months

	3. Terminal review by independent consultant
	NEMA, NPC together with UNDP/GEF Global project unit
	At end of the project

	4. Project annual audit
	NEMA, NPC and UNDP
	At the end of the year

	5. Project completion report
	NEMA 
	30 days after the last payment


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

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

	Outcome I

Government receives information on the economic value of PAs and recommendations on tapping those
	74,000
	32,000
	106,000

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


	11,000 (4,000)
	32,000
	43,000

	Total
	85,000
	64,000
	149,000


I.7.B
Budget lines

	Outcome
	GEF,$
	Co-financing $
	Total $

	Outcome I

Government receives information on the economic value of PAs and recommendations on tapping those
	74,000
	32,000
	106,000

	National consultant 
	28,000
	10,000
	

	International consultant 
	8,400
	
	

	Travel of international consultant 
	7,000
	4,000
	

	Local travel within the country to 2 sites for case studies, local workshops
	14,600
	8,000
	

	one national workshop
	6,000
	3,000
	

	Training of Technical staff
	8,000
	4,000
	

	Printing costs, publications, paper, stationery, sundries
	2,000
	3,000
	

	
	
	
	

	Project management budget*
	7,000
	32,000
	39,000

	Local consultants engaged in managing the project
	5,000
	25,000
	

	Travel of Project Coordinator
	2,000
	5,000
	

	TOTAL, before audit costs
	7,000
	32,000
	43,000

	Audit cost
	4,000
	
	

	TOTAL project management, including audit
	11,000
	32,000
	43,000

	TOTAL for the project
	85,000
	64,000
	149,000


* 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

	National Environment Management Authority
	Government
	In-kind – 54,000
In cash – 10,000
	64,000
	

	Total co-financing
	64,000
	


* Co-financing mainly in terms of transport, staff time, office space, public utilities, guest entertainment etc.
   PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments – if applicable

	ITRC Comment
	Response from project team

	Project makes no mention of UNEP GEF project in Uganda, with NEMA as EA, “Developing an Experimental Methodology for Testing the Effectiveness of Payments for Ecosystem Services to Enhance Conservation in Productive Landscapes in Uganda”.  We believe that although the UNEP GEF project is focusing on the productive landscape, there is opportunity for duplication of effort with regards to methodology development and application and this should be explicitly detailed in the grant application.
	Indeed, we missed to include this project in Section I.4.E, this is now corrected. Indeed, NEMA is the implementing agency for both – the PPG PES UNEP project, and for PoWPA grants, and will make sure that the projects are fully cross-coordinated.

The UNEP project, as mentioned, is a PPG which is just starting. Implementation of PPG activities whose main output is a Medium Sized Project (MSP) begun in December 2008 and is anticipated to end May 2009. Submission of the MSP to GEF is expected to be done in June/July 2009. The objective of the UNEP project is to test the effectiveness of PES as a viable means for financing and procuring biodiversity conservation outside protected areas in Uganda using an experimental methodology. The project will focus on private and community forests in Hoima district. Initial assessments of ecological and socio-economic characteristics of project sites and comparison sites is to be carried out to provide a reference point for subsequent analysis of impacts of PES and determine the extent of similarity between treatment and comparison communities. A third aim is to examine current livelihood options and the opportunity cost of conserving forest which will facilitate determination of the payment level and which groups to target as recipients of the PES.

The PoWPA project indeed is focusing specifically on protected areas, where biodiversity concentration is higher, as are risks. Nonetheless, the terms of reference / methodologies under both projects, for valuation of resources, and for justifying PES or other economic schemes, will be developed in parallel. NEMA will make sure that all consultants in both projects are fully coordinating their work in order to exclude duplication. 



	Just some concern on the validity of the extrapolation part of the project.  Additional explanation will be helpful.
	We have corrected the word; it is not extrapolation in its statistical definition. What will be done is this:

The team will analyze the results of the 2 field studies, complement it with desk sub-studies on: (i) the contribution and linkage between PAs and the national development objectives; (ii) major trends in current and planned national economic policies and programmes on PA resource use and conservation, per sector - Forestry, Wetlands and Wildlife sectors; (iii) patterns of income distribution in the Uganda’s economy, employment, earnings through foreign trade and service sector (such as tourism). The result of the two stages above will be a detailed report on the approximate value of protected areas to local economy (with cases studies from representative PAs), and a set of actions recommended to the Government on legal and economic improvements that will need to be undertaken in order to be able to capture and monetize better the value of Uganda’s PAs. 

	It is paramount that the Uganda Wildlife Authority takes one of the leading parts in this project. Please clarify this better in the document.
	The National Environment Management Authority (NEMA) is the principal government agency for the management of the environment with the mandate to coordinate, supervise and monitor all activities in the field of environment.  NEMA is the CBD National Focal Point for Uganda and hosts the desk officer coordinating the implementation of the Convention in the country. NEMA works closely with all government departments, including Uganda Wildlife Agency (UWA) on matters of biodiversity conservation. NEMA is also the Secretariat for the Technical Committee on Biodiversity Conservation, and UWA is a member of this committee. UWA, NEMA, Wetlands Management Department (WMD) and National Forestry Authority (NFA) have formed a Biodiversity Conservation Coordination Initiative (BCCI) to further strength co-ordination and networking between these institutions in the management and conservation of biodiversity in the country.

During the preparation of this proposal, consultation was held with UWA on the institutional arrangement for implementation of this project. Since valuation of natural resources will cover forest and wetland resources in addition to wildlife resources NEMA should coordinate the project and bring all the these institutions (including UWA) together to participate in the project. The BCCI framework will particularly enhance this process.



	The most difficult issue is to translate the findings of economic analyses into powerful arguments for decision-makers. In this regard, it is strongly suggested that the project managers consult with The Nature Conservancy regarding similar studies where the communications component of this challenge have  been explored
	Certainly, collaborating with international partners who have already implemented this type of project would provide additional technical assistance, and we will be glad to receive this help through the Global PMU office of the Country Action Grants programme and TNC. 


   PART iii
Annexes

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

III.1.A

The initial analysis process

The initial analysis of the PoWPA in Uganda was undertaken in 2008 with the financial support of UNDP/GEF Country Action Grants programme. Initially two consultants were hired to carry out an analysis of progress in implementation of POWPA activities in Uganda and identify obstacles and barriers to their implementation. During the gap analysis, for each of the POWPA activity, the consultants analyzed the staus of implementation of the activity in Uganda, any barriers to implementataion of the activity by the country, the priority of that activity in the next 5 years baesd Uganda’s national priorities and the recommended action to be taken. The consultants undertook these analyses and validated their findings by consulting relevant stakeholders and institutions including Uganda Wildlife Authority, National Forestry Authority and Forest Sector Services Department of the Ministry of Water and Environment as well as representatives of the Batwa Community (indigenous community), NGOs and private sector, among others.

As part of the analysis, an exercise of priorisation of the activities to be financed was made by the participants in a national validation workshop held in NEMA on 3rd September 2008. In this workshop, the participants identified 3 priority activities among the 92 activities of the work program and the 13 eligible activities for UNDP/GEF financing. These activities were 1.1.4, 2.1.2 and 3.1.2.  

III.1.B

Initial analysis outcomes

The initial analysis outcomes showed that of the 92 activities, 65 were ranked as high priority areas for Uganda based on the following criteria: importance of the activity to Uganda, potential impact on the livelihood of local communities, perceived global importance of the activity from Uganda’s perspective and whether or not there are any on-going efforts to implement the activity. The rest of the activities were ranked as either medium or low. Details of the analysis can be availed on request.

From the 65 high priority activities, 13 were selected by the consultants based on the 13 activities of the work program which are eligible for UNDP/GEF financing.

In the validation workshop, the participants identified 3 priority activities among the 13 activities identified above for support from GEF. These activities were 1.1.4, 2.1.2 and 3.1.2. As explained in the text, the last activity (valuation of PA resources) was not included in a previous proposal to ensure focus during implementation. 3.1.2 is the gist of this proposal.
III.1.C
Linkage between the PoWPA analysis and activities proposed under this application 

The activities under 3.1.2 is: 
Activity 3.1.2 Conduct national –level assessments of the contribution of protected areas, to the country’s economy and culture and to the achievement of the Millenium Development Goals; and integrate the use of economic valuation in national planning processes 

III.1.D
Maps, records, relevant scientific publications and 
additional web-links.

NBSAP and Third National Report available at www.cbd.int/reports/list.shtml?type=all&alpha=U
ANNEX III.2   GEF OFP ENDORSEMENT LETTER

Attached separately 

APPENDIX III.3 CO-FINANCING LETTER

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


� Draft National Forest Plan, 2002.


� Cited in 2000/2001 State of the Environment Report for Uganda, pg 31.


� NEMA, 2001 pg 31.


� See Uganda Wildlife Strategic Plan


� Wetlands Sector Strategic Plan 2001-2011. January 2001.


� Directorate of Water Development, Ministry of Water & Environment


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