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SECTION I: ELABORATION OF THE NARRATIVE
PART I: Situation Analysis 

1. Botswana harbours significant biodiversity, and is among the 50 most species-rich countries in the world
.  The Government has established a number of legislative acts and policies that relate to biodiversity conservation. Top conservation policy priorities include: (i) the effective management of wetlands, important repositories of biodiversity threatened by production activities that compete for water resources; (ii) effective management of human –wildlife conflicts, such as competition between livestock and cattle;  and (iii) financing of the protected area (PA) System. The former priorities are already being addressed with GEF support through projects implemented by UNDP and the WB respectively. However, there is an unmet need to establish new management approaches to improve the financial and operational sustainability of the PA system. The proposed project is designed to address this need. This is in line with government plans outlined in relevant policies (e.g. The National Policy on Natural Resources Conservation and Development (NPNRCD) 1990), rural development programmes (e.g. Community Based Strategy for Rural Development 1997) and programming framework for biodiversity conservation (e.g. strategic objective #2 of the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan).

2. Botswana is an in situ conservation front-runner, having established an impressive PA estate, which is the primary locus for biodiversity conservation. The system incorporates some 40% of Botswana’s total land area which represents approx. 243,000 km2-ranging from formally protected national parks to private nature reserves. The conservation areas currently comprise about 7.7% in national parks, 10.3% in game reserves, and 24% as Wildlife Management Areas (WMA). The latter is based on wildlife utilization by local communities, a Community Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) concept adopted to conserve biodiversity whilst involving communities in the management of natural resources within their vicinity. A large proportion of Botswana’s PA estate (ca 70%) lies in remote dryland areas with little human habitation. The opportunity costs of conservation in these areas are relatively low, and the threats are generally low. However, a number of PAs (covering approx. 30,000 km2) are located in areas with growing human populations and economic activities, which place direct and indirect pressures on constituent biodiversity. Responsibilities for management of the PA System are vested in the Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP). The State currently appropriates a sum of ca. US$ 10 million per annum to cover the recurrent and development costs of DWNP (e.g. $11.6 million for the financial year 2005/6), a significant proportion of which is specifically for PA management, and has leveraged sizable investments, notably from the European Union (US$ 18 million over the past years) to strengthen PA infrastructure. However, while significant, this investment is inadequate in terms of assuring the management effectiveness of the PA System, as necessary to abate threats. The management paradigm is characterized by a statist approach with limited stakeholder involvement. Opportunities for cultivating private sector, community and other stakeholder support for PA management have not been effectively tapped.  However, there is a growing recognition that such partnerships are essential to ensure the financial and operational sustainability of the PA system, in particular in smaller sites and settled areas.  

3. Part I of the approved proposal provides further insight on the current situation.

PART II: Strategy

4. The project goal is to strengthen the sustainability and management effectiveness of Botswana’s system of protected areas (PAs). The project aims to improve the financial and operational sustainability of small but biodiversity-rich Protected Areas (PAs) in Botswana through enhanced working partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders. The project will seek to instigate a paradigm shift that will improve the capacity of civil society and government to work in partnership to manage PAs in Botswana, particularly small sites currently receiving sub-optimal conservation management attention. The project objective is expected to be achieved through:

· Strengthening the enabling environment in Botswana for improved PA financial sustainability

· Demonstration at site level of effective PA co-management systems for enhanced financial and operational sustainability. 

· Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions

5. The proposed project is aligned with Strategic Objective 1 - ‘Catalyzing sustainability of protected area systems’ of the Biodiversity Focal Area: Strategic Programming for GEF-4. Specifically, the project seeks to broaden the options for strengthening the financial base for Protected Area Systems in Botswana, to allow them to better fulfil and sustain their management functions. Opportunities for cultivating private sector, community and other stakeholder support for PA management which have hitherto not been effectively tapped will be explored, systematized and mainstreamed. This fits very well with Strategic Programme 1 of SO1 i.e. Sustainable Financing of Protected Area Systems at the National Level. In addition, this project will strengthen capacities for the co-management of protected areas by government- private sector- NGO- community partnerships. This is expected to improve the effectiveness and cost efficiency of management, ensuring that scarce PA funds are optimally employed, thus maximizing impact-per-unit investment. The project will demonstrate that funding streams to sustain site action can be diversified by unleashing the potential for commercial opportunities that generate local benefits that may be tapped through user fees, and by encouraging private sector investment in PA management. Collectively, these actions are expected to enhance the financial and operational sustainability of management. Site based actions will be accompanied by interventions at the systemic and institutional level needed to develop the enabling framework for improving financial sustainability, facilitating co-management, and taking good practices up to scale.
PART III: Management Arrangements
6. UNDP will act as the Implementing Agency for the project. The UNDP Country Office in Botswana will be the responsible institution. The Executing agency will be BirdLife Botswana, who will be responsible for the day-to-day management of the project and will enter into a project coorperation agreement with UNDP Botswana. The DWNP will provide linkages to the overall government policy and integration of the project outputs into national government processes. Project activities will be undertaken by relevant governmental, non-governmental organizations, private sector and CBOs.
7. A Project Manager and an Administration Officer will be recruited for the overall project coordination, implementation and routine reporting (See Annex IV). DWNP will nominate counterparts to work with this team; a senior officer (at DWNP HQ) to coordinate DWNP activities, and junior staff at district and Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P. levels, to ensure there are responsible officers for site-based actions. Project staff will be based in Gaborone and will report to the BirdLife Botswana Director, who in turn will report to the Project Steering Committee, at the national level chaired by the Permanent Secretary at the MEWT (or his/her nominee). The main duties of the PSC will be to receive project reports and documents, make recommendations and approve budgets and work plans. There will be Mid-Term and End-of-Project Reviews and Evaluations, as well as routine project M&E according to an M&E Plan. 
8. The project will be administered under the overall framework of the Makgadikgadi IMP. The proposed key institutional arrangements for this are that 1) the DEA will assume overall project responsibility for the IMP; 2) A National Steering Committee (NSC), chaired by the Permanent Secretary in the Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism (or his/her appointee) be established to provide overall guidance to the project and monitor progress; the NSC will have representatives from government, CBOs, NGOs and the private sector; 3) A Project Implementation and Management Unit (PIMU), comprising at a minimum a Project Coordinator, a Project Facilitator, a Technical Advisor and administrative staff, should be recruited to facilitate and coordinate day-to-day project execution and management; 4) the “lead implementers” of 13 IMP components of the IMP
 and the District Land Use Planning Unit, will comprise a local (Makgadikgadi Pans) level steering committee to strengthen synergies between the various components and avoid duplications, and 5) sectoral sub-committees organized around the five IMP blocks (natural resources, economic sectors, livelihoods and participation-research-data) will be set up to advise the PIMU and facilitate active stakeholder organization.
9. For ease of coordination, the IMP management arrangement above dictates that this initiative be embedded within one component of the IMP. This project could therefore have been straddled between component 9 (wildlife resources and management) and component 12 (sustainable tourism development), but because most of the outputs are geared towards PA reform (with PAs having being established primarily for wildlife management and conservation), it is proposed for inclusion as part of partial implementation of component 9. As the wildlife authority, it is therefore imperative that the DWNP constitutes the lead government department, providing day-to-day oversight over the work done by the collaborating partner, BirdLife Botswana.

10. Based on the above, this project will therefore have to link with the IMP structures at several levels (national, district and sectoral sub-committees). Consequently, the BirdLife Botswana Director (also overall Project Coordinator) will be invited to sit on the IMP NSC. The Project Manager will sit on the district-level steering committee that comprises component leaders, and also work closely with the IMP PIMU, with whom (s)he would serve as secretariat to the IMP NSC. The National Manager will attend the sectoral (natural resources) sub-committee on behalf of the project, as and when required.

11. In terms of technical backstopping, the IMP Technical Advisory Committee will be used to review the work on this initiative as well, to avoid creating duplicative structures, and so ensure uptake of tools and synergy with the IMP. This will be in addition to the support already provide BirdLife Botswana managed projects, which are subjected to technical review by a BirdLife Botswana scientific committee (comprising Botswana citizens with expertise in bird conservation, Botswana’s environment policies and programmes etc.) and the BirdLife Africa Technical Advisory Committee, which reviews programmes undertaken by BirdLife partners in Africa for scientific soundness and facilitate sharing (south-south) of experiences.
12. In order to accord proper acknowledgement to GEF for providing funding, a GEF should appear on all relevant GEF project publications, including among others, project hardware and vehicles purchased with GEF funds. Any citation on publications regarding projects funded by GEF should also accord proper acknowledgment to GEF. The UNDP logo should be more prominent -- and separated from the GEF logo if possible, as UN visibility is important for security purposes.
PART IV: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget 
13. Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures. M&E will be provided by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP/GEF, or by Independent Evaluators in the case of the Mid-Term and Terminal Evaluations. The Logical Framework Matrix (see project proposal) provides performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. These will be further refined in consultation with the stakeholders to allow participatory monitoring and evaluation of the project. A project inception workshop will be conducted with the full project team, the government partners, the UNDP-CO and representation from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit. A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop will be to finalize preparation of the project's first annual work plan on the basis of the project's logframe matrix. This will include reviewing the logframe (indicators, means of verification, assumptions), imparting additional detail as needed, and on the basis of this exercise finalize the Annual Work Plan (AWP) with precise and measurable performance indicators, and in a manner consistent with the expected outcomes for the project. In addition, the objective will be to: (i) introduce project staff to the UNDP-GEF expanded team which will support the project during its implementation, namely the CO and responsible PIU staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-CO and PIU staff vis à vis the project team; (iii) provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) and related documentation, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the IW will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP project-related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget re-phasing. The Inception Workshop will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference for project staff and decision-making structures will be discussed again, as needed, in order to clarify for all, each party’s responsibilities during the project's implementation phase.

14. Day-to-day monitoring of the project will be the responsibility of the Project Manager (based at BirdLife Botswana, using the indicators from the Annual Work Plan.  The project will be monitored and periodically evaluated by UNDP in close collaboration with Dept. of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP), Dept. of Environmental Affairs (DEA), Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism (MEWT), Nata Sanctuary Trust Board and other partners, and will follow the guidelines established by UNDP-GEF. Independent reviewers appointed by UNDP/GEF, Government and BirdLife Botswana will provide mid-term and end-of-project evaluations. MEWT, through BirdLife Botswana, will prepare and submit periodic and annual project performance progress and evaluation reports, as required by UNDP.  In addition an annual Tripartite Review (TPR) will be convened of the parties involved in the project to review progress.  The project management will also complete a Project Implementation Review (PIR) and submit this to the UNDP CO and the UNDP-GEF Regional Office at least two weeks prior to the TPR for review and comments. BirdLife Botswana, through MEWT, will provide the Resident Representative with certified periodic financial statements, and with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of  funds according to the established procedures set out in the Programming and Finance manuals. The Audit will be conducted by a legally recognized auditor acceptable to the Government of Botswana and UNDP. 

PART V: Legal Context

15. This Project Document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article I of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between the Government of Botswana and the United Nations Development Programme, signed by the parties on 14 May 1975. The host country implementing agency shall, for the purpose of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement, refer to the government co-operating agency described in that Agreement.

16. The UNDP Resident Representative in Gaborone is authorized to effect in writing the following types of revision to this Project Document, provided that he/she has verified the agreement thereto by the UNDP-GEF Unit and is assured that the other signatories to the Project Document have no objection to the proposed changes:

a) Revision of, or addition to, any of the annexes to the Project Document;

b) Revisions which do not involve significant changes in the immediate objectives, outputs or activities of the project, but are caused by the rearrangement of the inputs already agreed to or by cost increases due to inflation;

c) Mandatory annual revisions which re-phase the delivery of agreed project inputs or increased expert or other costs due to inflation or take into account agency expenditure flexibility; and

d) Inclusion of additional annexes and attachments only as set out here in this Project Document

SECTION II: Strategic RESULTS FRAMEWORK, SRF AND GEF
12. See page 41 of the approved MSP proposal (Section IV of project document).
SECTION III: TOTAL BUDGET AND WORKPLAN
13. See Annex I of approved MSP proposal.
SECTION IV: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
PART I: Approved MSP Proposal
A. Project Summary

a) Project rationale, objectives, outcomes/outputs, and activities. 


1. The project goal is to strengthen the sustainability and management effectiveness of Botswana’s system of protected areas (PAs). The project objective is improve the financial and operational sustainability of small but biodiversity-rich Protected Areas (PAs) in Botswana through enhanced working partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders. The project will seek to instigate a paradigm shift that will improve the capacity of civil society and government to work in partnership to manage PAs in Botswana, particularly small sites currently receiving sub-optimal conservation management attention. The project objective is expected to be achieved through:

· Strengthening the enabling environment in Botswana for improved PA financial sustainability

· Demonstration at site level of effective PA co-management systems for enhanced financial and operational sustainability. 

· Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions

2. Botswana has  established an impressive PA estate which incorporates some 40% of the total land territory or approximately 243,000 km2. However, current funding streams for PA management systems are proving inadequate in some areas, meaning that biodiversity is coming under threat and PAs are not fulfilling their management functions.  This is primarily in areas (covering approx. 30,000 km2) located in areas with growing human populations and accompanying economic activities, which place direct and indirect pressures on biodiversity.  The main threat to biodiversity in these areas arises from the conversion of natural habitats into other "productive" land uses e.g. cattle rearing (beef is the second highest foreign revenue resource export after diamonds). The expansion of cattle into wildlife areas has led to habitat fragmentation leading to increasing pressure on adjacent protected areas, and high levels of human-wildlife conflicts. This correlates with high levels of human resentment against conservation initiatives in site-adjacent populations.

3.  There is significant government investment for management of the PA system in Botswana (approx US$ 10 million per annum to cover the recurrent and investment costs of the Department of Wildlife and National Parks). However, this investment is proving inadequate to counter biodiversity threats and assure the management effectiveness of the PA system. Moreover, the management paradigm is characterized by a statist approach with limited stakeholder involvement. Opportunities for cultivating private sector, community and other stakeholder support for PA management have not been effectively tapped, although there is a growing recognition that such partnerships are essential to ensure the financial and operational sustainability of the PA system, in particular in smaller PA sites and settled areas. 

4.  The long term  solution proposed by this project is to instigate a paradigm shift towards a co-management model that encourages civil society, private sector and government to work in partnership to manage PAs, diversify PA income streams, and tap the commercial opportunities that PAs can provide, particularly through nature-based tourism. This project will “lower” or remove key "barriers" to the operationalisation of this solution, specifically: (i) Weak systemic capacity:  (ii) Minimal or little local stakeholder engagement and action at site level: and (iii). Insufficient National Institutional Capacity.
5. The proposed project is aligned with Strategic Objective 1 - ‘Catalyzing sustainability of protected area systems’ of the Biodiversity Focal Area: Strategic Programming for GEF-4. Specifically, the project seeks to broaden the options for strengthening the financial base for Protected Area Systems in Botswana, to allow them to better fulfil and sustain their management functions. Opportunities for cultivating private sector, community and other stakeholder support for PA management which have hitherto not been effectively tapped will be explored, systematized and mainstreamed. This fits very well with Strategic Programme 1 of SO1 i.e. Sustainable Financing of Protected Area Systems at the National Level. In addition, this project will strengthen capacities for the co-management of protected areas by government- private sector- NGO- community partnerships. This is expected to improve the effectiveness and cost efficiency of management, ensuring that scarce PA funds are optimally employed, thus maximizing impact-per-unit investment. The project will demonstrate that funding streams to sustain site action can be diversified by unleashing the potential for commercial opportunities that generate local benefits that may be tapped through user fees, and by encouraging private sector investment in PA management. Collectively, these actions are expected to enhance the financial and operational sustainability of management. Site based actions will be accompanied by interventions at the systemic and institutional level needed to develop the enabling framework for improving financial sustainability, facilitating co-management, and taking good practices up to scale

6.  UNDP will be the implementing agency of this project and has a comparative advantage in addressing the dual development challenges of environmental protection and poverty – the two key issues at the heart of this project. This project is nested within the joint Government of Botswana – UNDP Country Environmental Partnership Programme, which aims to strengthen environmental governance. Moreover, UNDP has a large global portfolio and extensive experience in developing the enabling environment (policy, governance, institutional capacity and management know-how) at the systems level to allow strategic expansion of PA networks.

b) Key indicators, assumptions, and risks 

7. The key indicators for the project objective/outcome are as follows:

	Objective/Outcome
	Key indicators

	Objective:

Improved financial and operational sustainability of Protected Areas (PAs) in Botswana through enhanced working partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders.
	1. Increase in extent (ha) of PA network practicing PA co-management as an approach to increase PA operational and financial sustainability

2. Decrease in the % financing gap for the PA network

3.  Financial scorecard for national systems of protected areas

	Outcome 1: Strengthened Enabling Environment  for improved PA financial sustainability


	1. National policies and strategies in place for cooperative PA governance; business and financial planning for PA management, revenue generation/ retention and cost management

2.  % of government financing as a total of investment to maintain PA estate

3. Number of District Development Plans (DDPs) that articulate PA financing needs and provide for local government budgetary subvention for PAs

4. Amount ($millions) availed at the systemic level by the private sector to support PA management

	Outcome 2:  Effective Protected Area co-management Systems demonstrated at site level and new revenue generation schemes field tested and replicated across the PA network.
	1. Number of protected areas with up-to-date  and approved management and business plans

2. Total private sector contributions (including HR and capital budget) for protected area management within MPWS

3.   Improved Management effectiveness of PAs as a result of co-management

4. Number of voluntary community level groups (Site Support Groups) working collaboratively with PA authorities in effective co-management across the PA network in Botswana

5. % increase in revenue (to communities and government)  at PAs with co-management systems 

	Outcome 3: Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions

	1. % increase in competence levels of protected area institutions for PA –co-management

2. Number of reports produced synthesizing the Annual Status of the PA network (using the “State-Pressure-Response model”)

3. Improved Capacity Assessment Indices for Site Support Groups working  collaboratively with PA authorities in effective co-management




8. The potential risks, their rating and the mitigation strategy proposed by the project are as follows:

	Critical Risks (reflecting assumptions in the log frame)

	Risk
	Rating
	Risk mitigating measure

	Conflicts between different stakeholder groups undermine project implementation activities
	L
	Existing policies and legal institutional arrangements will be reviewed and strengthened to facilitate greater civil society participation in PA management.

	Failure of Government to implement recommended reforms
	M
	Advocacy and support for review and reform of regulatory framework for stakeholder participation will be undertaken. Mechanisms for coordination of stakeholders (NLCs) and joint training in PA co-management (within project’s ability) will be promoted

	Local communities are willing to participate in policy and decision making and implementation
	L
	Awareness will be raised, information made available and community structures strengthened for effective participation in the decision-making process and implementation. 

	Private sector is capable (i.e. partner companies continue running profitably) and willing to invest in PA system
	S
	Technical & marketing skills will be enhanced to optimize the use of PAs for income generation.  Policy reviews will be done to facilitate private sector participation and investment in PA management.  Advocacy for policy change and private sector engagement and investment will be undertaken.

	Overall Risk Rating
	L
	This project proposal was developed through a consultative process, involving the government, UNDP CO, private sector, civil society, and local authorities at the demonstration site and nationally, and each are willing to play their role to ensure the success of the project and the tools being piloted through it. 


*Risk rating – H (High Risk), S (Substantial Risk), M (Modest Risk), and L (Low Risk). 

B. Country Ownership
a) Country Eligibility

9. Botswana ratified the CBD on October 12th, 1995; and is eligible for technical assistance through the United Nations System and thus for GEF funding (as per paragraph 9b of the Instrument). Botswana has an allocation from the Resource Allocation Framework for GEF IV amounting to US$ 3.5 million; the Government of Botswana has indicated in writing that the project is consistent with its priorities and given its consent that the project be funded up to US$1 million from the RAF allocation (REF: DEA/ENV 8/10 VII (13)), Annex II).

b) Country DRIVENNESS
10. Botswana is an in situ conservation front-runner, having established an impressive PA estate, which is the primary locus for biodiversity conservation. The system incorporates some 40% of Botswana’s total land area which represents approx. 243,000 km2-ranging from formally protected national parks to private nature reserves. The conservation areas currently comprise about 7.7% in national parks, 10.3% in game reserves, and 24% as Wildlife Management Areas (WMA). The latter is based on wildlife utilization by local communities, a Community Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) concept adopted to conserve biodiversity whilst involving communities in the management of natural resources within their vicinity. A large proportion of Botswana’s PA estate (ca 70%) lies in remote dryland areas with little human habitation. The opportunity costs of conservation in these areas are relatively low, and the threats are also usually low. However, a number of PAs (covering approx. 30,000 km2) are located in areas with growing human populations and economic activities, which place direct and indirect pressures on constituent biodiversity. Responsibilities for management of the PA System are vested in the Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP). The State currently appropriates a sum of ca. US$ 10 million per annum to cover the recurrent costs of DWNP (e.g. $11.6 million for the financial year 2005/6), a significant proportion of which is specifically for PA management, and has in the past leveraged sizable investments, notably from the European Union (US$ 18 million over 10 years, 1997-2001, Phase I and 2002-2007, Phase II) to strengthen PA infrastructure. However, while significant, this investment is inadequate in terms of assuring the management effectiveness of the PA System, as necessary to abate threats. The management paradigm is characterized by a statist approach with limited stakeholder involvement. Opportunities for cultivating private sector, community and other stakeholder support for PA management have not been effectively tapped. 
10. However, there is a growing recognition that the role of non-state actors in the economy should be enhanced, as epitomized by the Privatization Policy for Botswana
. Though this policy was drafted with primarily utility corporations and parastatals in mind, it is widely acknowledged that Public Private Partnerships (PPPs) would also assist in ensuring the financial and operational sustainability of the hitherto state-only financed operations, particularly in smaller sites and settled areas. The Government has recognized that top-down PA management systems administered by the State have not been successful given the prevailing environmental and socio-economic conditions. Such systems have proven to be costly to administer, and of limited effectiveness in mitigating threats. It is therefore now widely acknowledged that participatory governance arrangements involving local communities and the private sector will be necessary to change the status quo, and in particular, give communities a utilitarian incentive for conservation. The long anticipated CBNRM Policy was approved by the Botswana parliament on 26th July 2007, and though its main focus is WMAs, its applicability in conventionally “strict” PAs (game reserves and national parks) needs to be explored. Additionally, there is a gap between policy intent and implementation—primarily caused by insufficiencies in institutional capacity and know-how
 (GoB, 2003). The Government is requesting GEF funds to address these challenges, with a view to putting its policy into effect. 

11. The proposal addresses multiple national priorities for the Protected Area System as contained in the 2007 DWNP Strategic Plan. The DWNP’s broad goals are to 1) Promote Environmental Awareness, 2) Reduce Human-Wildlife Conflict, 3) Achieve Viable Wildlife and Fish Population, 4) Increase Tourism’s Contribution to GDP, 5) Increase Benefits from Natural Resources, 6) Provide Excellent Customer Service, and 7) Strengthen Linkage / Partnership with key stakeholders. This project addresses all of these objectives, with the entry point being to improve the financial and operational sustainability of the PA network through the promotion of co-management. A recent review of the of the Wildlife Conservation Policy, the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act and Associated Regulations has highlighted some of the weaknesses in these regulatory tools, including a) below par to negligible involvement of communities in wildlife management, b) no encouragement of private sector to invest in wildlife management, c) No promotion to enhance the education of local communities regarding economic value of wildlife and d) No encouragement of a participatory approach of local communities. The review proposes several options to increase local benefit and perceived resource value, including through improved implementation of CBNRM and promoting PA co-management, which would increase local benefits from PAs through community zones, revenue sharing, local investments and wildlife support activities
.

12. The project also addresses multiple priorities of the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (2004). Major needs and gaps identified in the document are: strengthening the institutional set-up of Government agencies responsible for conservation, strengthening human resources, and ensuring that biodiversity-related activities are better focused and coordinated. Emphasis is placed on the need for more links and cohesion between institutions; co-management of PAs is thus an option that needs to be explored to realize this broad objective, as it would enable DWNP to tap into the skills base and financial resources of non-state actors and even other government departments. For example, problem animal control constitutes a significant cost item for the department (consuming ca. 40% of the budget, Center of Applied Research 2008). However, DWNP could significantly reduce its financial obligation in this regard by involving other partners (e.g. farmers’ association) in a formal PA co-management governance structure, to assist with outreach programmes to encourage farming practises that minimise wildlife – livestock conflicts. Another strategy that this project responds to is the Botswana National Strategy for Poverty Reduction, which emphasises the need to improve (rural community) participation in development programmes, and inclusion in decision-making. Proposed programmes to tackle this include strengthening of the CBNRM Programme, as well as the planning and management capacity of village institutions. Vision 2016 provides the long-term development vision for the country, to be reached through implementation of successive National Development Plans (NDPs). The current Plan (NDP 9; 2003-2009) includes a number of elements that are closely tied to the objectives of this project, in particular, activities aimed at strengthening the capacity of local community groups to spearhead sustainable development schemes. NGOs have been identified as advocates for transparent and participatory decision making, capacity builders (especially for local communities), educators for all actors, facilitators of community-based community development, monitors of biodiversity, and networkers of and service providers to communities, Government, private sector, educational institutions and donors.  

13. Botswana’s MDG Status Report of 2004 aims to ensure environmental sustainability (Goal 7). The implementation strategy has 3 targets: (1) reduce by 50% the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water by 2015, (2) reduce conflicts between population growth, land usage, and environmental and natural resources degradation, and (3) promote environmental education and awareness necessary to reduce the level of the environmental contamination and achieve sustainable development. This project directly addresses targets (2) and (3) by improving the economic benefits derived from the PA network by the State, communities, private sector and civil society. The State (PA authority) benefits directly through reduced costs in abating conflicts; as communities, developers and other agents whose actions have hitherto threatened PAs are expected to view PAs more positively if they are more involved in their management. With the involvement of especially the private sector and NGOs, more revenue should be realized from within PAs (with the diversification of income streams e.g. through new tourism products), and from outside PAs (as outreach activities by these agencies – especially to policy makers, external donors etc) will mobilize new and additional PA management funds, allowing PAs to contribute more towards sustainable livelihoods and contribute towards even more MDG goals.

14. The DEA is also currently leading government efforts to legislate an Environmental Management Act (still in draft), which would provide an overarching legislative tool for the management of the environment and sustainable development in Botswana, and increase harmony within existing pieces of legislation that relate to environmental conservation (wildlife, water, waste management), EIAs, productive sectors that impinge on natural resource conservation (e.g. agriculture), and implementation of MEAs and regional (SADC and Africa) protocols and agreements. This project will contribute towards this process by ensuring that adequate measures for sustainable PA financing and opportunities for PA co-management are articulated in the Act. 

C. Program and Policy Conformity
a) Program Designation and Conformity 

15. The project is aligned with the first Strategic Objective in the GEF Biodiversity Focal Area: Strengthening National Systems of Protected Areas, and fulfils the eligibility criteria under Strategic Programme 1: Sustainable Financing of Protected Area Systems at National Level. The project will seek to improve financial and operational sustainability of Protected Areas (PAs) in Botswana through enhancement of the enabling environment for partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders at the systemic level, demonstrate successful approaches at a site level and strengthen capacities for the co-management of protected areas. This is expected to improve the effectiveness and cost efficiency of management, ensuring that scarce PA funds are optimally employed, thus maximizing impact-per-unit investment.

16. Secondly, the project will diversify funding streams to sustain site action, by unleashing the potential for commercial opportunities that generate local benefits that may be tapped through user fees, and by encouraging private sector investment in PA management. Collectively, these actions are expected to enhance the financial and operational sustainability of management. Site-based actions will be accompanied by interventions at the systemic and institutional level needed to develop the enabling framework for facilitating co-management, and taking good practices to scale.

17. The replication of the project’s best practices will contribute significantly to the uptake of yet untapped private sector investment in Botswana PAs, starting off with small sites (e.g. Bird Sanctuaries) that currently receive sub-optimal government subvention, despite being gazetted as PAs and thus requiring some level of conservation action to ensure upkeep of biodiversity therein. This project is designed to complement and catalyze this process of change. It will demonstrate specific interventions such as collaborative management of a small PA, which has hitherto never been attempted in Botswana. The project will also demonstrate landscape-scale conservation planning and emphasize the importance of cross-sectoral solutions to long-term conservation challenges, through mainstreaming PA conservation planning into the broader Makgadikgadi Pans Integrated Management Plan (IMP).  

18. The project seeks to help build the capacity for long term financial and operational sustainability of PAs in Botswana through legislation, policy and enabling activities to help PAs function effectively at individual and national level. As part of this, the project will focus on institutional capacity building to improve aspects of PA management by demonstrating how a small PA can go about working with neighboring communities, private sector, civil society and local authorities, to maximize conservation effectiveness. Individual capacity will also be strengthened through targeted training to maximize skills for sustainability.  The project will catalyze civil society participation in project implementation and in particular in the landscape-scale conservation initiatives (Makgadikgadi IMP). This approach and the sharing of the resulting lessons will contribute significantly to and mark an important milestone in the long-term sustainability of Botswana’s PA system and PAs worldwide. 

b) Project Design (including logframe and incremental reasoning)

Environmental Context: 

Biodiversity

19. Botswana is a semi-arid and landlocked country with an area of 581,730 km2, that lies at the hub of southern Africa. Though much of the country (ca. 80%) is characterized by nutrient-poor sandy soils, fossil river valleys and pans, and rainfall is sporadic (it ranges from 650mm in the northeast to 250mm per annum in the southwest), Botswana harbours significant biodiversity, and is among the 50 most species-rich countries in the world
. The areas of the country that hold the highest concentrations of biological diversity are in the north and north-east with the Okavango Delta being the predominant hydro-biological resource in the country. The northern Kalahari region also boasts a very rich representation of both faunal and floral diversity as does the Makgadikgadi Palusterine Wetland System (MPWS, the project site
). The table overleaf shows a broad inventory of biodiversity in Botswana. 
Table 1: Summary of species inventory in botswana

	Organism
	No Species
	Endemic
	Red Data species

	Mammals
	150
	3
	112

	Birds
	570
	1 (near endemic)
	15

	Fish
	82 
	1?
	0

	Reptiles
	131
	Not known
	2

	Insects
	Not known
	Not known
	N/A

	Other invertebrates
	Not known
	Not known
	N/A

	Vascular Plants
	Est. 2,150-3,000
	15
	43

	Fungi
	Not known
	Not known
	N/A

	Micro-organisms
	Not known
	Not known
	N/A

	Main livestock species
	10
	Not known
	N/A

	Common crop species
	28
	Center of endemism for 

Cucurbitaceae family and 

Vigna species
	N/A


Source: National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) Stocktake Report. 2004 

Brief overview of the Protected Area network 

20. Botswana’s PA estate, currently incorporates some 40% of Botswana’s total land area or approx. 243,000 km2 ensconced in a sliding scale of Protected Area categories throughout the country. These Protected Areas currently comprise about 7.7% in national parks, 10.3% in game reserves, and 24% as Wildlife Management Areas (WMA). The Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP) is responsible for the management of the bulk of the PA system in the country, deriving its mandate from the 1992 Wildlife Conservation and National Parks (WCNP) Act. This Act details the conservation and utilisation of wildlife in National Parks, Game Reserves, and government-managed sanctuaries. There are 13 PAs that fall in these 3 categories, covering a total of 104, 010 km2, 6 private game reserves (720 km2), 54 Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) and Controlled Hunting Areas (CHAs; 138, 110 km2), and 89 game farms and ranches (3, 000km2; http://www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/ (download, 1st May 2008) and Center for Applied Research 2008). The country’s PA system therefore comprises mostly conservation areas that are in categories II and IV of the IUCN protected management categories. DWNP is directly responsible for the management of National Parks, Game Reserves and some sanctuaries, while game ranches and farms, and some CHAs and wildlife sanctuaries are managed by private sector entities. The CBNRM Policy (2007) allows for devolution of WMAs to “Representative and Legal Entities” of communities close to or within such areas. These communities are expected to obtain a “Head lease” from the Land Authority granting them user rights of natural resources within the WMAs (and/or CHA); but ownership remains with the State. DWNP therefore, as one of the lead agencies in the implementation of the CBNRM Policy (the others are sister departments within the Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism) bears some financial responsibility for wildlife conservation in WMAs and CHA, for example through wildlife surveys to guide quotas for consumptive wildlife offtake within CHAs and problem animal control. Forest Reserves are managed by the Department of Forestry and Range Resources, and DWNP has minimal financial obligations in their management. 
Threats to Biodiversity

21. In Botswana key pressures on biodiversity have been identified as land degradation and desertification, habitat fragmentation, fuelwood collection, unsustainable harvesting of veld products, increased incidences of fire, arable agriculture, and hunting
. Habitat destruction and degradation can be caused by a variety of factors ranging from direct destruction through construction of houses, roads and other infrastructure, to damage caused by pollution, unsustainable land and resource use, including unsustainable rangeland management (localized overgrazing and bush encroachment), over harvesting and excessive water abstraction.

22. National statistics suggest that human population density per se is not a threat to biodiversity in Botswana, but that in some areas the activities related to increases in population pressure are. For example, excessive harvesting of fuelwood is starting to emerge in the eastern corridor of the country. In many parts of the Kalahari, settlements and ranches compete with natural ecosystems for grazing and water, threatening certain species and ecological processes. Climate change is today a reality, but mitigation of its effects is complicated, as the changes are not yet clearly understood. However, global long-term predictions are that rainfall patterns will get more erratic and that dryland countries can expect to get drier and hotter. Botswana is already considered a dryland country, so this scenario will have serious long-term implications on the country’s biodiversity, and may affect distribution of species and habitats, and influence livelihoods based on agriculture and rangelands. An increase in the frequency of droughts and floods will also seriously affect agrobiodiversity activities
. Moreover, water is a key commodity sustaining biodiversity. Water is already a scarce resource in many parts of Botswana and with climate changing, the need for wise water management is even more important. This does not only include reaching sustainable consumption levels, water accounts and hydrological monitoring, but also implementation of Environmental Impact Assessment mitigation activities, such as regular release of dam water, reducing water pollution levels and improving water conservation awareness levels. There are many other potential and actual threats with various effects on biodiversity, such as invasive species, fire, over-harvesting etc.
23. The root causes leading to biodiversity loss are often quoted as being related to poverty, inequality, economics and demographic change. Poverty results in forced overuse of resources, while the general increase in development levels often results in an influx of people into towns and villages adding pressure on fuelwood resources and water demand, for example, and changes in attitudes towards traditional methods and knowledge. In the case of Botswana, one of the root causes affecting biodiversity is land allocation and associated land- use. The promotion of the cattle industry, with associated issues such as grazing rights and fencing continues to be an issue of contention, not only between the agricultural and environmental sectors, but between the communities and cattle owners as well. Management of the biodiversity resources and related knowledge depend on the capacity and health of people, and in this respect the long-term effects of HIV/AIDS on the management of biological resources and knowledge cannot be understated. Continued training programmes and collection and recording of traditional crops, breeds and knowledge are therefore very important. 

24. Some of the aforementioned threats are pertinent at the project area, at both site (i.e. the two demonstration PAs) and Basin-level. Presently, the main threats affecting the ecological status at the demonstration PAs include land use conflicts between neighboring livestock-rearing communities and the park management. At Nata Sanctuary for example, this is quite an important issue that has led to the destruction of the sanctuary’s infrastructure e.g. the boundary fence is regularly cut to graze cattle inside the reserve, imposing greater costs. It also mirrors, in some way, the antagonistic attitudes of the households in the immediate area and a lack of awareness and belief in the sanctuary’s objectives (this adversarial attitude is replicated throughout the country between site-adjacent populations and key biodiversity areas). Secondly, the PA is not properly managed due to absence of up-to-date management plans. This is a major problem and has led to some of the additional problems faced by the PA, e.g. inadequate funds, weak or non-existent infrastructure maintenance, and some degradation of the ecosystem within the PA. Even though a Board of Trustees (selected from the surrounding villages of Nata, Maposa, Mmanxotae, and Sepako) manages the sanctuary, benefits from the Nata Sanctuary are not regularly and fairly distributed to these villages. Similarly, for the Makgadikgadi Pans/Nxai NP, a management plan had been prepared but not approved, and a new draft is now available. However, implementation lags behind on most aspects of the management plan because of shortage of skilled staff, and inadequate funding. Improving financial sustainability by widening the funding options through partnerships should address these problems at the demonstration PAs and provide a model for replicating the process throughout the country.
25. Thirdly, conflict of management policies among government authorities is influencing the biodiversity status within the MPWS. For instance, a veterinary fence, which was built by the Department of Animal Health and Production (now Dept. of Veterinary Services), is disrupting movement of game animals and birds, especially flamingos at Nata Sanctuary. Uncoordinated and environmentally – unfriendly Industrial development is another concern threatening the biological status of the PAs within the MPWS. Several mines are found around the MPWS catchment area, including two major diamond mines (Orapa and Damtshaa), soda ash extraction from Sowa Pans, and a soon-to-be commissioned copper mine near the village of Dukwi. There is, for example, apprehension about the effect of these operations and other anthropogenic activities on the biodiversity, more especially breeding flamingos (McCulloch and Irvine 2004). Any significant negative impacts on the breeding Lesser flamingos will have global significance for these already Red Listed species because the Sua Pan breeding colony is the second largest of less than 5 such sites globally. However, some of the mining operations have expressed an interest to support conservation initiatives, and through this project, mechanisms will be piloted to catalyze such private sector investment in the PA network, a hitherto unexplored funding stream for the under-funded sites. 
26. Table 3 summarizes the threats to PAs in Botswana, their root causes, management challenges, and some of the barrier removal strategies to be piloted through this project, as well as complementary actions already on-going. The long-term project goal is to strengthen the sustainability and management effectiveness of Botswana’s system of protected areas, and through GEF support, we will catalyze working partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders to improve the financial and operational sustainability of PAs, through demonstrating the efficacy of this approach at the Nata Sanctuary and the MPWS. 
Table 3: Threats root-cause matrix of protected areas in Botswana
	Threat 1. Incompatible land uses in or near PAs: For example, beef is the second highest foreign revenue resource (after diamonds) and a major source of income and employment for many rural dwellers. Consequently, the industry is heavily subsidized and expanding in scope e.g. geographic coverage, where borehole technology has enabled more farmers to move into previously inhospitable areas of the Kalahari sandveld. This expansion has led to habitat fragmentation and increased pressure on PAs. Regrettably, PA managers lack the technical and financial wherewithal to tackle this and other development-related challenges 

	Biological Impact
	Root Causes
	Management Challenge/Barrier
	Barrier Removal Strategy / Demonstration
	Complementary Action

	Habitat degradation in and around the protected areas, caused by surrounding communities’ activities  

Migratory routes of wildlife severed 


	Conflicts between biodiversity conservation activities and local communities’ priorities e.g. epitomized by fishing, grazing, poaching within PA network 

Low cooperation and awareness of communities

Few benefits accruing to communities residing in the vicinity of the protected area 

Developments that adversely affect PA and wildlife conservation e.g. veterinary fences which cut off wildlife migratory routes


	Inadequate capacity and skills (by PA managers and communities) to optimize benefits from PAs 

PAs financing mainly via government subvention (which against competing interests cannot mobilise sufficient resources to meet management needs)

There currently exists no formal structure through which non-state actors can contribute towards PA co-management 

Insufficient communication and collaboration between PA managers and stakeholders near the PA results in minimal integrations of PAs into broader landscape planning, often resulting in PA degazettement and developments detrimental to the PA, increasing management costs  
	Establishment of joint state/non-state management models for small PAs ; capacity development for co-management

Diversification of tourism products (e.g. bird tourism) and development of other income generating activities. Strategies developed to increase benefits to local communities.

Development of legislation, policies, regulations, and structures (e.g. Site Support Groups, National Liaison Committee, biodiversity offset framework) that engender and foster non state actor involvement in PA management and co-financing.

Increased profile of PAs (mainly economic, social & environmental contributions to society) through targeted communication and advocacy, especially targeting policy makers

Ensure management builds on local management practices & Indigenous Knowledge Systems, cutting costs 

Ensure developments near PAs not detrimental, but contribute (e.g. biodiversity offsets) to PAs – this will concurrently cut management costs and increase PA revenue 
	Makgadikgadi IMP 

DWNP grants (e.g. Community Conservation Fund) & compensation schemes for wildlife damage. 

DWNP’s Management Oriented Monitoring System (MOMS); aims to promote govt/community partnership in problem solving 

CBNRM Forum

District Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) & other forums e.g. DLUPU – District Land Use Planning Unit


Explanation: Incompatible land-uses near PAs constitute a growing pressure. Thus, the project strategy is to mitigate conflict between PA authorities and communities &private sector interests through increasing benefits accruing to stakeholders (from the protected area), and vice versa. 

	Threat 2. Ineffective protected area management for small PAs: small PAs tend to receive less support – including financially – from PA authorities/supporting agencies. Therefore, most have no or an out-dated management PA plan, or where such a plan exists, activities stipulated in the plans are inadequately implemented. 

	Biological Impact
	Root Causes
	Management Challenge/Barrier
	Barrier Removal Strategy / Demonstration
	Complementary Action

	Decrease in species diversity and numbers as a result of unsuitable habitats and/or management practices 

Disruption of ecosystem functioning, for example due to disturbance of ecologically sensitive areas through unregulated tourism activities, unchecked proliferation of alien invasive species etc.


	Statist approach to PA management, providing little opportunities to tap expertise and financial resources of private sector, NGOs, communities etc

Insufficient institutional capacity for effective PA management and financing (national)

Limited resources including finance and human resources to develop PA management plans (site-level)

Weak management leads to ineffective control of negative activities of tourists and communities, increasing costs


	General under-valuation of small PAs and insufficient PA financing systems 

PA management done in isolation from broader development programmes

M&E (including financial) is weak or non-existent, and where done, there are no procedures to ensure results are incorporated into planning

Insufficient institutional capacity necessary to inventorise and value natural resources and ecosystem services within PAs, and maximize sustainable income generation activities from these 

Inadequate marketing strategy and minimal resources to market the PAs

Shortfalls in PA infrastructure e.g. inaccessibility during rainy season, tourist attractions and facilities etc 

Fraud and mismanagement of other resources
	Strengthen PA management capacity at site (e.g. SSGs), Basin (link to IMP process) and national level (e.g. cost profiles of PAs)

Demonstrate process for mainstreaming site action into district and national plans

Promotion of sustainable financing mechanism for PAs (e.g. private sector & local government co-financing) 

Enhance institutional capacity of DWNP and collaborators for  natural resource economic evaluation, M&E, fundraising and communication 
Promotion of sustainable income generating activities in and around PAs 
Updating management plan, ensuring research and M&E strategies are developed and outcome-based 

Demonstration of PA mainstreaming into broader development programme 
	DWNP/European Union Wildlife Conservation Management and Programme 
District Development Plans (DDPs) – the next DDPs for Central and Boteti district will mainstream principles of the Makgadikgadi IMP

Elephant Management Strategy

Environment Support Programme

BIO-KAVANGO project – piloting mainstreaming of biodiversity into several production landscapes and sectors (e.g. fisheries and tourism) in the Okavango Delta – lots of similarities between that project and the Makgadikgadi IMP

Okavango Delta Management Plan (ODMP) – which provides an example of how to develop an integrated ecosystem management plan

Private sector investment in the area e.g. BotAsh support to Nata Sanctuary


Explanation: Small PAs have less attention and support (especially financially) than larger PAs and so, often face more problems e.g. inadequate-staffing, shortage of equipment and tourist facilities e.g. camping sites, ablutions etc. Moreover, because of this insufficient capacity, staff at small PAs tend to be unable to prepare management plans, or where such plans exist, to adequately implement and regularly update them, taking into consideration research and monitoring results. Possible interventions at site, district and national level to remedy this will be demonstrated
Policy & Legislative Context:
27. The Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act 28 of 1992 provides the legal framework for PA management in Botswana. However, it currently lacks provisions for multi-stakeholder involvement and community participation in co-management of PAs. This is a shortfall to be addressed through this project. The recently approved CBNRM Policy (2007) has as its objectives to: 1) Specify land tenure and natural resources user rights, which may be devolved to communities; 2) Establish a framework that provides incentives for communities to manage natural resources in a sustainable manner; 3) Create opportunities for community participation in natural resources management; 4) Promote conservation and CBNRM strategies that are based on sound scientific principles and practices; 5) Enhance the relationship between protected areas’ management and CBNRM; 6) Protect the intellectual property rights of communities with regard to natural resources and the management of such natural resources; 7) Encourage communities to participate meaningfully in the monitoring of CBNRM; 8) Facilitate capacity building within communities to engage in natural resources-based tourism; 9) Establish an institutional support framework for the implementation of CBNRM; and 10) Promote communication, education and public awareness on CBNRM. Taken together, the above tools will constitute the main legislative and policy frameworks within which the project will operate. Hitherto, there has not been any documented initiative anywhere in Botswana to pilot co-management of PAs, and so DWNP, Civil Society, and the private sector have little experience with such. This project will provide the first demonstration of the potentialities of the approach for increasing financial sustainability and will work to have the approach mainstreamed into Botswana policy and legislation.
28. Institutional Context:

The Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) within the Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism (MEWT) is responsible for overseeing the development and implementation of conservation policies. However, the Department of Wildlife and National Parks, within the same ministry, is responsible for the management of wildlife and protected areas, within the context of the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act (1992). The National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (2004) identifies the major needs and gaps as i) strengthening the institutional set-up of Government agencies responsible for conservation ii) strengthening human resources, and iii) ensuring that biodiversity-related activities are better focused and coordinated, all of which emphasize the need for more links and cohesion between institutions involved in conservation – all of which are components of this project. Objective 11 of the NBSAP deals with implementation of this strategy, and recognizes for example the need to ensure that components of the NBSAP are streamlined into national development planning and budgeting processes (strategic target 11.3) and that sustainable financial provision for implementation of the BSAP is ensured (strategic target 11.4). This project contributes towards these targets by enabling private sector financial support (at PA-level), developing tools to mainstream PA into district planning process (mobilizing resources at landscape level), and improving systemic capacity for improved financial and operational sustainability of the national PA network (e.g. through creating a National Liaison Committee). Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) have been identified in the Botswana NGOs Strategy on the Environment as advocates for transparent and participatory decision making, capacity builders (especially for local communities), educators for all actors, facilitators of community-based community development, monitors of biodiversity, and networkers of and service providers to communities, Government, private sector, educational institutions and donors
, and this is epitomised by collaboration between DWNP and BirdLife Botswana to jointly execute this project. 
29. The Botswana National Strategy for Poverty Reduction highlights the need to improve (rural community) participation in development programmes, and inclusion in decision-making. Proposed programmes to tackle this include strengthening of the CBNRM programme, as well as the planning and management capacity of village institutions. Vision 2016 provides the long-term development vision for the country, to be reached though implementation of successive National Development Plans (NDPs). The current Plan (NDP 9; 2003-2009) includes a number of elements that are closely tied to the objectives of this project, in particular, activities aimed at strengthening the capacity of local community groups to spearhead sustainable development schemes.
30. Botswana has a two-tier government system: a) a central government responsible for developing and overseeing implementation of national level policy and legislation, and b) local government responsible for local-level (district) policy administration and service provision. There are 10 such districts in Botswana, and most of the MPWS is administratively under Central District (Letlhakane and Tutume sub-districts), but a small part in the northwest falls under the Ngamiland District. As the MPWS falls under different administrative districts holistic planning becomes more difficult. In addition to the government institutions, there are several other interested and affected parties to the conservation and sustainable use of the MPWS, including NGOs, private companies, tribal authorities, researchers, parastatals etc. (see Annex V for Site stakeholders and their roles). Regrettably, there is no comprehensive management plan for the area (MPWS), and so policies, programmes and legislation/regulations (overseen by different institutions) often adversely affect each other, and cause conflicts, despite some degree of coordination that takes place through the national and district development planning processes. The status quo therefore precludes meaningful technical, financial, political and social support for PAs by other stakeholders, resulting in the DWNP having to deal with among others, local communities resentment to PAs and other conservation initiatives, higher costs of PA management, and narrow revenue streams for PAs (i.e. only government budgetary subventions or donor funding). However, through the development of the Makgadikgadi Integrated Management Plan, to which this project will contribute, an enabling environment for cross-sectoral planning, coordniatation and broader stkeholder invovement in biodiversity conservation will be created.
Normative Solution for Protecting Biodiversity and enhancing PA management effectiveness

31. The normative solution proposed by this project is to instigate a paradigm shift that seeks to improve the capacity of civil society and government to work in partnership to manage PAs, particularly small sites currently receiving sub-optimal conservation management attention. However, there are some key "barriers" to the operationalisation of the co-management systems needed to diversify PA income streams in Botswana, and tap commercial opportunities that PAs provide, particularly through tourism.

Barriers to biodiversity conservation and enhancement of PA management effectiveness
32. The key “barriers” include: (i) Weak systemic capacity: While the revenue streams available for PA management have generally been stable, they have largely been generated through government budgetary subventions or donor funding, and are insufficient to ensure effective management of sites, especially those under most pressure, and smaller sites. Botswana's PAs have historically been managed from the top down by centralised state authorities that are often perceived as  not completely in tune with local stakeholder concerns. Exclusionary PA management systems have also led local communities to feel resentment against conservation initiatives that are developed and implemented without their participation. This inevitably implies that the costs of management are higher than they might otherwise be. The private sector is also not being tapped to contribute finance and management skills to improve management. 
33. (ii) Minimal or little local stakeholder engagement and action at site level: Though Botswana has a CBNRM framework which allows for community involvement in natural reource management, collaboration with the private sector and NGOs is ad hoc, rather than codified. Moreover, because at least 11 central and local government are involved in CBNRM support and/or related policies (rural development, forestry and non-timber resources etc) this has led to fragmentination of CBNRM suport and coordination problems, further excerbating the barriers to effective stakeholder involvement in PA co-management and financing faced by the parks authority. In addition, despite some achievements in areas (such as environmental education, training of local authorities, CBOs etc and development of targeted programmes e.g. the GoB/UNDP Environment Support Programme), there are still insufficient incentives for PA co-management. Stakeholders near PAs have few incentives for development and management that are sensitive to conservation and sustainable management of those PAs. Local/national authorities and private enterprises are often unaware of alternative development pathways that can mitigate negative impacts. Local communities and their support agencies do not have information on development options that bring social and economic benefits to local people, whilst enhancing the management effectiveness of nearby PAs. Participation of local people and the private sector in biodiversity conservation projects (at PAs and the wider landscape) will be enhanced if these groups are involved in their design/implementation, and if it can be demonstrated that biodiversity conservation can be integrated with agriculture, tourism, energy production etc. An effective demonstration of PA co-management is currently lacking in Botswana. 
34. (iii). Insufficient National Institutional Capacity. Effective co-management requires the development of technical and managerial skills in institutions mandated with PA management. However, in Botswana, recent policy reviews have shown that the capacity of the Department of Wildlife and National Parks to engage in effective partnerships with non-governmental actors remains weak. There is also inadequate capacity in the private sector and civil society to engage in and advance local initiatives. There is therefore a need to strengthen DWNP to be able to oversee and support PA management, including through ehnancing their capacity for a) business planning, b) economic valutions of PAs and the natural resources therein, c) negotiation private sector partnerships. A formal structure (a National Liasion Committee as proposed here) is necessary to create a platform for the PA authority to engage other parties, whose involvement would minimise PA management costs (e.g. through threat abatement) and increase PA revenue (e.g. through diversing PA income streams). This forum is also necessary as a means to raise the profile of PAs (principally financing needs), especially to communities, policy makers, and the general public, most of whom currently have a negative (or at best ambivalent) perception on the value of the PA network. 
The Baseline
35. The Baseline is composed of three parts: Presence, strengths and weakness of the policy and legislative frameworks within which the project will be implemented (enabling environment), PA co-management Systems and environmental governance, and livelihoods. For all three parts, national, landscape (MPWS) and site-level (Nata Sanctuary and Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP) activities (implemented by government and non-state actors) are discussed.
36. Under the baseline situation, the Government would continue to fund Protected Areas almost solely by itself.  Opportunities for tapping private sector involvement in rendering management advice and funding support would remain unharnessed. The prevailing statist management paradigm would continue to isolate communities, increasing the costs of threat abatement. Protected Areas would, moreover, be managed in isolation to sub regional national development plans and processes. The conjunction effect of this will result in the PA System operating at sub-optimal management effectiveness, a particular concern in smaller Protected Areas. This project will demonstrate that PA co-management is beneficial to the government, private sector, and local communities and will improve the financial sustainability and cost effectiveness of protected area management
. At a minimum, the demonstration site (12, 000km2 in area) will benefit directly from this intervention, while a further 58, 000km2 (comprising mainly community-run ungazetted WMAs) will benefit indirectly from the outcomes. 
Presence, strengths and weakness of the policy and legislative frameworks within the project will be implemented (enabling environment)
37. That Botswana is a global in situ conservation front-runner is epitomized by allocation of ca. 40% of its land area for conservation. However, as with most African states, the PA network generally costs more to maintain than it provides to the national treasury, at least in terms of annual budgetary allocations versus direct financial income, such as through entry fees, hunting fees etc. A more comprehensive cost-benefit analysis, incorporating for example ecological services and other non-use benefits is yet to be undertaken, as the DEA is still developing its Natural Resource Accounting capacity. This has therefore meant that in the meantime the DWNP has struggled to convince national treasury to allocate the required investment to enhance PA management effectiveness, leading to below optimum capacity (resources, staffing levels, and functional efficiency) in recent years. This state-of-affairs has led to the continued degradation of resources even within legally constituted PAs, and in the absence of donor-funded projects, conservation efforts tend to stall. National level conservation interventions include EU €18 million support to DWNP, the US$4.5 million GoB/UNDP Environment Support Programme (2003-2008), and approval of the initial phase of the IMP implementation (commencing April 2008). Development of the entire IMP is estimated to cost $7.5 m (over 4 years), and is financed by the government of Botswana. In addition, there are several financing and investment vehicles to diversify rural economy and improve the tourism sector in particular e.g. Local Entrepreneurial Agency (LEA), and Citizen Entrepreneurial Development Agency (CEDA). 
38. At a landscape (MPWS) level, government has instigated a process to develop a Makgadikgadi Pans Integrated Management Plan (IMP), within which the current initiative will be embedded. This will build on experiences of the recently completed Okavango Delta Management Plan (ODMP). For example, unlike the ODMP, the IMP will have components explicitly focusing on Sustainable Rural Livelihoods and Integrated Decision-Making, to mobilize sufficient resources to tackle these issues. In addition, the IMP recognizes that community and rural skills need to be strengthened to ensure that the rural population is able to utilize the development opportunities in partnership with the private and public sector – this will be piloted through this project. Furthermore, government extension services (notably through District Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and District land Use Planning Units (DLUPU), currently provide an advisory role to CBOs and other non-state actors on matters pertaining to conservation of natural resources, including those relating to PAs. 
39. At the site level, both Makgadikgadi Pans/Nxai NP and Nata Sanctuary have been running several conservation initiatives, including awareness and education programs, but these have not been very effective due to the weak institutional capacity of the PA management. There has been minimal stakeholder involvement in PA management, though the Kalahari Conservation Society (KCS, a local conservation NGO) has over the years provided technical and managerial support to Nata Sanctuary. However, their support has also been on the decline in recent times, due primarily to financial constraints. Similarly, BotAsh (Pty) Ltd has in the past provided extensive support to the sanctuary, but their support has been declining because of the company’s dissatisfaction with management effectiveness at the site. Likewise, other entities within the private sector (e.g. Nata Lodge) have expressed a willingness to assist with PA co-management, but there has hitherto been an insufficient incentive for such, again due to their dissatisfaction with PA management effectiveness. Consequently, the overall policy intent is favorable, and with the successful implementation of this project, this enabling environment would be improved to be more responsive to greater stakeholder engagement in PA conservation, in the process improving their financial and operational sustainability.
PA co-management Systems and environmental governance
40. Currently, Botswana does not have any ongoing initiatives to pilot PA co-management, nor is there a governance structure at national or sub-national level, that provides for input by other stakeholders into PA management, including cost effectiveness, financing levels, sustainable funding plans, how to increase benefits and credibility of the PA System etc. The closest mechanism through which some PA issues are sometimes discussed is the National CBNRM Forum. This has been set up to provide a platform for dialogue, support and co-operation by all CBNRM stakeholders on an equal footing and neutral ground. While National Conferences have been held every 2-3 years, it has proved difficult for most institutions (especially community groups) to implement recommendations made at these workshops, due to capacity constraints. Because the district-level CBNRM forum structures are not functioning in most areas (including in Central District, within which most of the MPWS is found), the full potential of active stakeholder involvement in biodiversity conservation, including PA management, is not being realized. Partly in response to challenges besieging CBNRM, GoB/UNDP Environment Support Programme was requested to a) identify capacity building requirements for government and civil society on non-Rio Multilateral Environmental Agreements (CITES, Ramsar, UNCCD, Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs), Basel convention); b) assist Botswana with preparation, participation and learning at MEA Conferences of Parties and other international fora including pre-CoP delegation meetings, prioritizing attendance of CoP sessions (including potential interventions), preparing official positions, liaison with SADC states where relevant, what may be learned and how to report back; and c) Practical approach in the form of hands-on training / capacity building: practical on-the-job training, temporary placements, study tours, tailor-made short courses etc. combined with occasional formal study support (focus on GoB and NGOs). Work on many of these aspects is still to commence or at an early, and this project will fully utilize all structures, experiences and tools developed by the ESP at national level, catalyzing their implementation at the MPWS i.e. translating policy intention into on-the-ground and tangible initiatives.
Institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management
41. Government, through the DWNP, manages most of the PA network in the country. However, in most aspects relating to PA management, the department lacks the wherewithal to successfully implement their programmes. The main findings from the UNDP / GEF Protected Areas Capacity Scorecard completed during the PDFB phase of this project (see Annex X) suggest that the weakest areas are respectively: At the societal level, those relating to Strategic Area of Support #5 (Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn). Specifically, public dialogue about the state of PAs and national PAs policy review scored the lowest (1 point = worst state), because protected area policy is reviewed irregularly and the state of protected areas is not delivered to the wider public. In this project, emphasis will therefore be placed on policy reforms and mainstreaming of PA into broader developmental agenda so as to engage the general public in the national PA agenda. At the institutional level, the ability of DWNP to adequately mobilize sufficient resources (funding, human resource, material resources) to implement its mandate (question 16) scored the lowest (1 point = worst state). Consequently, a long-term solution proposed by this project is to instigate a paradigm shift that seeks to improve the capacity of civil society and government to work in partnership to manage PAs, including the operationalisation of the co-management systems needed to diversify PA income streams. At the individual level, the motivation of individuals (question 28) ranked lowest (1 point = worst state). Root causes of this and remedial actions will therefore be explored during the full project, from the baseline that inadequate capacity (financial and technical resources, and relevant training) and absence of formalized avenues to engage partners in PA co-management exacerbates the problems of low staff morale. 

42. On the other hand, the highest scores (Strengths) were: At the societal level, the level of political will to support PAs (a best state score = 3, epitomized by ca. 40% of the land surface classified as some sort of protected area) is very encouraging. In addition, the presence of a fully transparent oversight authority means that there are ample entry points and opportunities through which this project can reach the general public and other stakeholders that have hitherto not adequately been engaged in PA management. At the institutional level, it is evident that DWNP has the capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies, and programmes in a participatory manner (e.g. score= 3 for question 11), as epitomized by the recently introduced Management Oriented Monitoring System (MOMS), being piloted at several PAs in north and northwest Botswana. This inherent capacity is reinforced at an  individual level by the observation that DWNP staff members can interact and form functional teams (question 31, which scored 3 points = best state), an essential pre-requisite for co-management of PAs These capacities will therefore be explored and further strengthened during the implementation of this GEF-funded project and bodes well for the proposal to instigate co-management of PAs with non-state actors (civil society, private companies etc.). 
Baseline Costing

a) Summaries of costs of ongoing conservation, management and governance and initiatives relating to enhancing the institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management, and support for the project outputs are given in the Incremental Costs Analysis. These figures do not include the social development baseline.

b) The conservation baseline (Table 5) includes ongoing PA support, the presence of extension agencies through DWNP and rural-community development agencies at district level, as well as input from a number of conservation agencies and the private sector (e.g. BotAsh, BirdLife Botswana etc.).

Table 5. Baseline Cost Estimates (US$) 

	Item
	MPWS
	National
	Total (4 Years)

	Enabling environment
	975,000
	1,000,000
	1,975,000

	PA Co management Systems and environmental governance
	358,000
	586,000
	944,000

	Institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management
	1,000,000
	710,000
	1,710,000

	Total 
	2,333,000
	2,296,000
	4,629,000


The GEF Alternative:
Project Rationale, Goals & Objectives
43. By the end of the project, a viable non-statist co-management paradigm would have been demonstrated. Working management partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders would be functioning and codified; and improvement in the financial and operational sustainability of protected areas measurably demonstrated.

44. This project will provide financial, material and technical support to overcome the barriers to instituting government/non-state actor co-management of PAs as a vehicle for improving the financial sustainability of Protected Areas in Botswana and hence their management effectiveness. The project targets a particularly challenging landscape context: that of small and fragmented PA sites, with important biodiversity and diverse management systems, set predominantly in areas with growing human populations and economic activities, which place direct and indirect pressures on constituent biodiversity. Protected Area management in these circumstances will only be sustainable and effective if a wide range of funding streams are tapped and benefits are seen to accrue to the non-state actors adjacent to the Protected Areas. The sustainable management of these PAs in such a landscape presents challenges and opportunities for policy implementation that are directly relevant to Botswana’s national priorities, action plans and programs. Success in this endeavor will require a strategic mix of business planning, law enforcement and local capacity building with community, private sector and civil society participation based on incentives through the diversification of livelihood options. All of this needs to operate within a supportive enabling environment at local, District and Central level requiring an investment into policy support and institutional strengthening and awareness-raising so as to allow informed decision-making. The long-term project goal is to strengthen the sustainability and management effectiveness of Botswana’s system of protected areas. 
45. The Project Objective is to improve the financial and operational sustainability of protected areas in Botswana by catalyzing working partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders.
46. The project will use the opportunities provided by the new CBNRM Policy, the (draft) Environmental Management Act and the planned Makgadikgadi Pans IMP to implement participatory planning and PA co-management, using the MPWS (landscape) and Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP and Nata Sanctuary (for site-level action) as demonstration sites. By involving relevant  stakeholders in PA management, it is anticipated that control over their resources will be democratized, costs to central government are expected to decrease, motivation and opportunities for poaching and other destructive behavior reduced, law enforcement improved, capacity expanded, a wide base of technical and traditional knowledge tapped, a more equitable distribution of benefits will be possible, and the service provision functions of PAs will be better recognized and protected. 
47. The project builds on some previous experience within Africa that will be adapted to the context of Botswana e.g. BirdLife International’s
 “African NGO-Government Partnerships for Sustainable Biodiversity Action project
” in piloting participatory natural conservation practices. It will also utilize local capacity in CBNRM and nature-based enterprises that has been built over the last decade in implementing projects at several locations in Botswana. It also links with ongoing conservation efforts at the MPWS, especially the IMP. Beyond Botswana boundaries, it is part of BirdLife International’s Important Bird Area Programme (ongoing since 1992), Site Support Group and Policy and Advocacy Working Group programmes, which cover 21 other African countries. These multiple vertical and horizontal linkages provide a strong supportive framework for the project strategy and augur well for sustainability.
Project Outcomes & Outputs: 
48. The project objective is expected to be achieved via the following 3 components i) Strengthened Enabling Environment , ii) Effective PA Co management Systems demonstrated at site level: iii) Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions.
49. Component 1: Strengthened Enabling Environment for improved financial sustainability: will improve the legal and institutional frameworks for PA co-management, revenue generation and benefit-sharing. There are three Outcomes and three Outputs expected from this component.

Expected Outcomes from Component 1:

50. First, governance structures will be established in Botswana at national, district and site level, that provide for input by non-state actors  into PA management, including financial planning, revenue generation/ retention, cost management, and how to increase benefits and credibility of the PA System

51. Second, Government contribution to DWNP operating costs will increase by 33% by project end (up from $3m million at present to $4m million annually), resulting in improved management effectiveness over 750, 000 ha (demonstration site) and 5, 800, 000 ha (indirectly) of the PA network.
52. Third, the private sector and local government sources in Botswana will  channel increased resources (at least $1 million annually) to the management of small PAs and WMAs, in Botswana.

Output 1.1 Effective institutional models and legal reforms for PA co-management identified and implemented. 
53. While the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act 28 of 1992 and the recently approved CBNRM Policy (2007) provide some of the legal framework to guide multi-stakeholder involvement and community participation in co-management of PAs (especially WMAs), they do not have clear guidance for the governance structures to realize such co-management. Consequently work under this output is designed to assess the effectiveness of the current institutional arrangements for PA co-management and provide DWNP with practical, workable options to: strengthen the current PA institutions; enable better integration of different spheres of governance; optimize opportunities for co-management; and support co-operative governance structures. 
54. The main project activities will be: (i) PA-valuations (on which to base proposals to increase public-budget allocations, and will include a costing of PA co-management as opposed to traditional top-down, with correlation to management effectiveness and plans to meet the shortfall. This is a necessary starting point as cost-benefit analysis for development and budgetary allocations currently does not factor in PAs, as DWNP has hitherto not been able to undertake and economic evaluation of the PA network, which could have been used for lobbying for increased government budgetary subvention or donor support, to better manage the PA System), ii), an assessment of options to maximize PA management effectiveness in current & projected funding levels iii) Information management systems to inform decision makers (central and local government, CBOs, private sector, donor agencies, NGOs etc) on PA benefits and costs iv) Institutional reforms for sharing DWNP responsibilities & resources, primarily via the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act (currently being reviewed) and the CBNRM Regulations (under development) – the Environment Support Programme is coordinating both activities, v) A framework for business planning (at site and national level) developed, vi) A DWNP Financing strategy drawn and short-term plan operationalised with GEF support, vii) the project will motivate for National Environment Fund (under development) to provide significant financial support for PAs, viii) Operational standards defined for allocation of financial & human resources to PAs, with emphasis on co-managed PAs and ix) Other revenue mechanisms defined for application over mid to long-term, and required operation frameworks for cost efficient  and optimized conservation benefits from available funds and expected revenue developed.
Output 1.2 PA agenda mainstreamed into Makgadikgadi IMP and District Development Plans, coupled with economic forecasting of local benefits to provide a motivation for increasing budget subventions from local government for PA management. 

55. In Botswana, priority development programmes are articulated in National and District Development Plans (NDPs and DDPs respectively), to guide government programmes and budgetary allocations at these levels. A missing link in PA management has been that while PAs do receive support from the treasury (as part of its support to the DWNP), the funds are managed centrally, and inevitably, the larger and more charismatic PAs receive more of these funds. Moreover, as result of this arrangement, it has not been possible to get budgetary support from the district mechanisms. 
56. This project will address this inadequacy by: i) piloting the mainstreaming of the PA-agenda into the DDP, using the IMP to showcase the relevance of PAs within a broader development process. Some of tasks to be supported by the GEF grant at the demonstration site (as articulated in component 2) will contribute directly to the realization of some IMP activities e.g. Review of existing human-wildlife conflict resolution mechanisms and design of additional ones (IMP activity 9.1), Support for CBNRM and implementation of WMA policy in the area (9.3), and especially Reviewing feasibility of different Park management models for the Makgadikgadi NP (9.4). Because the IMP will then be mainstreamed into DDPs for implementation (a process this project will contribute to financially and via technical backstopping through implementation of components 1-3), the GEF grant would then have facilitated inclusion of PA-agenda, more specifically options to reduce running costs and diversify income streams, into these important planning documents for Central and North West Districts (which the demonstration site straddles) very cost effectively. ii) To facilitate the adoption of PA co-management (especially for small sites) and other strategies for PA financial planning, revenue generation and cost management in other parts of the country, this project will codify a framework for Integration of PAs into DDPs and for the development of conservation compatible development opportunities within or adjacent to PAs that will yield revenue for PA authorities and PA co-managers. This may include nature-based tourism or controlled extractive industry, and the framework will draw heavily from the IMP experiences and deliverables from output 1.1 and 1.3. 
Output 1.3 Business investment partnerships for PAs secured and development of commercial operations through concessioning (mainly for tourism) realised. 

57. Private sector investment in PAs is currently below optimal, mainly because of the unavailability of a framework to guide their involvement. This applies even for tourism. While this sector is acknowledged as a viable source of income for rural communities, and some benefits are being realized through CBNRM, the tourism products most often supported represent only a portion of what could potentially be marketed (e.g. most enterprises are based only where there are mega-herbivores). This has had the disadvantage of not making full use of the industry’s potential, and the comparative advantages of most sites (such as the abundant and diverse birdlife at the MPWS, including the charismatic flamingos) end up not being utilized. Moreover, there are other private sector interests involved in extractive industries (e.g. mining) in or near PAs, whose contribution to maintaining the PA network is also minimal. These industries are currently expected only to pay mining fees (and related charges) to the treasury, but none to maintain the PA network and constituent biodiversity, despite the aesthetic and ecological services they get from these areas. 

58. This project will lower “barriers” to effective private sector involvement in PA management through increasing their ability to influence PA agenda, currently the purview of only government, and by developing tools to facilitate their financial and technical contribution to the PA network. With an increased stake in the PA agenda, the private sector’s budgetary support for PAs should increase. Specific activities by this project will include: i) Quantification of the “Willingness-to-Pay” (WTP) for the sustenance of PAs by private sector (especially those working near small PAs), ii) disincentives (policy, procedure, governance, social etc), that would need to be redressed for PAs to benefit from the funds suggested in the WTP, iii) development of a Tourism Concessioning Policy (to help diversify income streams for the PAs without compromising conservation), iv) Development of a Biodiversity Offset framework (to encourage extractive industry to internalize their externalities and support PAs), v) production of an Bird-Tourism handbook (to promote and guide birding tourism so as to diversify Botswana’s tourism portfolio – handbook will include guide accreditation, birding routes, “birder-friendly” requirements etc), vi) “best practices” publications in terms of policy instruments, incentives, procedures, Corporate Social Investment and PAs, and role of private sector in PA agenda at district (using IMP experience) and national (using National Liaison Committee) will be summarized and widely disseminated within the corporate sector to motivate for their increased input in PA financing and co-management. 

59. Component 2: Effective PA Co management Systems demonstrated at site level: will support the creation of PA co-management structures (Site Support Groups) and district oversight framework (linked to Makgadikgadi Pans Integrated Management Plan, IMP), and test new revenue generation schemes. A co-management scheme will be piloted at the demonstration PAs (Nata Bird Sanctuary, and later rolled out to Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP). The Makgadikgadi Pans Wetland System is an important repository of biodiversity, but faces competing claims on its resources from the mining industry, livestock and tourism. It also contains a mixture of communal and freehold lands. The combination of economic activities, pressures, land tenure systems and stakeholder groups at this site makes it broadly representative of conditions that prevail elsewhere. It is envisaged that by linking the PAs with the broader development process (primarily the Integrated Management Plan) protected area development will be better linked with the socio-economic development priorities (District Development Plan and the National Development Plan), which is crucial to ensure long-term financial sustainability. The pilot will demonstrate that co-management of a small PA is beneficial to the government, private sector, and local communities and will improve the financial sustainability and cost effectiveness of protected area management.

Outcomes for Component 2

60. First, at project end, up-to-date management and business plans for the 2 PAs will be in place, systems for biodiversity monitoring established and operational, and METT scores increased by at least 30% at each of the PAs, which cover a total area of 750, 000ha.

61. Second, at least $120,000 per annum comes from productive sectors through income generated by user fees, tourism concessioning, grants, donations, in-kind support and biodiversity offsets payments (up from $40,000/year at present, almost all of it currently due to grants and user fees to Nata Sanctuary), while a further $60,000/ annum comes from local government i.e. at a minimum, a four-fold increase in financial support by local government and the private sector for the two PAs.
62. Third, pressures, especially from Agricultural expansion & intensification (e.g. grazing wildlife in PAs), Over-exploitation, persecution & control (e.g. intentional poisoning of wildlife), Human intrusions & disturbance (e.g. human disturbance to breeding flamingos) decreased by >20% (where such can be quantified e.g. number of poaching incidents reported) or at least qualitatively recorded as having “Significantly Declined”. The State of the PAs (especially as measured by DWNP’s aerial wildlife counts, community-led monitoring programme and numbers of breeding pairs of flamingos) should improve as a result of co-management. 
63. Forth, the two SSGs are operational, self-sufficient and enable community and private sector input into PA co-management, and the IMP, incorporating PA concerns (funding, threat abatement, co-management etc) is mainstreamed into Central and Ngamiland District Development Plans, while revenue generation mechanisms and tools developed through this project (e.g. tourist concessioning, biodiversity offset payment, birding tourism) are replicated throughout the MPWS and across other PAs in Botswana, covering at least 5, 800, 000 ha. 

Output 2.1. Protected Area co-management structures (Site Support Groups
) and district oversight framework created at pilot site

64. Nata Sanctuary Trust, which manages the Nata Sanctuary, already meets minimum requirements of a Representative and Accountable Legal Entity (R.A.L.E.) for communities (as defined by the CBNRM Policy), as well as key characteristics of an SSG (using BirdLife’s definition; however key gaps to be addressed in this project are lack of codified guidance on relations with the private sector, e.g. which of the Trust’s operations can be outsourced, possible models for such joint venture partnerships, procedure to be followed or such partnerships etc.) The Sanctuary management and Board were involved in the preparation of this project, and thus were subject to capacity assessment using the METT and BirdLife’s SSG Capacity Assessment Tool. Consequently, areas where the Trust needs to be supported so that they improve on the sanctuary’s METT scores and financial sustainability have already been documented (e.g. see Nata Sanctuary METT). In addition to involvement in other activities within this and component 3, priority actions to strengthen this SSG include i) updating the Nata Sanctuary constitution to reflect the aforementioned issues relating to partnership with the private sector, ii) updating the PA management plan and developing a business plan (with basic office equipment immediately supported by the GEF and others leveraged through ensuing implementation of the aforementioned plans) iii) development and implementation of a training and skills enhancement programme for staff and Board of Trustees (covering financial planning and management, proposal writing, conflict resolution etc), and iv) strengthening of the PA’s outreach programmes so as to engender a better understanding of the site’s challenges, strengths, as well as current and potential benefits to community members, central and local government, the private sector and donor agencies. 

65. On the other hand, there is no SSG at the Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P., and consequently key activities to catalyse its formation include: i) initiating contact with community leaders of all the villages in the vicinity of the PA, ii) Consider among existing local groups which ones can be recruited into the SSG mission (if possible, to avoid starting group building from scratch), bringing together scattered community initiatives into one SSG if necessary, iii) putting in place a democratically elected leadership committee and iv) ensuring that the new group’s existence is legalised and recognised by local authorities, including PA managers. Once this has been achieved, this SSG will participate in the capacity building activities similar to those described for the Nata Sanctuary Trust and as part of this component 2. 

66. To ensure that these SSGs play a meaningful role in PA co-management, and also benefit from and influence the overarching IMP (and consequently the DDP), concerted effort will be made to facilitate their participation in district and IMP processes. To this end, this project will i) lobby for these SSGs to be recognized as important stakeholders in the IMP process, ii) provide financial support and technical backstopping to enable them contribute meaningfully to the IMP; specifically the envisioned IMP Participation and Communication Committee, but also other forums through which they could advocate for increased PA budgetary subvention from the local government and other participants of the IMP. This project will provide direct support to the development of an “IMP consultation and participation strategy” (IMP objective 2.2), and concurrently develop and operationalise for the SSGs a mirror strategy, articulating how they will engage the IMP structure. This should help realize the mainstreaming of PAs into district and landscape planning, with additional financial and technical input leveraged, as well as reduction in threat levels as other sectors become more aware of the negative impacts of their actions on PAs. 

67. Within both the IMP- and SSG-level consultation and participation strategies, the role of the private will be articulated. At the site level, this will be structured so as to encourage the private sector to among others, strengthen the SSG capacity by for example availing the services of their staff (auditors, financial planners, environmental officers, Public Relations Officers etc) to assist the SSG realize its business plans, or hosting internships and training sessions for SSG members (which includes community members and DWNP staff), in lieu of paying for their biodiversity offset in cash (subject to this being a possibility in the Biodiversity Offset Framework document). This project will promote such an arrangement (i.e. staff interactions) as it would increase trust and assurance of the real mandate of the other party, which should result in biodiversity threats that often result just because of a misunderstanding or misinterpretation of the other parties’ intention. For example, if Nata Sanctuary staff and Board members better understand the private sector’s (Nata Lodge, BotAsh, Debswana mines etc) policies on recruitment and the rationale behind their level and distribution of Corporate Social Investment, they would be better placed to relay that to the rest of the community (including local authorities), building bridges between the community and the private sector. This would enhance community support for both the private sector and the sanctuary, and consequently improve the PA management effectiveness. At the IMP-level, the IMP Project Implementation Unit will lead operationalisation of the stakeholder engagement, and this project will feed into that process our experiences on private sector-community-government-NGO partnerships at site level. To ensure coordinated input at all levels, BirdLife Botswana will serve as the secretariat (for the private sector-community-government-NGO partnerships), as it will have representation at site (PA), district (IMP) and national (National Liaison Committee), and being more autonomous than DWNP, could lobby for change without the bureaucratic bottlenecks DWNP would have to overcome. Because of their extensive experience in using the SSG model to advocate for community-led biodiversity conservation elsewhere in Africa, the BirdLife Africa Partnership Secretariat will be enlisted to provide technical backstopping (see Annex Budget note 2.4). 
Output 2.2: Business plan development and sustainable use management systems for the MPWS PAs

68. Business plans for the two demonstration PAs will ensure a match between the type of management regime being proposed and associated costs of realizing this, with the available current and future sources of revenue. An economic and financial analysis will be undertaken in this output to assess the current and potential economic value of these PAs. This analysis will: (i) estimate the economic value of the PAs; (ii) analyze the cost-benefits of increasing investment; (iii) investigate options for improving financing (notably from the private sector and local government) and improve cost management by out-sourcing non-core park management functions; and (iv) develop a budget and roll-out program for a sustainable financing plan for the 2 PAs, with some of the initial implementation supported by the GEF grant. The scheduling of tasks and methodologies used (for economic evaluations, consultations, data sourcing and verifications etc) will as much as possible be aligned with that to be used for the broader IMP, to improve conformity between the two and thus easier mainstreaming of the PA’s business plans into that of the IMP. This will demonstrate for the other small PAs and WMAs (covering the 58, 000 km2 of indirectly supported PAs, and even other sites) how to conduct an economic and financial analysis in order to develop the most appropriate business plan, aligning it with planning at district and/or landscape levels. 
69. During the preparatory stages of this project, tourism was highlighted as one income generating activity whose full potential in the MPWS has not been fully realized, and that it should be a priority during the full project. Apart from the conventional large mammal-based tourism, several tourist attractions were identified (e.g. bird and cultural tourism) and to realize their potential, some of the key project activities will include i) market assessments (needs and demands; of conventional attractions and other income-generating possibilities), ii) evaluate current livelihood strategies/ income-generation (what works locally?), iii) develop ideas with SSGs for sustainable natural resources for which there are markets, iv) develop local community skills (e.g. project management, craft-making), and v) project support to involve policy influence (what needs to be amended – local/ national level) to allow participatory natural resources management to function and increased re-investment of tourism income in conservation initiatives, vi) A study tour (involving community members, BirdLife Botswana, DWNP, private sector representatives, other government staff e.g. Tourism Board, Dept. of Tourism) to and subsequent “twinning” with the BirdLife South Africa Birding Tourism Programme is envisioned to learn from their experiences; most of the costs for this visit will be borne by project partners, not GEF. Following this, a key document developed will be vi) A Bird Tourism strategy for the MPWS, outlining how the enterprise will be organized (roles and responsibilities, alignment of birding routes), required infrastructure, guide and lodge accreditation, quality control, cost management, marketing, revenue streams, benefit sharing, ecological limits within which to operate, and other building blocks required for a successful operation in the MPWS. The GEF grant will support some aspects of this strategy, with the majority of the costs covered by project partners in the MPWS, the private sector generally, and donor agencies. 

Output 2.3 Emplacement of PA functions

70. The justification for promoting PA co-management in Botswana is that it will allow PA authorities to directly engage with key productive sectors in and around PAs, and use ensuing formalized structures to help lower pressure of threats, reducing costs and sharing responsibilities for PA functions (including their financial sustainability). This is because some wildlife occurs outside the Parks in adjoining WMAs and communal areas, and consequently, it makes financial, social and ecological sense to emplace some PA functions on non-DWNP institutions, given that they currently derive significant benefits from, but bear minimal costs in maintaining the PA network and constituent biodiversity. Specifically for the PAs within the MPWS, this will be achieved through several activities, including i) codifying and operationalising roles and responsibilities for PA co-management, as per recommendations of Output 1.1 (on options to maximize PA management effectiveness in current & projected funding levels, and Institutional reforms for sharing DWNP responsibilities & resources. If the revised Act provides for a Collaborative/Joint Management Board with a legal mandate on the operations of the PA, that will be constituted, as per stipulations and regulations emanating from the Act (this is the preferred option as it would realise genuine and legally binding PA co-management). However, if such a legal Board is not legalised in the revised Act, a Management Committee (with as much authority as the Act would provide so that its decisions are binding to the partners, will be formed). ii) development and roll-out of a low-cost community-based system (using the “State-Pressure-Response”
 model) to monitor biodiversity and ecosystem conditions within the PAs and the broader MPWS (this will provide the basis for the project’s M&E activities, including correlations of PA investment versus improved management effectiveness), iii) As part of the project’s focus on establishing sustainable conservation mechanisms, the project will reinvigorate the involvement of the private sector in ongoing monitoring. GEF resources will support the start-up costs of monitoring and sustain them through the project’s lifetime, and DWNP have committed to continue providing the technical support for monitoring activities upon conclusion of the project. iv) Enforcement powers for the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks (WCNP) Act are currently vested only in the DWNP. Following (the likely approval) recommendations of output 1.1 (review of the WCNP Act, a process that has commenced and is coordinated by the ESP) on strengthening and/or bestowing enforcement powers on other agencies (e.g. bestowing lawful hunter with powers to demand permit from another hunter, or bestowing Botswana Defence Force’s anti-poaching unit or CBO with enforcement powers), as part of the PA co-management approach
, this will be operationalised within MPWS (e.g. training of the non-DWNP staff on the implications the guidelines, establishing robust field-based monitoring protocols for law enforcement patrols, provision of basic equipment for these “new” partners etc). The proposal to bestow enforcement powers on other non-DWNP agencies is likely to be accepted and promulgated in the Act (even if slightly modified), as it is in line the CBNRM Policy objective of devolution (for both user rights and responsibilities) and community management. In the medium to term, this will alleviate significant financial obligations relating to law enforcement from DWNP, and increase a “sense of ownership” for the PA and natural resources within institutions co-managing the PAs with the department. It is this sense of ownership, the increased benefits realised through the SSGs targeted and targeted communication and outreach that should translate into community engagement to curb some of the pressures on the PA (e.g. poaching, adverse development projects etc), leading to an overall improvement in METT scores and reduction in financial management costs for the DWNP.
71. Component 3. Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions. As the PA authority, it is imperative that the DWNP are empowered to be able to successfully apply co-management models, applying not just “best practices” in this approach, but also other financial planning and management tools required to ensure that the model works, partners are genuinely engaged, the most cost-effective options are adopted, and that management decisions are “evidence-based” and transparent, lest PA co-managers and other stakeholders (policy makers, donor agencies etc) lose confidence in the approach, resulting in a relapse to the traditional top-down statist approach, which is very costly to maintain. During the PDF, an assessment of DWNP capacity using the UNDP / GEF Protected Areas Capacity Scorecard suggested the weakest areas are respectively: At the societal level, Strategic Area #5 (Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn), specifically, lack of public dialogue and engagement on the state of PAs and national PAs policy. At the institutional level, inability of DWNP to mobilize sufficient resources (funding, human resource, material resources) to implement its mandate (Q 16), and at the individual level, the motivation of individuals (Q 28) ranked lowest. This and other capacity assessments covering the department (e.g. as part of the National Capacity Self Assessment) have guided this component. However, as PA co-management is a two-way process, the capacity of the other partners (private sector, communities, NGOs etc) also needs to be strengthened, and so this will be supported. More importantly, a forum to enable these partners and other stakeholders to discuss PA co-management (and other matters relating to PAs, de-gazettement, large scale development that adversely impact on PAs, MEAs and PAs etc), will be formed, the first forum for PAs in Botswana.

Outcomes for component 3:
72. First, PA managers, PA co-managing institutions (e.g. SSGs) and other practitioners with an interest in PAs (in and outside government) with improved capacities for cost effective management (accounting, reporting; revenue capture), and improving PA conditions as recorded in the Annual PA Status Report, and a National Liaison Committee fully operational to facilitate knowledge exchange and advice DWNP and government on strategic and operational issues relating to PAs (including financing).

73. Second, at least 50% of DWNP’s Parks Division staff trained in efficient PA operation and management practices, development of site specific PA management and business plans, integrating PA plans into broader (district and landscape) plans and development strategies, and the tools and methodologies learnt translate into cost efficiencies and reflected as such by improving METTs scorecard results, increased funding from non-DWNP coffers for development and implementation of management plans at >5,800,000 ha. of the PA network, annual status reports for the Makgadikgadi Pans and Botswana PAs, respectively, and ability of DWNP to effectively fulfill statutory oversight functions for co-managed protected areas, as measured by a >25% increase in the UNDP PA Scorecard.  
Output 3.1 Capacity development activities within the management authority to effectively fulfill PA management functions. 
74. The success of this project and its replication to the other small PAs and WMAs depends to a very great extent on the improved capacity of DWNP to successfully support implementation of PA co-management models, policies and strategies for financial planning, revenue generation/retention and cost management, and integration of PA agenda into district and landscape-level plans (e.g. IMP). Consequently, considerable resources are targeted at enhancing institutional and individual capacities to realize this. Key activities relate to: i) organizing targeted short courses for DWNP staff (e.g. on developing management and business plans for PAs, PA valuation, negotiation and conflict resolution skills, and cost effective management – encompassing accounting, reporting; revenue capture techniques etc. Most PA managers lack the financial planning skills and tools to enable them prioritize the limited fund they have, leading to mismatches between on the ground needs and actual funds allocated by HQ, and then having both HQ and site managers not adequately capturing cost inefficiencies, no use the available funds as “seed funding” to attract more PA funding from outside government) ii) development of simplified guidelines in the form of a “How to” series of documents based on the above short courses, detailed enough for use even by those who did not attend the training courses (e.g. A toolkit on “Making PA co-management work”) will be necessary to further improve financial planning capabilities within the department, iii) identification of advocacy targets for PA financing and co-management (targeting especially policy makers) and, a national and local (MPWS) awareness-raising program on these subjects will be supported by the GEF grant (utilizing various communication materials and outlets, leaflets, radio programmes etc), iv) A simple biodiversity monitoring tool that would enable correlations between biodiversity conservation and management effectiveness to be discerned will be developed for use by project partners, but especially community members. This system is likely to merge DWNP’s MOMS, BirdLife’s IBA Monitoring Framework and other relevant tools. Associated capacity for data capture (binoculars, GPS units etc), data analysis (e.g. software procurement and training on its use) and data dissemination (posters, presentation at strategic meetings etc) will be supported, v) the participation of DWNP at relevant international meetings that would enhance their capacity to co-manage PAs (e.g. African Protected Area Initiative, CBD Programme on PAs meetings, SADC, AU, NEPAD meetings etc) will be supported, as well as vi) production of annual “Status of Makgadikgadi Pans” and “Status of Botswana Protected Areas” reports, both as advocacy tools for PA financing and to contribute data towards national reports to the CBD. This activity, especially the country report, will be co-financed by an EC-grant to BirdLife Botswana for the project “Instituting effective monitoring of Protected Areas/Important Bird Areas as a contribution to reducing the rate of biodiversity loss in Africa”, ref. EuropeAid/ENV/2007/132-278. 
Output 3.2 Capacity to develop and implement site specific business plans and jointly managed PAs enhanced within PA agency, NGOs and industry groups 

75. To ensure that PAs in the demonstration area and indeed other PAs to which the co-management approach will be identified as appropriate by the findings of work in Output 1 (PA-valuations and options to maximize PA management effectiveness), it is important to ensure that the relevant capacity exists within agencies and institutions that can co-manage the PAs with DWNP. During project preparation, stakeholders at the demonstration site and key one nationally were identified (see Annex V), and those organizations will form the locus of the capacity training described here. Specific activities include: i) organizing targeted short courses akin to those described for DWNP staff above (e.g. on developing management and business plans for PAs, PA valuation, negotiation and conflict resolution skills, and cost effective management – encompassing accounting, reporting; revenue capture techniques etc). In this instance (and to cut costs), these sessions will be organized in the demonstration site (and simpler than that offered to DWNP, due to an even lower basic capacity within especially the community groups), ii) to reinforce training from these short courses, some individuals will be supported to undertake internships within the private sector (Nata Lodge, BotAsh or other corporate in the demonstration area, who are to a large extent already employing many of the financial planning and management practices), iii) To reinforce partnerships with the private sector and encourage the formalization of private sector involvement in PA co-management (which would minimize the most of the ad hoc intervention that has characterized private sector support for community-based projects), this project will support the development of Strategy documents for long term investment plans with key productive sectors (tourism and mining industries), to which commitment will be sought via Memorandums of Understanding between the industry and the community groups. iv) Because tourism constitutes the main vehicle of increasing community benefits from PAs, emphasis will be placed on Strengthening Ecotourism planning and management capacity, with training workshops that focus on Principles, practices, and polices for sustainability; Zoning for tourism use; Codes of conduct for tourism and local communities; guidelines for eco-lodges and tour operators. A toolkit covering these same topics and many that are pertinent for this issue will be published. v) other activities supported under this component will relate to supporting costs for the National Project Manager to attend relevant short courses to improve his/her management capabilities, where for all courses their training will be taken as “Training a Trainer”, course with the expectation that they will pass on their newly acquired skills to other project proponents, as far as is possible at the same time as other activities to cut costs.

Output 3.3 National Liaison Committee established

76. The conservation approach being piloted and promoted through this project has not been done before in Botswana. The potential value of the approach, experiences, tools and methodologies to be tested and refined through this project can only be realized to the extent that their use becomes widespread within Botswana’s PA management context. This output will support measures aimed at sharing experiences and disseminating these key methodologies and approaches amongst target stakeholders within MEWT, government as whole, as well as related institutions nationally and at the demonstration site. As described in Section G (c) Project Implementation Arrangement, this project will be undertaken within the ambits of the IMP, and the supervisory structures created within the IMP used as de facto oversight structures for this project. 

77. This means that activities supported under this component will include i) support to the DWNP and BirdLife Botswana Directors, who will report on project progress at the National Steering Committee (NSC) for the IMP, chaired by the Permanent Secretary in the Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism (or his/her appointee), ii) support to the National Project Manager, who will sit on the district-level steering committee that comprises IMP component leaders, iii) support to the National Manager’s participation in the sectoral (natural resources) sub-committee of the IMP, on behalf of the project. It is envisioned that this set-up is the best means to channel the project results and PA concerns into the government’s planning process, most cost effectively and beyond the life of the project, since remnants of the IMP NSC (in whatever form that will be adopted) have to be maintained beyond the IMP’s (and this project’s) 4-year life-span to ensure full integration and implementation of IMP principles and targets in the respective districts, and at national level. iv) To ensure that the concerns of the other stakeholders (private sector and community groups that co-manage PAs) are well articulated and that they also have full access to the decision making processes, this project will lobby for them being accorded (at a minimum an observer) a seat each within the aforementioned structures, and the project supports their participation (where required). v) The project also intends to form a Permanent PA Financing Working Group comprising project partners and relevant key institutions (UNDP, University of Botswana, Ministry of Finance and Development Planning, GEF Operational Focal Point, bilateral and multilateral donors etc) with meetings and work by this group financed by the GEF grant. Efforts to mainstream it within the IMP structures (e.g. as a subcommittee of the IMP NSC) will be explored once the IMP NSC is operational, as this would enhance prospects for the Working Group’s sustainability beyond this GEF project. 

78. The proposal to form this Permanent PA Financing Working Group stems from experiences from NLC’s formed under a BirdLife International project from which this project draws experience
 , which showed that while NLCs’ strengthened links between the BirdLife Partner and government and other NGOs, facilitated NGO-government consultation and exchanges of information and learning between institutions, and so forth, some of their weaknesses included that most NLC members were often junior staff who lacked the experience and interest and often had no mandate to make decisions or bring any real influence to support the NLC with instances where some proposals never reached ministerial level for adoption. However, it was also noted that senior ministry officials may not the right people on NLCs either, as they may not have the knowledge or time to participate in technical discussions. Technical subgroups of NLCs, comprising the more technical members plus other invited specialists (whose institution would not have been invited to the NSC in the first place), were found to be very effective and although the NLC gives overall guidance, it is this subcommittee that will “make things happen”. This group will meet at least quarterly (IMP NSC meets bi-annually), and funds are requested to support these meetings and the groups’ work programme. 

79. The GEF alternative amounts to US$ 6,132,300 and the baseline is estimated at US$ 4,629,000. The difference between the GEF alternative and the baseline amounts to US$ 1,503,300 which represents the incremental cost of achieving sustainable global environmental benefits. Of this amount, the additional contribution from non-GEF sources amounts to US$ 550,000. The GEF is being requested to provide US$ 953,300.

Description of Area of Interest for Conservation
80. The demonstration area for the project is the ca. 12, 000 km2 Makgadikgadi Palustrine Wetland System, MPWS (also abbreviated as Makgadikgadi Pans), with co-management strategies piloted at the 250 km2 Nata Sanctuary and the 7, 500 km2 Makgadikgadi/Nxai National Parks. 
81. Site selection justification was as follows. Out of Botswana’s protected areas, there are six that are “small” (arbitrarily set as <10, 000ha by the project proponents). In prioritizing potential demonstration sites for this project, Maun Game Reserve was left out because it overlaps geographically with GEF-funded BIOKAVANGO project. This left 5 potential demonstration sites of which the Makgadikgadi Pans is the preferred choice, for the following reasons. For Mannyelanong Hill G.R., Gaborone G.R., Mogobane Dam and Bathoeng Dams, it is only the following institutions that have an interest in the area: DWNP (statutory mandate) and BirdLife Botswana (the sites are Important Bird Areas). As such the participation of other partners (e.g. private sector, developmental agencies, other government departments, other local NGOs etc.) is non-existent, and is unlikely to be catalysed by such a short-term project as envisaged here. On the other hand, Makgadikgadi Pans meet several pre-requisites for GEF projects including high biological significance, facing current and imminent threats, with potential for replication, being priority for Government and with ample co-financing opportunities. These elements are elaborated in subsequent sections and elsewhere in the project document.
82. The demonstration area has global biological significance, as it supports the second largest flamingo population in Africa, and Botswana’s largest zebra and wildebeest migration route. The Makgadikgadi Pans are also the largest area of saltpans in the world. The combination of a “Private” Game Reserve (Nata Sanctuary) in close proximity to national parks (Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP) provide a rare opportunity to demonstrate synergies between the private sector, local communities and the national government in improving PA management effectiveness
83. The Makgadikgadi saltpans are a relict of an ancient lake that used to cover most of northwest Botswana, but which now exist in the form of two large pans; Ntwetwe Pan to the west and Sua Pan to the east, that are bordered by several smaller pans especially to the south
. The pans are currently fed by a series of intermittently flowing streams and, therefore, comprise an endorheic or terminal basin to an extensive catchment. The Mosetse, Semowane, Lepashe, Mosupe and Nata (the most important) rivers rise on the highlands to the east and drain into Sua Pan, while the Boteti River, which is part of the main Okavango River drainage system, rises from the junction of the Thamalakane River and the Nhabe River in the west and drains into Ntwetwe Pan. Surrounding catchments predominantly consist of Kalahari sediments, which are punctured by Archaen granite outcrops and underlain by Carboniferous-Jurassic sandstone and basalts (Thomas and Shaw 1991). The Makgadikgadi Pans are in part oriented along grabens of the pan African rift and are nested on top of a sequence of Karoo sediments that generate a prominent 100m escarpment to the south of Sua Pan.  
84. With diminished inflow from the Boteti River – largely due to construction of a water reservoir (Mopipi Dam) along the river course and alterations in the flow regime of the Okavango Delta reducing water flow into the Boteti, the Nata River constitutes the most important inflow into the pans. Additionally, rainfall, which averages 450mm per annum, has in recent times assumed greater importance (Masundire et al. 1998). While a large proportion of the pans is unprotected, the extreme northwest part of Ntwetwe Pan is protected as a part of the Makgadikgadi National Park (ca. 4, 900 km2). 

85. Similarly, the extreme northeast of Sua Pan at the mouth of the Nata River (ca. 250 km2) has also been designated a conservation area – Nata Bird Sanctuary. The motivations for conserving the Nata Sanctuary were first proposed in 1988 by the Nata Conservation Committee. Upon request, the Kalahari Conservation Society (KCS), a local conservation NGO, assisted the committee with expertise in the development of such an area. Many organizations from within and outside Botswana contributed funding and other services to the project, and the result is Nata Sanctuary. This sanctuary is managed as a community project, and the overall management of the area is the responsibility of a Board of Trustees. These trustees are elected annually from the four villages neighboring the sanctuary, namely, Nata, Maposa, Mmanxotae and Sepako. One of the goals of the sanctuary is to use surplus revenue for capital development in the four villages, and through this project, this goal should be realized.

86. While the actual flooded area of the sanctuary varies according to the magnitude of the floods, for most of the time ca. 55% of the surface area comprises land, and 45% wetland. Nata Sanctuary consists mostly of open grasslands with trees along with the major watercourses. Grasslands are dominated by salt tolerant grasses such as Odyssea pauchinervis, Sporobulus spicatus, and Sporobulus acinifolius/ tenellus. Additionally, salt tolerant sedges including Scirpus maritimus are found within the Nata Delta and along the edges of water channels. Dense reedbeds of Phragmities australis occur along the most eastern section of the Nata Delta. The reedbeds are very important for various bird species and other wildlife. In addition, Acacia trees (e.g. Acacia kirkii and A albida) along the banks of the Nata River distributaries provide important nesting sites for a multitude of waterbirds. Sand/silt banks and islands that have formed at the mouths of the river distributaries provide ideal nesting sites for Great White Pelican Pelecanus onocrotalatus and other ground nesting waterbirds. A Colophospermum mopane strip is found along the eastern edge of the sanctuary. Along the western tributaries of the Nata River, wooded land with baobabs (Adansonia digitata) is more common. The upper channel of the Nata River is lined with magnificent tree species such as Marula (Sclerocarya caffra) and Knobthorn (Acacia nigrescens), as well as A. kirkii. The perennial river bean Sesbania is common along the banks of the river and pan and provide an important source of food for seed eating birds.

87. The entire 250 km2 has been designated as a conservation area, and no other land use exists within the Nata Sanctuary. However, the sanctuary is bordered by communal grazing lands (i.e. under tribal/communal land tenure) to the north, east and south, and a mining area (leased out to BotAsh (Pty) Ltd for soda ash mining) to the west. When flooded, Sua Pan attracts a wide variety of birds, including several Globally Threatened Birds, e.g. Wattled Crane Grus carunculatus and Lesser Flamingo Phoeniconaias minor. At least 80 species of waterbirds have been recorded in Nata Sanctuary
. The grassland and woodland also support important populations of terrestrial species, including Kori Bustard Ardeotis kori, Southern Ground Hornbill Bucorvus leadbeateri, Ostrich Struthio camelus, Secretarybird Sagittarius serpentarius, Red-necked Falcon Falco chicquera, Double-banded Courser Rhinoptilus africanus and Orange River Francolin Scleroptila levaillantoides. In fact, on its own, the Nata Sanctuary qualifies the Makgadikgadi Pans as a RAMSAR site because it supports Vulnerable species (notably Lesser Flamingo and Pallid Harrier Circus macrourus). Table 2 profiles some of the Threatened Birds, as well as others of national conservation concern, that are found at the Nata Sanctuary, Makgadikgadi/Nxai NPs and the broader Makgadikgadi Pans.
Table 2. Key bird species in the Makgadikgadi Pans and their IUCN threat status
 

	
	Common name
	Scientific name
	IUCN Threat status (ver. 3.1, 2004)
	Other conservation status*

	Globally Threatened Birds
	Lappet-faced Vulture
	Torgos tracheliotus
	VU – C1
	Protected

	
	Cape Vulture
	Gyps coprotheres
	VU – A2b,c,d; A3b,c,d; C1; C2a(ii) 
	Protected

	
	Lesser Kestrel
	Falco naumanni
	VU A1b, c, e; A2b, c,e
	Protected

	
	Wattled Crane
	Grus carunculatus
	VU
	Protected

	
	Black-tailed Godwit
	Limosa limosa
	NT
	Protected

	
	Black-winged Pratincole
	Glareola nordmanni
	NT
	Protected

	
	Pallid Harrier
	Circus macrourus
	NT A2c, d, e; A3c, d,e
	Protected

	
	Lesser Flamingo
	Phoeniconaias minor
	NT – A3c
	Protected

	Birds of conservation concern in Botswana
	Greater Flamingos
	Phoenicopterus ruber
	Not Evaluated
	Protected

	
	White-headed Vulture
	Trigonoceps occipitalis
	Not Evaluated
	Protected

	
	Bateleur
	Terathopius ecaudatus
	Not Evaluated
	Protected

	
	Martial Eagle
	Polemaetus bellicosus
	Not Evaluated
	Protected

	
	Kori Bustard
	Ardeotis kori
	Not Evaluated
	Protected

	
	Southern Ground Hornbill
	Bucorvus leadbeateri
	Not Evaluated
	Protected

	
	Great White Pelican
	Pelecanus onocrotalatus
	Not Evaluated
	Protected

	
	Chestnut banded plover
	Charadrius pallidus
	Under revision
	Protected


Notes:

VU = Vulnerable; NT = Near Threatened

*Protected according to the 7th Schedule of the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act, 1992 in Botswana

88. The Makgadikgadi Pans are also important for the global conservation of several taxa, flora and fauna. Out of the 43 plant species on the country’s Red Data List
, two are found in the Makgadikgadi area, Hoodia currorill sbsp lugardili (Vulnerable) and Panicum coloratum (Data Deficient), which is endemic to the area. Other plants of conservation concern and tourist attraction value include Sesamothamnus lugardii, Adansonia digitata, Aloe litoralis, Salvadora persica. They all have restricted geographic distributions in Southern Africa – with some e.g. Adansonia digitata found in very high densities in the Makgadikgadi area, and thus many tourists visit the area to see these unique trees. Sua Pans’ phytoplankton community is similar to some few other large shallow saline lakes in the region (e.g. Etosha Pan in Namibia and Lake Chilwa in Malawi), with high and variable salinity and pH. Cyanobacteria species Anabaena, Oscillatoria, and Arthrospira, and the diatom species Navicula and Nitzschia are dominant
. These phytoplankton provide an important base for the wetland food chain and a food for some of the threatened bird species e.g. Lesser Flamingo.
89. Due to a combination of a long history of over-hunting and over-grazing, compared to other conservation areas in the country there is relatively few medium and large-sized wildlife left at the Nata Sanctuary. On the other hand, because they have been gazetted for much longer (1970 and 1971 for Makgadikgadi NP and Nxai NP, respectively), and also due to their larger geographic size, Makgadikgadi/Nxai NPs support wider diversity and higher abundances of the medium and large-sized wildlife. Across the 3 PAs in the project area the following species are often seen; Night-ape, Vervet monkey, Mopane squirrel, Cape scrub hare, Springhare, Yellow mongoose, Blackbacked jackal, Antbear, Brown Hyaena, Red Hartebeest, Blue Wildebeest, Springbok, Steenbok, Waterbuck, and Reedbuck. In 2005, Hippos were also reported at the Nata Sanctuary. Moreover, the following are species found at or near the PAs that are protected in Botswana (Government of Botswana 2002) on the basis of their vulnerability or rarity: Aardwolf (Proteles cristatus), Honey Badger (Mellivora capesis), Antbear (Orycteropus afer), Giraffe (Giraffa camelopardalis), and Steenbok (Raphicerus campestris). In addition to these species, Wild Dog (Lyncaon pictus) and Cheetah (Acinonyx jubatus) are protected in accordance with the African Convention, 1968, Class A, which by mutual consent among African nations are species protected from hunting throughout Africa. Furthermore, African Elephant (Loxodonta africana), Leopard (Panthera pardus), Cheetah (Acinonyx jubatus), and Brown Hyaena (Hyaena brunnea), also reported in the project area, are protected under the Convention on International Trade in Engendered Species (CITES). Seventy-two species of amphibians and reptiles have been recorded just in the Nata Sanctuary, including Leopard Tortoises (Geochelone pardalis) – the largest tortoises on the African continent. The Python is also protected on the basis of vulnerability. When flooded, Sua Pan has large populations of invertebrates, particularly crustaceans, e.g. Fairy Shrimps. The dominant species of crustaceans include Branchinella spinosa, Moina belli, Lovenula africana and Limnocythere tudoranceai. They are very important food for birds, especially Greater Flamingos. Two of the dominant shrimp species on Sua pan, B. spinosa and L. africana, have not been found elsewhere in southern Africa, while others, M. belli and L. tudoranceai have been found in a few temporary waters in Namibia and the ostracods, Sclerocypris exserta makarikarensis is endemic to the Makgadikgadi Pans (McCulloch 2003). Fish species are seen when brought into Sua Pan by the Nata River. The most important fish are Barbel (Clarius qariepinus), with a Tilapia or Cichilid species, and a Barbus (minnow) species also occurring. They are very tolerant to saline water and some, particularly the barbel, are reported to aestivate in the sand and clay beds of the dry Nata River in order to survive the dry season. These species are also important as food for birds, especially water birds such as the White Pelicans. 
Socio-economic Context:
90. Settlement patterns: Due to the availability of surface water in the past, MPWS has a relatively high density of settlement, particularly around the rivers. Rural poverty is relatively high, particularly in remote villages. Economic opportunities are limited; markets far and local subsistence activities are restricted. Remarkable progress has been made with the provision of services such as schools, health facilities and communication. Moreover, the road network has been expanded, and an ‘alternative route’ to Maun now passes via the MPWS. While this opens up some new economic opportunities, the majority of the rural population depends on subsistence agriculture and government assistance. This situation is not sustainable. Land use: The main form of land use in the region is agriculture with emphasis being on subsistence livestock production. However, to the south of the MPWS, large sections of communal rangelands are converted into leased ranches, putting additional pressure on the remaining communal rangelands. Tourism is a small but growing industry in the area, especially around Nata and the Nata Bird Sanctuary, Gweta and the surrounding pan areas, Kubu Island, Khumaga and the Makgadikgadi Pans/Nxai National Park.  The land set aside for wildlife and tourism reflects the importance of the area to wildlife and tourism. The Makgadikgadi Pans NP (7, 500 km2), now joined with the former Nxai Pan National Park to the north and the Nata Bird Sanctuary are protected areas. Surrounding these protected areas is an extensive zone of Wildlife Management Areas, especially to the north as well as the south and east of the Park (CT10 and CT11). These areas, as well as the Makgadikgadi Pans/Nxai NP, are under State land-tenure.  The importance of biodiversity conservation is further highlighted when the area is viewed in the context of its links with other wildlife systems to the north and west, and as a wetlands and bird habitat, thus enhancing the uniqueness and value of the wetland ecosystem for the development of tourism and sustainable livelihoods. 
91. Mining: Diamond mining (in the Orapa-Letlhakane area) is of national importance and influences land use within the mining lease areas through excavations and more indirectly through well fields groundwater extracted for the mining operations. Similar operations take place at the Soda Ash Mine. Arable agriculture: Generally, the MPWS is unsuitable for commercial crop production, but subsistence arable farming takes place. Flood recession agriculture, known locally as molapo farming was important in the Boteti River channel more than a decade ago. The Boteti River has been dry since the mid 1980s and river flows do not reach the area at present. Recession agricultural fields are now only used for rain-fed arable agriculture. Dryland arable agriculture is practiced in areas with better than average soils in the proximity of settlements. These lands areas are found along the Boteti River system and in the Gweta area. Lands are also found in NG/51 (mainly at Planka) and some in CT/11. The Central District Integrated Land Use Plan identified soils with potential for arable rain-fed agriculture in the area south of CT/10 stretching from Mopipi to just within the Makgadikgadi Pans NP. The basin area like the rest of Botswana has had an increase in arable agricultural lands linked to government policies like ALDEP and ARAP, without an associated increase in production, though biodiversity has been negatively by these land conversions. Maize is the staple crop as well as sorghum, beans, pumpkins, sweet reed and melons. Damage to crops by wildlife is another source of conflict and a major concern in the area. Veld products are important to communities in the area and are used whenever they are available. More formalized approaches to the use of veld products are being explored through CBNRM initiatives. Veld products are mainly used to meet household needs (building poles, thatching grass, firewood), for consumption (moretlwa, morula, mogwana, mowana, wild vegetables, mophane worm, roots and tubers) and to a lesser extent for income generation. Wild fruits are used to brew khadi beer, which represents an important source of income for female-headed households. Craft production is insufficiently developed, the major constraint being the absence of ready markets for crafts, which undermines the sector’s potential contribution to household income. Another constraint experienced by communities in the Basin is the fact that most natural resources occur inside the Makgadikgadi Pans/Nxai NP and (to a lesser extent due to its smaller size) the Nata Sanctuary, and although some harvesting takes place inside the Makgadikgadi Pans/Nxai NP, this is strictly prohibited. Hunting was reported to contribute minimally to household food and income. Palm harvesting for basket weaving is an important enterprise, which may have implications on utilized palm tree species and may be important to consider in the management of veld product sustainability
.
92. Detailed site-level socio-economic assessment during the preparatory states of this project indicated that the 4 villages that jointly manage the Nata Sanctuary had a total human population of about 5,424 people (GoB, 2001). The largest village Nata had 4,150 people followed by Sepako (627), Manxotae (442) and Maposa (205), respectively. The 2006 projected populations for the 4 villages are Nata 3,745, Sepako 606, Manxotae 479 and Maposa 212 (GoB, 2001). To date, the area does not have any manufacturing industries that could create significant jobs for the local communities.  However, it has the potential to create considerable job opportunities for local communities through tourism related activities. The area has unique scenic landscape such as saltpans, Nata River valley, excellent birdlife and a lagoon in Tsebanana near Sepako, which also has abundant wildlife to offer. The area in the proximity of the Nata Sanctuary is also dotted with important archaeological sites - several Stone Age sites have been excavated along the shores of Sua Pan and along the Nata River valley.  Stone Age tools can still be found along the pan shores and Stone Age settlements sites along the Nata River valley. This has the potential of being an added historical and cultural tourism attraction. During community consultations for the detailed socio-economic assessment, a total of 138 people were interviewed: 49 from Nata; 35 from Sepako; 19 from Maposa and 35 from Manxotae, with the following breakdown: adult males (24%), adult females (35%), male youth (24%) and female youth (17%). Generally, the capacity, capabilities, skills and knowledge of the youth in particular was found to be gravely lacking.  Women in general were found to be quite resourceful, skilled and enterprising but required capacity building to realize their potentials. Furthermore, although 99% of the surveyed population knew where Nata Sanctuary was located and 63% knew what its main attractions were, 54% had never visited the Sanctuary and hence their knowledge of Nata Sanctuary activities was very limited.  The majority of the respondents also indicated that they did not benefit from Nata Sanctuary due to various reasons, but mainly due to lack of opportunities, employment, accessibility, poor management, and poor communications and relationships between the Board of Trustees of the Nata Sanctuary, the Sanctuary‘s Management, the responsible government departments and the communities. Majority felt that benefits and management could be improved considerably.
93. Only 32% of the population surveyed indicated involvement with tourism related activities such as thatching, firewood, crafts and entertainment. However, 84% suggested various tourism related opportunities that they would like to be involved with, citing as examples tourism cultural villages, wildlife park, accommodation facilities and increased crafts and textiles productions. Constraints indicated were: lack of funds, capacity, knowledge, promotion and marketing, transport and land acquisition. It was generally felt that Nata Sanctuary and Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP could provide better support and opportunities. Furthermore, only 19% of the population surveyed was currently in full or part-time employment, 17% self-employed and 56% unemployed with an average weekly income between P100 – P500
 for those on full-time employment.  Though 80% of the respondents indicated having some form of skills, acquired mainly through families or being self-taught, these were very limited. Approx. 54% indicated having capacity building and training needs.  The survey also identified lack of training facilities and institutes within the project area though the surrounding areas, mainly in the form of Brigades Centers, offered training & education opportunities.  Knowledge in conservation, environmental protection and natural resource management was found to be quite high but limited in relation to birds and wildlife. 
Logframe:

	Project Strategy


	Objectively verifiable indicators

	Goal:
	To conserve Botswana’s biodiversity by improving the financial and operational sustainability of the country’s national system of protected areas. 

	Project Purpose


	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target by EOP
	Sources of verification
	Risks and Assumptions

	Objective:

Working partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders to improve the financial and operational sustainability of protected areas in place
	1. Increase in extent (ha) of PA network practicing PA co-management as an approach to increase PA operational and financial sustainability 
	0 ha
	5,800,000ha
	DWNP reports

Project documents,  MTR and Terminal Evaluation (TE)

National Reports to CBD
	Assumptions:

Wildlife Conservation and National Parks (WCNP) Act is amended to provide for Joint Management Boards (or similar structures), with the full legal backing to enable the Board provide for genuinely co-management of the PAs 

Government and local partners remain committed to collaboration on PA management

Risks:

Revised WCNP Act and subsidiary regulations not promulgated within the time frame of the project 

	
	2. % funding gap for PA network 
	>80%
	<33% 
	
	

	
	3. Financial scorecard for national systems of protected areas
	39% - see Financial Scorecard 
	>55% by EOP 

(i.e. an increase of at least 40%)
	Financial scorecard


	

	Outcome 1: Strengthened Enabling Environment: for PA co-management, revenue generation and benefit-sharing 

	1. % of government financing as a total of investment to maintain PA estate 
	<30%
	>40% by end of project
	Annual Botswana PA Status reports

MFDP records

Central and Ngamiland DDPs

National Environment Fund reports

DWNP and project reports
	Assumptions:

Makgadikgadi IMP successfully implemented and integrated into DDPs 

District Councils approve proposed PA budgetary support 
Risks:

National Environment Fund, through which private sector will make donations for systemic PA support,  is not set up within project life 

	
	2. Number of DDPs that articulate PA financing needs and provide for local government budgetary subvention for PAs 
	0
	2
	
	

	
	3.Amount ($millions) availed at the systemic level by the private sector to support PA management 


	$0
	>$1m per annum 


	
	

	Outcome 2: Effective PA Co management Systems (Site Support Groups) and district oversight framework linked to IMP) demonstrated at site level and new revenue generation schemes tested

	1. Number of protected areas with up-to-date  and approved management and business plans
	0


	2


	DWNP and project reports 


	Assumptions:

The business environment allows private sector companies make profit and thus be able to contribute towards PA co-management 

SSGs are able to realize tangible that motivate them to continue being involved in the project

Risks:

External factors (e.g. climate change/extreme weather events) significantly change the MPWS hydrology, negatively impacting on key tourist attractions (flamingoes and large herbivores) 

Appropriate, and capacitated, institutions cannot be identified as the co-management partner for Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P.

	
	2. Total private sector contributions (including HR and capital budget) for protected area management within MPWS
	<40,000 US$/annum


	> 100,000 US$/annum


	Financial audit reports of PA and supporting private companies 
	

	
	3.  Management effectiveness of PAs improved as a result of co-management


	45(Nata Sanctuary)

56 (Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P.)
	59 (Nata Sanctuary)

73 (Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P.

(i.e. increased by at least >30% at each PA)
	METT scorecard 
	

	Outcome 3: Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions
	1. % increase in competence levels of protected area institutions for PA –co-management
	64 

(DWNP capacity as measured using the UNDP PA score card see Annex X)
	96

25% increase

by EOP
	UNDP PA Scorecard 
	Assumptions

Local communities, private sector, civil society and other government agencies are willing to participate in PA policy and decision making structures, and implementation of proposed reforms
Risks:

IMP NSC is unable to provide adequate oversight structure as a result of being overwhelmed by “core” IMP work programme 

	
	2. Number of reports produced synthesizing the Annual Status of the PA network (using the “State-Pressure-Response model”) 
	0


	4 by EOP (annual reports for each of the 4 years that the project will run)


	Annual PA Status Reports 

METT Annual Report
	


Log-Frame Part A: Output – Activity Detail to Achieve Outcomes

	Output
	Indicative Activities (by the National Project Manager)

	Outcome 1.  Strengthened Enabling Environment: for PA co-management, revenue generation and benefit-sharing

	Output 1.1 Effective institutional models and legal reforms for PA co-management are identified and implemented 
	1.1.1 Draft ToRs and supervise consultancy to Undertake PA-valuations (on which to base proposals to increase public-budget allocations, and include a costing of PA co-management as opposed to traditional top-down, with correlation to management effectiveness and plans to meet the shortfall. 

1.1.2 Draft ToRs and supervise consultancy to Undertake and assessment of options to maximize PA management effectiveness in current & projected funding levels

1.1.3 Identify advocacy targets and implement an information management systems to inform decision makers (central and local government, CBOs, private sector, donor agencies, NGOs etc) on PA benefits and costs 

1.1.4 Contribute towards assessment and implementation of Institutional reforms for sharing DWNP responsibilities & resources at co-managed PAs (via Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act review and the CBNRM Regulations (under development)

1.1.5 Draft a framework to use by DWNP staff in PA business planning (at site and national level) 

1.1.6 Lead the drafting of DWNP Financing strategy and support short-term plan operationalisation

1.1.7 motivate for National Environment Fund to provide significant financial support for PAs (organize meeting, produce supporting documents/justifications, undertake required analysis etc) 

1.1.8 Draft Operational standards for allocation of financial & human resources to PAs, 

1.1.9 Draft a document summarizing other PA revenue mechanisms for application over mid to long-term, and required operation frameworks for cost efficient  and optimized conservation benefits from available funds and expected revenue developed.

	Output 1.2 PA agenda mainstreamed into Makgadikgadi IMP and District Development Plans, coupled with economic forecasting of local benefits to provide a motivation for increasing budget subventions from local government for PA management. 
	1.2.1 Work with the IMP Project Implementation and Management Unit, ensure there is complementarity and synergies between the this and their initiative (MoA, joint workplans, synchronized scheduling of jointly implemented activities etc)
1.2.2 Technical input into development of several IMP activities, including Review of existing human-wildlife conflict resolution mechanisms and design of additional ones, Support for CBNRM and implementation of WMA policy in the area, and especially Reviewing feasibility of different Park management models for the Makgadikgadi NP, and development of a Parks and People Strategy for the Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP. (Input includes assistance with drafting ToRs, reviewing consultancy report, facilitating stakeholder especially SSG input etc)

1.2.3 Technical (and financial) support for the integration of IMP components into DDPs

1.2.4 Draft and publish a framework for Integration of PAs into DDPs and publish 

	Output 1.3 Business investment partnerships for PAs secured and development of commercial operations through concessioning (mainly for tourism) realised.


	1.3.1  Draft ToRs and supervise consultancy on Quantification of the “Willingness-to-Pay” (WTP) for the sustenance of PAs by private sector (especially those working near small PAs)

1.3.2 Facilitate documentation disincentives (policy, procedure, governance, social etc), that would need to be redressed for PAs to benefit from the funds suggested in the WTP (workshops, bilateral meetings etc) 

1.3.3 Draft ToRs and supervise Development of a Tourism Concessioning Policy (to help diversify income streams for the PAs without compromising conservation)

1.3.4 Draft ToRs and supervise Development of a Biodiversity Offset framework (to encourage extractive industry to internalize their externalities and support PAs),

1.3.5 Coordinate the drafting of Bird-Tourism handbook (to promote and guide birding tourism so as to diversify Botswana’s tourism portfolio – handbook will include guide accreditation, birding routes, “birder-friendly” requirements etc)

1.3.6 Draft “Best practices” publications in terms of policy instruments, incentives, procedures, Corporate Social Investment and PAs, and role of private sector in PA agenda at district (using IMP experience) and national (using National Liaison Committee) published

	Outcome 2. Effective PA Co management Systems (Site Support Groups) and district oversight framework (linked to IMP) demonstrated at site level and new revenue generation schemes tested

	Output 2.1 creation of PA co-management structures (Site Support Groups) and, and new revenue generation schemes developed and tested 


	Based on the capacity assessment of the Nata Sanctuary Trust, develop remedial strategies (training, infrastructural support etc.) to improve their capacity including:

2.1.1 Draft ToRs and supervise updating of the Nata Sanctuary constitution to reflect the aforementioned issues relating to partnership with the private sector, 

2.1.2 Lead process to updating the PA management plan and developing a business plan (+ procurement of basic office equipment)

2.1.3 Draft and coordinate the training and skills enhancement programme for staff and Board of Trustees (covering financial planning and management, proposal writing, conflict resolution etc), 

2.1.4 Draft and coordinate strengthening of the PA’s outreach programmes so as to engender a better understanding of the site’s challenges, strengths, as well as current and potential benefits to community members, central and local government, the private sector and donor agencies.

2.1.5 Coordinate process to make contact with community leaders of all the villages in the vicinity of the Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP PA, and help assess best option for instigating an SSG at the site, including putting in place a democratically elected leadership committee
2.1.6 Coordinate process to legally register the Community Trust (if required), and its capacity building process (akin and linked to Nata Sanctuary’s)

2.1.7 Coordinate the formalization of a Joint Management Board/Management Committee as per provisions of the WCNP Act and subsidiary legislations

2.1.8 Lobby for these SSGs to be recognized as important stakeholders in the IMP process (meetings, prepare written justifications etc)
2.1.9 provide financial support and technical backstopping to enable them contribute meaningfully to the IMP; specifically the envisioned IMP Participation and Communication Committee (assist with drafting of position papers, review documents etc)
2.1.10 provide direct support to the development of an “IMP consultation and participation strategy” (technical input into drafting ToRs, reviewing consultancy reports etc)
2.1.11 Draft and coordinate operationalise for the SSGs a mirror IMP Consultation Strategy (organize meetings, consultative workshops etc as required) 
2.1.12 Draft ToRs and supervise consultancy to Develop pilot sustainable livelihood programs for the SSG, including specific training in bird tourism 
2.1.13 Coordinate and facilitate strengthening of structures for community involvement in decision-making, in line with those espoused by the IMP  

	Output 2.2: Business plan development and sustainable use management systems for the MPWS PAs
	2.2.1 Draft ToRs and supervise consultancy to undertake An economic and financial analysis of the MPWS PA (including estimating the economic value of the PAs; cost-benefit analysis of increasing investment, options for improving financing and development of a budget and roll-out program for a sustainable financing plan for the 2 PA). To ensure maximum conformity with the IMP economic evaluation of the MPWS

2.2.2. Draft ToRs and supervise consultancy to undertake market assessments (needs and demands; of conventional attractions and other income-generating possibilities), evaluate current livelihood strategies/ income-generation, develop ideas with SSGs for sustainable NRM for which there are markets, develop local community skills (e.g. project management, craft-making), and identify project support to involve policy influence (what needs to be amended – local/ national level) to allow participatory NRM to function and increased re-investment of tourism income in conservation initiatives, 

2.2.3 organise for and coordinate A study tour (involving community members, BirdLife Botswana, DWNP, private sector representatives, other government staff e.g. Tourism Board, Dept. of Tourism) to the BirdLife South Africa Birding Tourism Programme 

2.3.4 Draft and publish the Bird Tourism strategy for the MPWS, outlining how the enterprise will be organized (roles and responsibilities, alignment of birding routes), required infrastructure, guide and lodge accreditation, quality control, cost management, marketing, revenue streams, benefit sharing, ecological limits within which to operate, and other building blocks required for a successful operation in the MPWS..

	Output 2.3 Emplacement of PA functions


	2.3.1 Draft ToRs for PA Joint Management Board/Committee, ensuring adherence to recommendations of Output 1.1 (on options to maximize PA management effectiveness in current & projected funding levels, and Institutional reforms for sharing DWNP responsibilities & resources. 

2.3.2 Coordinate the development and roll-out of a low-cost community-based system (using the “State-Pressure-Response” model) to monitor biodiversity and ecosystem conditions within the PAs and the broader MPWS 

2.3.3 Draft a Strategy (with targets, implementation structure, resources required etc to reinvigorate the involvement of the private sector in ongoing monitoring. 

2..3.4. Review the revised Wildlife Conservation and National Parks (WCNP) Act  and identify enforcement powers that can be devolved to project partners, what support each of the partners will require (e.g. training, field-based monitoring protocols for law enforcement patrols, provision of basic equipment for these “new” partners etc), and its implementation

	Outcome 3. Increased institutional capacity to for effective PA management enhanced through capacity development of DWNP, private sector and civil society,

	Output 3.1 Capacity development activities within the management authority to effectively fulfill PA management functions. 


	3.1.1. identify suitable trainers, organize and support short courses for DWNP staff (e.g. on developing management and business plans for PAs, PA valuation, negotiation and conflict resolution skills, and cost effective management – encompassing accounting, reporting; revenue capture techniques etc. 

3.1.2 Lead on the drafting of a “How to” series of documents based on the above short courses, detailed enough for use even by those who did not attend the training courses (e.g. A toolkit on “Making PA co-management work”)

3.1.3 using the PA financing advocacy targets already identified, develop strategy and implementation plan (with assistance DWNP’s of EE Unit for targeted communication of PA financing and co-management (targeting especially policy makers) a national and local (MPWS) level. Coordinate production of required communication materials (leaflets, radio broadcasts etc)

3.1.4 Working with DWNP’s Research Division and BirdLife’s IBA programme manager, coordinate production and implementation of simple biodiversity monitoring tool that would enable correlations between biodiversity conservation and management effectiveness to be discerned will be developed for use by project partners, but especially community members. Identify capacity needs of partners, and ensure support with the means of the project (source co-funding as necessary)

3.1.5 identify and facilitate the participation of DWNP at relevant international meetings that would enhance their capacity to co-manage PAs (e.g. African Protected Area Initiative, CBD Programme on PAs meetings, SADC, AU, NEPAD meetings 

3.1.6. Working with  DWNP’s Research Division and BirdLife’s IBA programme manager  coordinate production of annual “Status of Makgadikgadi Pans” and “Status of Botswana Protected Areas” reports, to be used as advocacy tools for PA financing and to contribute data towards national reports to the CBD. 

	Output 3.2 Capacity to develop and implement site specific business plans and jointly managed PAs enhanced within PA agency, NGOs and industry groups 


	3..2.1 organize targeted short courses akin to those described for DWNP staff above (e.g. on developing management and business plans for PAs, PA valuation, negotiation and conflict resolution skills, and cost effective management – encompassing accounting, reporting; revenue capture techniques etc). In this instance (and to cut costs), these sessions will be organized in the demonstration site (and simpler than that offered to DWNP, due to an even lower basic capacity within especially the community groups), 

3.2.2 negotiate, plan and coordinate CBO organise internships within the private sector to reinforce training from these short courses, 

3.2.3 Draft Strategy documents for long term investment plans with key productive sectors (tourism and mining industries), Memorandums of Understanding that go with these, and facilate signature between respective parties

3.2.4 Draft ToRs and facilitate training to strengthen Ecotourism planning and management capacity,. Workshops to cover principles, practices, and polices for sustainability; Zoning for tourism use; Codes of conduct for tourism and local communities; guidelines for eco-lodges and tour operators. 

3.2.5 Draft and publish A toolkit covering these same topics and many that are pertinent for this issue will be published. 

3.2.6 do a self assessment of and identify a training needs (with input from BirdLife Botswana Director), attend relevant short courses and ensure newly acquired skills to other project proponents, as far as is possible at the same time as other activities to cut costs.

	Output 3.3 National Liaison Committee established


	3.3.1  Support preparation of project updates to be presented by DWNP and BirdLife Botswana Directors and the IMP NSC

3.3.2 Participate at on the district-level steering committee that comprises IMP component leaders, and the sectoral (natural resources) sub-committee of the IMP, on behalf of the project. 3.3.3 Support other stakeholders (private sector and community groups that co-manage PAs) to get them accorded (at a minimum an observer) a seat each within the aforementioned structures, and the project supports their participation (where required, technical backstopping in preparing update reports, position papers etc). 

v) Draft ToRs and serve as secretariat for the Permanent PA Financing Working Group 

	Project Management: Ensures effective project administration, M&E, and coordination have enabled timely and efficient implementation of project activities.

	Effective project administration, M&E, and coordination have enabled timely and efficient implementation of project activities.
	4.1.1 Ensure all requisite facilities and communication channels for effective project management are in place.

4.1.2 Produce annual work plans for the timely achievement of project objectives.

4.1.3 Develop and implement a detailed project Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan, basing on the shortened version articulated in this Prodoc.

4.1.4 Produce six monthly and annual technical and financial reports for GEF and GoB institutions.

4.1.5 Liaise with GEF to organize mid and end-of project reviews and evaluations3.2.2 Develop and implement a communication strategy for the project

4.1.6 Develop knowledge management systems, capture project lessons, package for appropriate audience (especially policy makers) and disseminate accordingly

4.1.7 use the BirdLife network (especially the annual meetings of the Africa partners) and engage Pan-African institutions (NEPAD, AU) and knowledge exchange facilities (e.g. universities) to  disseminate project lessons to other countries in Africa


Incremental Reasoning 

	Intervention
	Baseline
	GEF Alternative
	Increment

	Global Benefits

	Project Objective: 

To instigate a paradigm shift that seeks to improve the capacity of civil society and government to work in partnership to manage PAs, particularly small sites currently receiving sub-optimal conservation management attention.
	Governments often the only institutions responsible (financially, technically etc.) for the management of the PA


	Through co-management models involving private sector, civil society, local authorities, financial and operational sustainability of the PAs will be enhanced
	Improved prospects for PAs (especially small sites) to provide social and economic benefits

.

	Domestic Benefits

	Project Objective: 

To instigate a paradigm shift that seeks to improve the capacity of civil society and government to work in partnership to manage PAs, particularly small sites currently receiving sub-optimal conservation management attention
	Governments (through DWNP) is the only institution responsible (financially, technically etc.) for the management of the PA


	Enhanced alternative livelihood options for communities nearby PAs

Increased involvement of private sector, civil society, local authorities in PA management 

New national policies promoting PA co-management developed and tested 
	Incentives exist for PA co-management.

Implementation of new policies facilitated and their preliminary impacts assessed.

	Outcome Level: IC Assessment 

	Component 1  Strengthened Enabling Environment: for PA co-management, revenue generation and benefit-sharing. 
	.

GoB: $1, 937, 000

BL Botswana: $38,000

Baseline Cost $1, 975, 000
	Alternative $2,288,970
	Increment    =   $313,970
GEF             =    $ 313,970
Co-Finance =   $ 1, 975, 000

	Component 2 Effective PA Co management Systems (Site Support Groups) and district oversight framework linked to IMP) demonstrated at site level and new revenue generation schemes tested.
	.

GoB: $166,000

BL Botswana: $461, 000

Nata Sanctuary: $11,000

Nata Lodge: $135,000

BotAsh (Pty) Ltd: $46,000

JICA: $125, 000

Baseline Cost $944,000
	Alternative $1,158,000
	Increment    =   $214, 000
GEF             =    $ 214, 000
Co-Finance =   $944,000

	Component 3 Increased institutional capacity to for effective PA management enhanced through capacity development of DWNP, private sector and civil society, through the formation of a National Liaison.
	GoB: $1,525,000

BL Botswana: $50,000

JICA: $125, 000

Baseline Cost $1,710,000
	Alternative $2,040,000 
	Increment         = $330,000
GEF                  =   $330,000
Co-Finance       =  $1,710,000

	Project Management
	Not Applicable

Baseline Cost     0
	Cost Effective Project

Alternative $95, 330
	Cost Effective Project

Increment        = $645,330
GEF                 = $95,330
Co-Finance      = $550,000

	TOTAL COSTS 
	BASELINE

Total Cost  = $4,629,000
	ALTERNATIVE*

Total Cost = $6,132,300
	INCREMENT*

Total Cost     = $6,132,300

GEF  = $953,300
Co-Finance   =  $5,179,000

	
	
	
	


Sustainability (including financial sustainability)

94. Financial sustainability will be built into this project at several levels. Firstly, through the integration of planned conservation strategies and methods into national Government PA policies, strategies and budgets - the primary vehicle being to mainstream PA agenda into the Makgadikgadi IMP, whose implementation will be multi-sectoral, and in-built into NDP10 and the respective District Development Plans for Central and Ngamiland districts. Additionally, the project will promote high levels of local involvement, which in most cases will mean that local, indigenous communities will not only participate in the management of PAs but will also be able to make wise use of natural resources to generate income. This project seeks to facilitate and promote an interest in (primarily bird tourism) among local communities, tour operators and guides, who would by adding “bird tours” to their tourist package diversify their attraction repertoire and improve their income potential, concomitantly contributing to overall tourism earnings for the country. The economic contribution of bird-tourism can be considerable, as for example, it is estimated that during 1997 only, about US$ 13-27 million was earned from local and international birders in neighboring South Africa (Turpie and Ryan 1998). However, given the current low interest, weak guiding skills, low financial and marketing capacity and infrastructure shortfalls for bird tourism-related activities in Botswana, it is unrealistic to expect total financial independence of SSGs within the project period. Nonetheless, within that time, links to expertise and financial resources of the private sector and training (for SSGs, government and NGO staff) would have been provided, including on financial management, fund-raising and marketing, which when coupled to the increased profile of the demonstration site should enable the SSGs to cover most of their core cost items. This concurrently leads to increased community acceptance of PAs, hence enhances the project’s social sustainability prospects. Thirdly, the BirdLife Africa Partnership provides a tested mechanism for enhancing financial sustainability through technical and core funding support, exchange of information, collaborative initiatives, and provision of training. This unique pan-African network (established in 1996) will continue to provide long-term support to BirdLife Botswana (and by extension all involved in this project). It should be noted that complete financial sustainability in PA Systems is unlikely to result from a single project. However, what is being proposed is a lower cost option for PA management where incremental costs through external interventions are minimized and the potential for “internal” problem diagnosis, analysis and solution (including mobilizing resources) is maximized.

95. To enhance institutional sustainability, this project will not be creating new systems, but will be drawing on existing systems, structures and organizations in order to channel their energies towards shared objectives. At the local level, Site Support Groups will be nurtured based on existing local structures and community-based organizations. They will include representatives of the local communities and their associations, local Government and/or traditional authorities, Protected Area staff, private companies that may be active in the area, other NGOs, etc. These SSGs will function in a participatory manner, in which long-term commitment and leadership by the local communities will be a critical aspect. The groups will be trained in organizational and management skills, so that they can run their affairs independently at the end of the project. BirdLife Partners have done this successfully elsewhere (e.g. in Kenya, Burkina Faso and Tunisia). This initiative will also be strongly aligned and committed to the NEPAD capacity development process and will seek to create and develop synergies with this pan African initiative that will impact positively on PA conservation. At the landscape level, the Makgadikgadi IMP, which seeks to design and implement a management plan that covers the entire Makgadikgadi wetlands (instead of the current fragmented planning efforts), will bring together all sectors with an interest in the areas. The forums to be created by this process, and its implementation, will be embedded in the relevant district plans and strategies, enhancing sustainability of PA agenda as would have been developed through this project. At the national level, the project will develop the capacities of NGOs, private sector, SSGs as well as of relevant Government ministries in both technical and managerial skills, and support the formation of a National Liaison Committee (an oversight committee of the project that has representation from key government departments) to ensure that at the end of the project, these institutions will be able to contribute to and promote local sustainable conservation action without further external assistance. 

96. At the regional level, the BirdLife Africa Partnership will provide technical support and guidance during the project (through BirdLife Botswana) and will be the main vehicle for dissemination of information, experience-exchange, and communication. After completion of the project, BirdLife Botswana will continue to collaborate with the BirdLife Africa network with its joint policies, programmes, and strong institutional framework. This strong institutional 'embedding' of the collaborating NGO in an enduring regional network will assure the sustainability of project outcomes. At the global level, this will be the global BirdLife Partnership, a network of conservation organizations working in 106 countries around the world. BirdLife International provides the scientific underpinning for the IUCN red data list for birds and is generally acknowledged as the world's foremost authority on threatened birds and their conservation. This network will provide a global interactive "databank" of experience, skills, knowledge and technical support.

97. Project experiences will feed into established channels for communication and dissemination of lessons learned to policy and decision makers. These channels include at district level: District Land Use Planning Unit (DLUPU) and Technical Advisory Committees (TAC), nationally: National CBNRM Forum, Multi – Sectoral Committee on Poverty Reduction (MSCPR, the Secretariat of which is located at the Ministry of Finance Development and Planning. At the regional and global levels linkages to SADC, NEPAD, AU, CBB secretariat etc. will be made through BirdLife International’s Kenya and Cambridge-based secretariat, where extensive capacity for communication, lobbying and advocacy and advocacy already exists. This option (apart from being cost effective), also allows for a synthesis of experiences from across he 106 BirdLife International partners, before best practices are distilled for the global audience. This will build support and understanding for project activities and help to ensure their continuance after the end of GEF funding to the project.

a. Replicability

98. This project by design has enormous replication potential. At the district level, embedding of the project within a broader development agenda – the Makgadikgadi IMP, will abet regular contact with policy makers and district authorities, who will have oversight and or direct responsibility for some components of the IMP. Moreover, because the IMP will be mainstreamed into the District Development Plan – including components relating to PA co-management, experiences and tools developed through this project will constitute parts of the DDP, ensuring replication of best practises from this project. At a national level, the project will focus at a site (MPWS), where part of the National Protected System with poor Management Effectiveness (Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP and Nata Sanctuary) also faces urgent threats. This will provide a demonstration site where good practices will be tested. These good practices may be replicated throughout the country drawing on the following key implementation tools: local ownership of the conservation process; targeted capacity building and knowledge management. A detailed replication plan will be developed during project implementation. A comprehensive communication and dissemination strategy will also be built into project design to ensure widespread dissemination and potential uptake. This will involve use of the existing institutional framework of district, national and regional levels, production of targeted information material; exchanges between BirdLife network countries and non-network countries, as well as regional and international mechanisms and information networks (e.g. CBD, CMS & AEWA, NEPAD, IUCN, SABONET, ECOWAS, SADC etc). At a national level, there will be a strong focus on communicating results to key decision-makers to abet replication. The general components of replication process will include a) documenting and codifying all outcome processes in toolkits, reports, brochures and other communication materials, b) developing and implement comprehensive communications plan to disseminate information on outcome processes widely e.g. though national and international workshops and meetings; Publication of material in peer reviewed and popular literature; use of print and audio-visual media, and c) Mainstreaming biodiversity and PA co-management principles and tools into cross-sectoral work. 
b. Stakeholder Involvement

99. The project has been developed through an extensive consultation process that has involved key stakeholders involved with PA-related work in Botswana, including representatives from government institutions, NGOs and local communities. The consultation process started in 2004 during the development of the PDF B for a regional project Enhancing Local Capacities for Sustainable Biodiversity Action in Africa project (PIMS 3125), from which the current proposal evolved. In addition to bilateral discussions with the relevant institutions, national, regional and site-level consultative workshops were held in Gaborone (Botswana), Nata (Botswana) and Nairobi (Kenya) on 27th July 2006, 29-31st July 2006 and 3rd August 2006, respectively. At each of these meeting, site-level, national and regional stakeholders were identified (see for example Annex IV – site level stakeholders). Additionally, to ensure conformity with national programmes and priorities, a tripartite working group (government, UNDP Botswana and BirdLife Botswana) was formed to guide the preparatory stages. This working group met on several occasions, on a need basis. 

c. Monitoring and Evaluation

100. Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures. M&E will be provided by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP/GEF, or by Independent Evaluators in the case of the Mid-Term and Terminal Evaluations. The Logical Framework Matrix provides performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. These will be further refined in consultation with the stakeholders to allow participatory monitoring and evaluation of the project.

101. A project inception workshop will be conducted with the full project team, the government partners, the UNDP-CO and representation from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit. A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop will be to finalize preparation of the project's first annual work plan on the basis of the project's logframe matrix. This will include reviewing the logframe (indicators, means of verification, assumptions), imparting additional detail as needed, and on the basis of this exercise finalize the Annual Work Plan (AWP) with precise and measurable performance indicators, and in a manner consistent with the expected outcomes for the project.  In addition, the objective will be to: (i) introduce project staff to the UNDP-GEF expanded team which will support the project during its implementation, namely the CO and responsible PIU staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-CO and PIU staff vis à vis the project team; (iii) provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) and related documentation, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the IW will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP project related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget re-phasing. The Inception Workshop will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference for project staff and decision-making structures will be discussed again, as needed, in order to clarify for all, each party’s responsibilities during the project's implementation phase.

102. Day-to-day monitoring of the project will be the responsibility of the Project Manager (based at BirdLife Botswana – the collaborating institution), using the indicators from the Annual Work Plan.  The project will be monitored and periodically evaluated by UNDP in close collaboration with DWNP, DEA, MEWT, KCS, and Nata Sanctuary Trust Board, and will follow the guidelines established by UNDP-GEF. Independent reviewers appointed by UNDP/GEF, Government and BirdLife Botswana will provide mid-term and end-of-project evaluations. MEWT, through BirdLife Botswana, will prepare and submit periodic and annual project performance progress and evaluation reports, as required by UNDP.  In addition an annual Tripartite Review (TPR) will be convened of the parties involved in project to review progress.  The project management will also complete a Project Implementation Review (PIR) and submit this to the UNDP CO and the UNDP-GEF Regional Office at least two weeks prior to the TPR for review and comments.

103. BirdLife Botswana, through MEWT, will provide the Resident Representative with certified periodic financial statements, and with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of  funds according to the established procedures set out in the Programming and Finance manuals. The Audit will be conducted by a legally recognized auditor acceptable to BirdLife Botswana, the Government of Botswana and UNDP. 
104. Learning and knowledge sharing are crucial elements of both GEF and UNDP general practice.  Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the specific project intervention zone.  Existing information sharing networks and fora will be used for this purpose and the project will identify, analyse and share lessons learned with others to ensure the improvement of development practices.
105. A terminal tripartite review will be held in the last month of project operations. The PM will be responsible for preparing the Terminal Report and submitting it to the UNDP-CO and GEF's Regional Coordinating Unit. It shall be prepared in draft at least two months in advance of the TTR in order to allow review, and will serve as the basis for discussions in the TTR. The terminal tripartite review considers the implementation of the project as a whole, paying particular attention to whether the project has achieved its stated objectives and contributed to the broader environmental objective. It decides whether any actions are still necessary, particularly in relation to sustainability of project results, and acts as a vehicle through which lessons learnt can be captured to feed into other projects under implementation or formulation.  The TTR should refer to the Independent Terminal Evaluation report, conclusions and recommendations as appropriate. Experience from the project will catalyze sustainability within the national PA system by providing a model for conserving small PAs, especially those in high human population landscapes. This landscape context will become increasingly relevant as habitats become more fragmented and fine-grained knowledge of local biogeography grows. The project will ensure that lessons learned are widely disseminated to key stakeholders. 

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget
	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$

Excluding project team Staff time
	Time frame

	Inception Workshop  (IW)
	· Project Manager

· UNDP CO, UNDP GEF 
	3,000
	Within first two months of project start up 

	Inception Report
	· Project Team

· UNDP CO
	None
	Immediately following IW

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Purpose Indicators 
	· Project Manager will oversee the hiring of specific studies and institutions, and delegate responsibilities to relevant team members
	To be finalized in Inception Phase and Workshop. Cost to be covered by targeted survey funds.
	Start, mid and end of project

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Progress and Performance (measured on an annual basis) 
	· Oversight by Project GEF Technical Advisor and Project Coordinator  

· Measurements by regional field officers and local IAs 
	TBD as part of the Annual Work Plan's preparation.  Cost to be covered by field survey budget.
	Annually prior to APR/PIR and to the definition of annual work plans 

	APR and PIR
	· Project Team

· UNDP-CO

· UNDP-GEF
	None
	Annually 

	TPR and TPR report
	· Government Counterparts

· UNDP CO, Project team

· UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit (RCU)
	None
	Every year, upon receipt of APR

	Steering Committee Meetings
	· Project Coordinator

· UNDP CO
	None
	Following IW and annually thereafter.  

	Periodic status reports
	· Project team 
	1,000
	TBD by Project team and UNDP CO

	Technical reports
	· Project team

· Hired consultants as needed
	5,000
	TBD by Project team and UNDP-CO

	Mid-term External Evaluation
	· Project team

· UNDP- CO

· UNDP-GEF RCU

· External Consultants (evaluation team)
	10,000
	At the mid-point of project implementation. 

	Final External Evaluation
	· Project team, 

· UNDP-CO, UNDP-GEF RCU

· External Consultants (evaluation team)
	25,000
	At the end of project implementation

	Terminal Report
	· Project team 

· UNDP-CO

· External Consultant
	None
	At least one month before the end of the project

	Lessons learned
	· Project team 

· UNDP-GEF RCU (formats for documenting best practices)
	1,000
	Yearly

	Audit 
	· UNDP-CO

· Project team 
	13,000
	Yearly

	Visits to field sites (UNDP staff travel costs to be charged to IA fees)
	· UNDP CO, UNDP-GEF RCU 

· Government representatives
	1,000
	Yearly average one visit per year

	TOTAL indicative COST 

Excluding project staff time, UNDP staff and travel expenses. 
	US$ 52,000
	


b) Financing (for all tables, expand or narrow table lines as necessary)

Financing Plan, Cost Effectiveness, Co-financing, Co-financiers

106. Total project financing amounts to US$ 6, 132,300, excluding preparatory costs. Of this, the GEF will finance US$ 953,300. Total co-financing amounts to US$5, 179, 000, broken down as shown in the tables below.
107. This project is cost-effective as it seeks to make a paradigm shift from a statist top-down PA administration system, which seeks to address threats through command and control, to a co-management system that involves all major stakeholders in management, and aims through collective action to address threats arising from their activities. Thus it addresses the cost drivers (PA costs being correlated with magnitude of threat). Secondly, it marks a departure from the traditional PA management paradigm by internalizing site action in the larger development framework, ensuring that externalities are being addressed; this will reduce the costs of PA management by reducing threat mitigation costs. Focus is on improving management effectiveness of PAs as this is where the greatest proportion of the country’s biodiversity (especially threatened species) is located, making the promotion of the sustainability of this PA estate the most effective option for conserving Botswana’s biodiversity. 
108. There is a very high replication potential across the Botswana PA system, especially WMAs and small PAs currently receiving sub-optimal government subvention. Investments (including from hitherto untapped private sector, civil society and local government) into the pilot activities at Nata Sanctuary and Makgadikgadi Pans will have an impact on over 58,000 km2 of small PAs and Wildlife Management Areas in other parts of Botswana. The co-management model will therefore minimize government’s financial input towards ensuring sustainable financing and enhanced management effectiveness, by tapping into the support (financial, technical, moral etc.) of these “partners”. Specifically for this project, there is a strong Government’s commitment to support and co-fund the project – through the Makgadikgadi IMP, which makes the project intervention both cost-effective and sustainable in the long-term. 
109. A significant component of co-financing for the project is expected through the Government.  The main source of co-financing is through both the recurrent and development budget of DWNP, and which has been programmed in the Government’s 9th National Development Plan (2003/04-2008/09). Additional co-financing will be from implementation of the IMP (1st April 2008). Government co-financing has been negotiated and a formal confirmation is attached as Annex III. Additional co-financing will be provided by BirdLife Botswana (e.g. through a grant secured from the European Union for Important Bird Monitoring, EURO 196, 100), the private sector, partner NGOs and the Nata Sanctuary. The confirmed co-financing currently amounts to US$5,179,000. 
       a) PROJECT costs


	Project Components/Outcomes
	Co-financing ($)
	GEF ($)
	Total ($)

	1. Strengthened Enabling Environment
	1, 975, 000
	313, 970
	2, 288, 970

	2. Effective PA Co management Systems demonstrated at site level
	944, 000
	214, 000
	1, 158, 000

	3. Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions
	1, 710, 000
	330, 000
	2,040, 000

	Project management, M& E and coordination budget/cost*
	550, 000
	95,330
	645,330

	Total project costs
	5, 179, 000
	953,300
	6, 132,300 


 * This item is an aggregate cost of project management; breakdown of this aggregate amount should 

      be presented in the table b) below.
b) Project management Budget/cost
	Component
	Estimated Staff weeks
	GEF ($)
	Other Sources ($)
	Project Total ($)

	Locally recruited consultants*

(National Project Manager)

(Administration officer)


	202 weeks

(102)

(100)


	78,960

(64, 080)

(14,880)
	28,800

(0)

(28,800)
	107,760

(64,080)

(43,680)

	Office facilities, equipment, and communications
	48 months
	1,634
	11,000
	12,634

	Travel
	
	1,000
	8,000
	9,000

	Miscellaneous
	
	13,736
	502,200
	515,936

	Total project management cost
	
	95,330
	550, 000
	645,330


* Local and international consultants in this table are those who are hired for functions related to the management of project.  For those consultants who are hired to do a special task, they would be referred to as consultants providing technical assistance.  For these consultants, please provide details of their services in c) below:

c) Consultants working for technical assistance components (for entire project)

	Component
	Estimated Staff weeks
	GEF ($)
	Other Sources ($)
	Project Total ($)

	Personnel
	
	
	
	

	Local consultants

1. Tourism specialist. Main outputs: market assessment & possibilities for PPPs in PA management, and development of tourism marketing strategy within MPWS (with emphasis on the role of the communities, NGOs and private sector
	12weeks
	10,800
	1,200
	12, 000

	2. Mid Term ReviewMain outputs: Mid-Term Review Report, with recommendations for ensuring the project meets its set objectives 
	8 weeks
	10,000
	0
	10,000

	3. Planning specialist. Main output: Support to District Development Plan (DDP) drafting to ensure PA agenda is mainstreamed into these, in efforts to increased PA budget subventions from private sector, local government and civil society 
	36 weeks
	24, 000
	12, 000
	36, 000

	4. Biodiversity expert. Main output: Issues and options for Tourism Concessioning Policy 
	16 weeks


	24, 000
	0
	24, 000

	5. Biodiversity expert. Main output: Biodiversity Offset Framework 
	16 weeks
	8, 000
	8, 000
	16, 000

	6. Land use Planner Main output: Development of Park and People Strategy for the Makgadikgadi/Nxai National Park (IMP activity 9.4)
	24 weeks
	27,000
	0
	27,000

	International consultants

7. Tourism specialist. Main outputs: possibilities for PPPs in PA management, and development of tourism marketing strategy within MPWS (with emphasis on the role of the communities, and private sector), benchmarking to international best practice
	3 weeks
	8, 000
	0
	8, 000

	8. Environmental Economist. Main outputs: current financing plans for Botswana PAs, economic valuation of the PAs, developing a financing plan for Botswana PAs (and detailed plans for those PAs within MPWS; linked to IMP activity 6.5, assessing economic use value of MPWS
	18 weeks
	45,000
	9,000
	54,000

	9. Environmental Policy Specialist. Main outputs SWOT of the current institutional arrangements for PA management, global best practice in the institutional arrangements for PA management, and their efficacy in the Botswana context, etc
	18 weeks
	45,000
	9, 000
	54,000

	10. Terminal Project Review Main output: assessing project achievements versus targets in the project document, and any changes suggested by MTR, Lessons learnt and recommendations for Government, UNDP, GEF and other project partners  
	8 weeks
	20,000
	0
	20,000

	Total
	
	221,800
	39,200
	261,000


Note: The brief terms of reference for the local and international consultants providing technical assistance, and paid for by GEF funds, are presented in Annex I. In accordance with both UNDP and GEF policies no GEF project resources will be used to pay any government, agency, or NGO staff or personnel for provision of these specialist services. The “total” costs quoted here include local and international local travel (where required), consultancy fees, stakeholder meetings/ workshop costs, documentation etc

       d) Co-financing Sources
 (expand the table line items as necessary)
	Co-financing Sources

	Name of co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	Amount ($)
	Status

	
	
	
	
	Confirmed
	Unconfirmed

	Government of Botswana 
	National Government
	Grant 
	2,680, 000 
	Yes
	

	BirdLife Botswana 
	NGO
	Grant
	637, 000
	Yes
	

	Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) 
	Bilateral Agency
	Guarantee
	350, 000
	Yes
	

	Botswana Ash (Pty) Ltd 
	Private Sector
	Grant
	46, 000
	Yes
	

	Nata Sanctuary 
	Beneficiaries 
	Guarantee
	11, 000
	Yes
	

	Nata Lodge
	Private Sector
	Guarantee
	135,000
	Yes
	

	United Nations Development Programme CO
	Multilateral Agency
	Guarantee
	1,320,000
	Yes
	

	Sub-total co-financing
	5,179,000
	
	


c) Institutional Coordination and Support

a. Core Commitments and Linkages

110. UNDP Botswana has a long history of providing technical assistance and support for capacity building for biodiversity conservation in Botswana. Interventions proposed under this project are anchored in a joint Government of Botswana – UNDP Country Environmental Partnership Programme, which aims to strengthen environmental governance. This proposal also contributes to the United Nations Development Assistance Framework. The UNDAF of 2003-2007, based on a Common Country Assessment (CCA) of the needs and priorities of Botswana across various economic and social sectors requiring joint UN assistance, recognizes that sustainable development and poverty reduction depend on successful management of natural resources. UNDP will inter alia strengthen institutional capacity to manage the environment, and in particular strengthen CBNRM and NGO/ CBO driven processes for environmental management and improve environmental awareness. Globally, UNDP has a large comprehensive portfolio (ranging from full size projects to SGP) and extensive experience in developing the enabling environment (policy, governance, institutional capacity and management know-how) at the systems level to allow strategic expansion of PA networks.
b) CONSULTATION, Coordination and Collaboration between IAs, and IAs and ExAs:
111. Botswana has a relatively small GEF portfolio, and thus far there has never been a project specifically on enhancing PA management effectiveness nor piloting innovative PA financing models. However, there are ongoing and recently completed projects that have provided lessons for project conceptualization, design, management, and realization of conservation results. These include a) the “Building Local Capacity for Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in the Okavango Delta, BIOKAVANGO”, which seeks to mainstream (at strategic and planning levels) conservation objectives into the tourism, water and fisheries sectors within the Okavango Delta. While the Okavango Wetlands include a PA (Moremi Game Reserve), the BIOKAVANGO will not directly address issues pertaining to its management effectiveness nor financial sustainability, though the PA will benefit from improved biodiversity monitoring systems and training through that project. Another related project is the WB DWNP/CARACAL, which aims to assist DWNP, in collaboration with local NGOs, Ngamiland and Chobe District governments, and key agencies, in strengthening conservation, sustainable use and mainstreaming wildlife and biodiversity in Botswana’s economic development, through policy and institutional reforms (including development of a National Wildlife Conflict Management Policy and Strategy, and a national community-based Wildlife Conflict Management and Early Warning System Framework), strengthening CBNRM policy and implementation (including development of the capacity of local CBOs and NGOs), and on-the-ground interventions in high biodiversity and conflict areas, focused on livelihood-enhancing community participation in wildlife management, conflict resolution, and monitoring and evaluation. However, the project does not address the issue of PA financing (and its mitigation at policy, institutional nor site level), nor PA co-management options. However, links to be aforementioned projects, especially synergies between outputs relating to CBNRM tools and PA policy reforms, will be pursued through the replication component. 
112. A MSP is being developed through UNDP under the International Waters Programme to assist Botswana prepare an Integrated Water Resource Management Plan. This will provide a framework for balancing competing water demands from different economic sectors. The IWRM Plan will be revised periodically, allowing for information on the ecological reserve of water needed to protect wetland biodiversity at the demonstration site (yet to be identified) to be codified in the plan. The focus of this project is wetlands in general, but this project will seek to explore synergies especially in mitigating water use conflicts and promotion of community and civil society involvement in water co-management models. In addition, there are some ongoing regional PA-related projects that will serve as a source of lessons learned in terms of both project management and enhancing PA conservation results e.g. the African Protected Area Initiative (APAI). Surprisingly, just like the MSP and big GEF programs, the GEF SGP in Botswana also does not have a PA project. However, during implementation of this MSP, BirdLife Botswana will support other community groups that they currently works with (in and outside the project area) to apply for GEF SGP grants to support further work on PA financing and co-financing models.

c) Project Implementation Arrangement

113. UNDP will act as the Implementing Agency for the project. The UNDP Country Office in Botswana will be the responsible institution. The Executing agency will be MEWT (Dept. of Wildlife and National Parks), and BirdLife Botswana (as the collaborating agency), who will be responsible for the day-to-day management of the project. Project activities will be undertaken by relevant governmental, non-governmental, private sector and CBOs.
114. A Project Manager and an Administration Officer will be recruited for the overall project coordination, implementation and routine reporting (See Annex IV). DWNP will nominate counterparts to work with this team; a senior officer (at DWNP HQ) to coordinate DWNP activities, and junior staff at district and Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P. levels, to ensure there are responsible officers for site-based actions. Project staff will be based in Gaborone and will report to the BirdLife Botswana Director, who in turn will report to the Project Steering Committee, at the national level chaired by the Permanent Secretary at the MEWT (or his/her nominee). The main duties of the PSC will be to receive project reports and documents, make recommendations and approve budgets and work plans. There will be Mid-Term and End-of-Project Reviews and Evaluations, as well as routine project M&E according to an M&E Plan. 
115. The project will be administered under the overall framework of the Makgadikgadi IMP. The proposed key institutional arrangements for this are that 1) the DEA will assume overall project responsibility for the IMP; 2) A National Steering Committee (NSC), chaired by the Permanent Secretary in the Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism (or his/her appointee) be established to provide overall guidance to the project and monitor progress; the NSC will have representatives from government, CBOs, NGOs and the private sector; 3) A Project Implementation and Management Unit (PIMU), comprising at a minimum a Project Coordinator, a Project Facilitator, a Technical Advisor and administrative staff, should be recruited to facilitate and coordinate day-to-day project execution and management; 4) the “lead implementers” of 13 IMP components of the IMP
 and the District Land Use Planning Unit, will comprise a local (Makgadikgadi Pans) level steering committee to strengthen synergies between the various components and avoid duplications, and 5) sectoral sub-committees organized around the five IMP blocks (natural resources, economic sectors, livelihoods and participation-research-data) will be set up to advise the PIMU and facilitate active stakeholder organization.
116. For ease of coordination, the IMP management arrangement above dictates that this initiative be embedded within one component of the IMP. This project could therefore have been straddled between component 9 (wildlife resources and management) and component 12 (sustainable tourism development), but because most of the outputs are geared towards PA reform (with PAs having being established primarily for wildlife management and conservation), it is proposed for inclusion as part of partial implementation of component 9. As the wildlife authority, it is therefore imperative that the DWNP constitutes the lead government department, providing day-to-day oversight over the work done by the collaborating partner, BirdLife Botswana.
117. Based on the above, this project will therefore have to link with the IMP structures at several levels (national, district and sectoral sub-committees). Consequently, the BirdLife Botswana Director (also overall Project Coordinator) will be invited to sit on the IMP NSC. The Project Manager will sit on the district-level steering committee that comprises component leaders, and also work closely with the IMP PIMU, with whom (s)he would serve as secretariat to the IMP NSC. The National Manager will attend the sectoral (natural resources) sub-committee on behalf of the project, as and when required.
118. In terms of technical backstopping, the IMP Technical Advisory Committee will be used to review the work on this initiative as well, to avoid creating duplicative structures, and so ensure uptake of tools and synergy with the IMP. This will be in addition to the support already provide BirdLife Botswana managed projects, which are subjected to technical review by a BirdLife Botswana scientific committee (comprising Botswana citizens with expertise in bird conservation, Botswana’s environment policies and programmes etc.) and the BirdLife Africa Technical Advisory Committee, which reviews programmes undertaken by BirdLife partners in Africa for scientific soundness and facilitate sharing (south-south) of experiences.

d) Required Attachments

a. Report on the Use of Project Preparation Grant – See Annex III
b. Country Endorsement Letter (RAF endorsement letter)  – See Annex II
c. Confirmed letters of commitments from co-financiers  – Separate file
d. Agency Notification on Major Amendment & amendment details – N/A
e. Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool – Separate file

 

PART II – Supplemental annexes (TO BE INCLUDED for targeted research proposals only)

N/A

part iii - Response to project reviews

a) Convention Secretariat comments and IA/ExA response
N/A

b) STAP expert review and IA/ExA response  

Date of STAP screening: 11th September 2007, Screener: Douglas Taylor (STAP Secretary)

	Guidance from STAP
	IA response 

	It is not clear what would change about top down government approaches as a result of the project.
	At site (PA-level), this project will pilot the Site Support Group model, which provides for interested and affected parties (including the PA authorities, private sector, civil society groups, community-based organizations etc) at a particular site to work together for the common good of the area. Site Support Groups are a relatively new concept being implemented by BirdLife Partners throughout Africa. Site Support Groups (SSGs) are local groups of relevant stakeholders living close to an area of high-biodiversity importance, who aim to manage their own environment in a sustainable way. This is a unique and innovative approach, developed and implemented throughout the BirdLife Partnership, to conserve and sustainably use the natural resources at sites of biodiversity importance by winning the interest and confidence of the local people and their representatives. Although they are community-based organizations, they differ from ‘usual’ CBOs in that these groups already have a vested interest in the area concerned. If our pilot of this approach in one of Botswana’s PAs is successful, the approach could be replicated at other PAs, resulting in a change from the status quo, where PA management and financing is solely the responsibility of the State.

As a measure of the efficacy of this strategy, the project will do a costing of PA co-management as opposed to traditional top-down management, and correlation of this against management effectiveness (See Output 1.1). These results are anticipated to support unequivocally PA co-management as a viable strategy to improve the financial and operational sustainability of the PA network, providing for an uptake of this approach at other PAs in Botswana (and globally). 



	Risks of climate change are not addressed, and might be relevant regarding income generation potential
	Climate change will be addressed as a cross-cutting issue within the Makgadikgadi Pans Integrated Management Plan (IMP). Resources will be availed through the IMP to assess the likely risks to water resources, ecosystem functioning, wildlife conservation and more importantly rural livelihoods, and appropriate adaptive and mitigation measures instituted. This project will use results from that assessment to guide management and business plans of the PAs within the demonstration site, to ensure that funds are made available to address the issue. 

	Not clear what safeguards exist in law to direct expected finance towards NP management
	The Government of Botswana is partnering with BirdLife Botswana (an NGO) on this initiative, and as means to ensure that the finances are not integrated with the general PA budget, project management will be devolved to BirdLife Botswana. Standard procedures for government/non-state actor collaboration exist (including for GEF-funded initiatives e.g. BIOKAVANGO), and these Agreements will be used even in this instance. We are confident that this approach will ensure direct beneficiation of the PA sites that have been selected as demonstration sites.

	Baseline is not clear or quantified
	The baseline has been quantified in this MSP brief (para. 34 – 41)


c) GEF Secretariat and other Agencies’ comments and IA/ExA response 
GEFSEC comments as per PIF Clearance/Approval note, whose cover letter is dated 14 August 2007
	Issue
	IA Response

	During the discussion with the country on RAF priority project, we discussed about a different priority project, but if indeed the project is a priority for GEF-4, the initiative is in line with Bio Strategic priority, and the GEF SEC have no problem
	During the discussions referred to, there was misunderstanding on the RAF priorities. At this meeting, the Botswana delegate did not mention this current project as a priority because it was their understanding that as they had previously endorsed it and it was already in the GEF pipeline, that was an indication that it is a priority project. However, this miscommunication was subsequently cleared with an official letter from OFP to GEF CEO. Moreover, the attached endorsement letter (Annex II) attests to government’s support of this project. .

	The proposal’s overall fit with national priority is recognized through the relevant policy and NBSAP. The priority of the specific demonstration site, Nata Sanctuary, needs to be further clarified in the MSP Brief
	This has been addressed under Program and Policy Conformity section, and paragraphs 78 - 91.

	The global significant biodiversity of the project area is generally recognized, including the direct demonstration site (250km2) and the indirect benefit site comprising community-run ungazetted Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs, 63, 000 km2). As the direct benefit site is rather small in scale, the replication strategy and impact needs to be further clarified in the MSP brief
	After further consultation with project partners, the links between the Nata Sanctuary (250km2 site) components and the broader Makgadikgadi Integrated Management Plan (IMP) development have been strengthened. For example, direct support will be provided under this project to the development of a Parks and People Strategy for the Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP complex (7, 500 km2) under the IMP. Consequently, the direct demonstration site now comprises the two PAs within the Makgadikgadi Pans Wetland System (MPWS), and the links with the IMP (e.g. co-financing of some components and direct involvement of project-funded in IMP activities (drafting ToRs, reviewing reports, sitting on IMP governance structures etc) will ensure that the project works directly works within an area of ca12, 000 km2. The replication potential beyond this site will be developed as a component (PA co-management models) within the Overall Replication Strategy developed by the IMP.

	The project has been derived under the preparation of a regional GEF project in the region “Enhancing Local Capacity for Sustainable Biodiversity Action in Africa” (PMIS 2637) which a PDFB was issued in 2004. The relevant GEF comments made during the project development of the regional project, as well as the results from the PDFB needs to be reflected in the further development of the MSP brief
	The results from the PDFB have been used to guide the development of this MSP brief e.g. capacity needs assessment, a review of the policy and legislative environment, METTs and Financial scorecard etc. Likewise, all GEF comments made for the regional project have been addressed.

	There has been a WB GEF project in Botswana that focuses its initiatives also on co-management of PAs, particularly on wildlife conflict. Please ensure linkage with this full size project to ensure coordination and larger impact.
	Links will be made with this initiative, which aims to assist DWNP, in collaboration with local NGOs, Ngamiland and Chobe District governments, and key agencies, in strengthening conservation, sustainable use and mainstreaming wildlife and biodiversity in Botswana’s economic development, through policy and institutional reforms (including development of a National Wildlife Conflict Management Policy and Strategy, and a national community-based Wildlife Conflict Management and Early Warning System Framework), strengthening CBNRM policy and implementation (including development of the capacity of local CBOs and NGOs), and on-the-ground interventions in high biodiversity and conflict areas, focused on livelihood-enhancing community participation in wildlife management, conflict resolution, and monitoring and evaluation. However, the project does not address the issue of PA financing (and its mitigation at policy, institutional nor site level), nor PA co-management options, which are the primary focus of the current initiative. We will nonetheless ensure coordination between the two initiatives, a process which will be facilitated by the fact that the same division at DWNP (Parks Division) is involved in both projects.


Annex I: GEF MSP Botswana Total Budget and Work Plan

	Award ID: 
	00050137

	Award Title:
	PIMS 3984, Botswana Strategic Partnerships to Improve the Financial And Operational Sustainability of Protected Areas

	Business Unit:
	BWA10

	Project ID:
	00061784

	Project Title:
	PIMS 3984, Botswana Strategic Partnerships to Improve the Financial And Operational Sustainability of Protected Areas

	Implementing Partner  (Executing Agency) 
	UNDP (Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism and BirdLife Botswana)


	GEF Outcome/Atlas Activity
	Responsible Party/ 
	Fund ID
	Donor Name
	Atlas Budgetary Account Code
	ATLAS Budget Description
	Amount 2009
	Amount 2010
	Amount 2011
	Amount 2012
	Total (USD)
	

	
	Implementing Agent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Budget note

	OUTCOME 1:

Strengthened Enabling Environment
	MEWT/Birdlife Botswana
	62000
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	0
	24,000
	51,000
	0
	75,000
	1.1

	
	
	
	
	71200
	International Consultants
	90,000
	0
	0
	0
	90,000
	1.2

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel 
	3,000
	3,000
	3,000
	3,000
	12,000
	1.3

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	0
	20,000
	0
	30,000
	50,000
	1.4

	
	
	
	
	72300
	Materials and Goods
	15,000
	21,000
	21,000
	15,000
	72,000
	1.5

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous 
	14970
	0
	0
	0
	14,970
	1.6

	
	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 1
	122,970
	68,000
	75,000
	48,000
	313,970
	

	OUTCOME 2:

Effective PA Co management Systems demonstrated at site level
	MEWT/Birdlife Botswana
	62000
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	10,800
	0
	0
	0
	10,800
	2.1

	
	
	
	
	71200
	International Consultants
	8,000
	0
	0
	0
	8,000
	2.2

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel 
	3,000
	3,000
	3,000
	3000
	12,000
	2.3

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	28500
	20,700
	17,500
	17,500
	84,200
	2.4

	
	
	
	
	72300
	Materials and Goods
	71,000
	0
	0
	0
	71,000
	2.5

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	7,000
	7,000
	7,000
	7,000
	28,000
	2.6

	
	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 2
	128,300
	30,700
	27,500
	27,500
	214,000
	

	outcome 3:

Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions
	MEWT/BirdLife Botswana
	62000
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	0
	18,000
	0
	0
	18,000
	3.1

	
	
	
	
	71200
	International Consultants
	0
	0
	0
	20,000
	20,000
	3.2

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel 
	3,000
	7,000
	6,000
	7,000
	23,000
	3.3

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000
	160,000
	3.4

	
	
	
	
	72200
	Equipment & furniture
	54,000
	0
	0
	0
	54,000
	3.5

	
	
	
	
	72300
	Materials and Goods
	8,000
	8,000
	8,000
	23000
	47,000
	3.6

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	2,000
	2,000
	2,000
	2,000
	8,000
	3.7

	
	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 3
	107,000
	75,000
	56,000
	92,000
	330,000
	

	Project Management
	MEWT/BirdLife Botswana
	62000
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	19,740
	19,740
	19,740
	19,740
	78,960
	4.1

	
	
	
	
	72300
	Materials and Goods
	634
	0
	0
	0
	634
	4.2

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	250
	250
	250
	250
	1,000
	4.3

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	3,434
	3,434
	3,434
	3,434
	13,736
	4.4

	
	
	
	
	72800
	Information Technology Equipment
	1,000
	0
	0
	0
	1,000
	4.5

	
	
	
	
	
	Total Management
	25,058
	23,424
	23,424
	23,424
	95,330
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	383,328
	197,124
	181,924
	190,924
	953,300
	

	
	
	
	
	PROJECT TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Summary of Funds:

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	Total

	GEF
	Cash
	383,328
	197,124
	181,924
	190,924
	953,300

	Government of Botswana
	In-kind
	670,000
	670,000
	670,000
	670,000
	2, 680,000

	BirdLife Botswana
	Cash
	102,750
	102,750
	102,750
	102,750
	411,000

	BirdLife Botswana
	In-kind
	56,500
	56,500
	56,500
	56,500
	226,000

	Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA)
	In-kind
	87,500
	87,500
	87,500
	87,500
	350, 000

	Botswana Ash (Pty) Ltd
	In-kind
	11, 500
	11, 500
	11, 500
	11, 500
	46, 000

	Nata Sanctuary
	In-kind
	2, 750
	2, 750
	2, 750
	2, 750
	11, 000

	Nata Lodge
	In-kind
	29,000
	30,000
	32,000
	44,000
	135,000

	United Nations Development Programme - Botswana
	In-kind
	220,000
	1,100,000
	-
	-
	1,320,000

	TOTAL
	
	1,563,328.00
	2,258,124.00
	1,144,924.00
	1,165,924.00
	6,132,300.00


TOTAL BUDGET NOTES 
	Outcome No. 
	ATLAS Budget description
	Budget notes

	
	
	No.
	Details

	Outcome1: Strengthened Enabling Environment for PA co-management

	
	Local Consultants
	1.1
	Local consultants will be engaged for the development of a Tourism Concessioning Policy. Tasks will include a review of the relevant Acts and strategies (e.g. Wildlife Conservation Policy, Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act, Tourism Strategy) that impinge on tourism concessioning, benchmark globally and within southern Africa, and recommend issues and options for the policy with supporting arguments based on the above review and benchmarking ($24,000).

Local consultants will be hired to assist the IMP Project Implementation and Management Unit and the Central and North West District Council mainstream the principles of the IMP into their respective District Development Plans. Specific will relate to PAs, including opportunities for funding within local government budgetary subvention, identification of proposed development projects that may negatively impact on PAs with suggestions of remedial action, avenue to strengthen PA-local government and community relations within the DDP ($24,000).

Local consultants will be recruited to develop a Park and Strategy for the Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P. Tasks will include assessment the level of pro & anti-PA perceptions and their causes, spatial analysis of “hotspots” for wildlife-human conflicts, analysed per species, levels of park use by communities, barriers and options for increased use and benefit sharing and best options for PA co-management; $27,000)

	
	International Consultants
	1.2
	International consultants will be engaged to undertake an economic evaluation of the PA network in Botswana (as a whole) and a more detailed analysis for the MPWS PAs (including cost-benefit analysis of increasing investment, options for improving financing and development of a budget and roll-out program for a sustainable financing plan for Botswana’s; $45,000)

International consultants will also be engaged to do a SWOT of the current institutional arrangements for PA management, options for co-operative governance structures (prioritizing small PAs and PAs within MPWS), with recommendations for confirming or reforming the current institutional arrangements, and legal and institutional reforms required for operational PA co-management  ($45,000)

	
	Travel
	1.3
	Local travel costs of rental and per diems within MPWS where actual activities are taking place ($3,000/annum).  

	
	Contractual service
	1.4
	Contractual Services will be awarded to a local publishing company for: Copy editing, Typesetting, Proof checking (two sets of proofs), Design and layout, Cover design (Project to provide artwork and text), Printing, and Delivery of the following publications:
(i) Bird Tourism Handbook ($20,000) 

(ii) Best practices and tool for PA co-management: case study from the Makgadikgadi Pans Wetland Systems, Botswana ($20,000)

(iii) Guidelines to mainstream PAs into District Development Plans and other landscape plans ($10,000) 

	
	Materials and goods
	1.5
	Advocacy materials (on PA financing, PA co-management, Biodiversity Offsets etc) targeting policy makers, private sector, community groups, NGOs, donors and general public will be produced annually at a cost of $15,000/year to the project.

Advocacy and communication material (targeting mainly private sector interests in the tourism industry, Botswana Tourism Board, Hotel and Tourism Association of Botswana etc) to promote private sector-community partnerships in bird-tourism produced ($6,000/annum in year 2 and 3 only) 

	
	Miscellaneous
	1.6
	To provide immediate support (training, equipment, travel, consultancy etc) to the operationalisation of DWNP's Financing strategy (for this project and PA management in general), following recommendations from the consultancies on PA financing and PA management structures ($14,970)

	Component 2: Effective PA Co management Systems demonstrated at site level

	2
	Local Consultants
	2.1
	Local consultants will be undertake market assessment for products suggested as having potential during the PDFB (bird tourism emerged as a “ready-to-go”, but the viability of other potential products, their social acceptability etc. needs to be explored. Tasks will include market assessments for other tourist products proposed by respondents during the PDFB, investigate comparative advantage of communities and MPWS in realising the products, including quality control, social acceptance, skills/capacity, and identify viable options this project should support. Should also comment of policy interventions (at site, MPWS & national) that this project should make to remove barriers to community involvement in tourism that relates to (or is based in) PAs ($10,800) 

	
	International Consultants
	2.2
	International Consultants will be engaged to partner with the Local Consultants described 1.2.1, and a key criterion to be met will be experience of developing/facilitating a tourism product based on a threatened species, where a very delicate balance between conservation and business is crucial. ToRs will be as above, the additional one being global and regional benchmarking of proposed initiatives ($8,000)

	
	Travel
	2.3
	Local travel costs of rental and per diems within MPWS where actual activities are taking place ($3,000/annum).  

	
	Contractual Services
	2.4
	Contractual service will be awarded to BirdLife International to provide technical backstopping on capacity development (SSG model, what works & what doesn’t, SSG capacity assessment methodologies etc); M& E (World Bird Database, using birds as indicators, Council of African partners provides peer-review and forum for learning); development and use of monitoring frameworks (IBA Monitoring framework, monitoring Globally Threatened Birds); global advocacy and policy (Species Guardian and Species Champion approaches – which encourage corporate to support conservation of globally threatened birds, flamingos in this project ); dissemination of results (links to global network operational in 105 countries thus huge opportunities for leveraging more funds and/or replicating project else; $50,000 over 4 years

Contractual services will be awarded to an IT company to develop and host a website through which the SSGs will market themselves, and this project. The rate will cover initial design and hosting for a period not less than 5 years ($5,000)

Contractual services will be awarded to a development organization that is familiar with the project area, and thus the culture in the area, to train SSG staff and Board members on financial and operational management, conflict resolution, communication, proposal writing, and report writing. There will be $5,000 towards this line every year for the first three years, the training will cover different aspects of management every year, affording management to build on and diversify their management skills, which is better than a once-off training session ($15,000). 

Contractual services will be awarded to provide basic training in bird guiding for some members of the two SSGs. Training should cover basic skills in bird identification (theory and practical), as well as make the participants under the legal, ethical and professional requirement of the trade ($3200)

Contractual services to be awarded for legal services to register a Trust comprising village(s) in near Makgadikgadi /Nxai N.P. Tasks include consultations to solicit community and stakeholder input for preferred institutional arrangements, representation, benefit sharing scheme, membership of the Board of Trustees and sub-committees, and other requirements of a Trust Constitution as per Botswana law, and facilitate registration of the Trust and Constitution with Registrar of Deeds ($3,000)

Contractual services will be awarded to legal services to update the Nata Sanctuary Trust constitution and related legal documents. Tasks will include interpretation of the constitution and community consultations to define what forms of partnership with the private sector are permissible, what can/cannot be outsourced (as per mandate given to management and the Board to manage the PA on the community’s behalf). Moreover, legal services will be required to interrogate whether it is possible to gazette Nata Sanctuary (which is designated a protected area under a Lands Act and not the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act – like other PAs), what the procedure would be, the implications (positive and negative) for Nata Sanctuary Trust, the community and DWNP, and recommend the best course of action ($8,000). 

	
	Materials and Goods
	2.5
	Field and office equipment, tourist attractions and facilities, and communication and publicity material will be procured for the SSG. This will include a Personal Computer and software, phone connection and internet connection, printer, office furniture, filing cabinets ($8,500), field equipment (binoculars, telescope, ranger finder, camping gear, GPS unit ($5,000), road signs and tourist message board in Nata sanctuary ($4,000), refurbishment of tourist facilities (ablution block, flamingo display board, bird hide $10,000), and production of publicity materials (banners, advertisements in the media, leaflets, posters – some of these in publications in English, others in Setswana (the vernacular, to ensure wide dissemination to the population in the project areas, most of whom cannot speak or read English, this is a necessary investment even though it doubles production costs; $8,000) totaling $37, 000. Almost all these investments are required for the Makgadikgadi SSG, thus the total $71,000 for this item  

	
	Miscellaneous 
	2.6
	This budget line will provide financial support to the SSGs to enable them effectively engage with the broader IMP processes. $5,000 per annum will be to support participation (travel, accommodation, meals etc) in the IMP’s community and communication committee activities (objective 2.3 of the IMP), and $2,000 per annum is to enable the SSGs themselves engage with their respective constituents. This allocation will therefore support quarterly SSG meetings, and AGMs (covering meals, venue hire, publications etc) Total = $28,000

	
	
	
	

	Component 3: Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions

	
	Local consultant
	3.1
	Local consultants will be recruited to develop a Biodiversity Offset Framework. This will target mainly the extractive industry (with emphasis on mining & the MPWS), and should describe current biodiversity offset projects (or lack thereof), how the industry currently quantify their levels of impact on biodiversity (tools used, presence and level of adherence to Environmental Management Plans etc), and recommend methodologies and guidelines to be adopted for a Botswana Biodiversity Offset Framework ($8,000).

Local consultants will be recruited to undertake MTR ($10,000), per M&E plan, evaluating progress against set objectives and schedule, and recommend remedial actions to objectives, approach, scheduling etc 

	
	International Consultants
	3.2
	International Consultants will be recruited for the PTR ($20,000) as per the M&E plan

	
	Travel
	3.3
	Local travel costs of rental and per diems within MPWS where actual activities are taking place ($3,000/annum).  In addition, in year 2 and 4, the project will support Project Manager and/or BirdLife Director attend Council of the BirdLife Africa partnership meeting and at least one other international meetings (e.g. APAI, AU, SADC or NEPAD meeting) to which the project can benefit, or contribute immensely. In year 3, either the Project Manager or their counterpart at DWNP will be supported by the project to attend CBD CoP, which again offers opportunities for replication, experience exchange, leveraging support, publicity etc. The choice of external meetings to be attended will be described in the Annual Workplans. 

	
	Contractual services
	3.4
	Contractual services will be awarded to a local training institution, with capacity and experience to train middle and upper managers in DWNP, as well as a broad spectrum ranging from SSG members to representatives from NGOs and other development agencies. Delivered through short courses (3-5 days), these training sessions will cover elements of a good management and business plans, economic valuation tools and methodologies, negotiation and conflict resolution skills, and cost effective management, risk assessment and managing risk, assets allocation, assessing performance against inputs (time, funds, staff time etc), all of the above customized for PAs. It is planned that there will be two such meetings per annum for DWNP staff (1 for senior managers ca. $5,000; another for middle management, $10,000), and another that caters for other project partners (SSGs, NGOs, private sector, development agencies etc, also $5,000). Total $160, 000 over 4 years 

	
	Equipment & furniture
	3.5
	The project will procure a vehicle, infrastructure & equipment, reference material on financial Planning, and field equipment to strengthen field-based monitoring, whose data will measure project impact. A 4×4 project vehicle for use by the Project Manager and counterpart at DWNP ($40,000) to support SSG and IMP work at the demonstration will be procured. Equipment to be purchased for DWNP includes 6 computers, 1 at HQ, 3 for the demonstration area (1 in Letlhakane and 2 at the Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P, and 1 for the Training Institute in Maun (so as to improve teaching capacity ($6,000). Through internal funding, emphasis on financial training for junior staff at the Institute will be increased, and through this project $2,000 is availed to procure reference books and other reading matter on the subject for the resource center. An equivalent amount ($2,000) is allocated for the HQ resource center, while research capacity Makgadikgadi/Nxai N.P will be further strengthened by procuring for staff field equipment (binoculars, ranger finders, camping gear etc, totaling $4,000. Total investment in this budgetline: $54,000.

	
	Materials and goods
	3.6
	The project will contribute $8,000 per annum towards the production of the “Annual Status of the Makgadikgadi Pans and its PAs”, which will synthesize results from this and other initiatives in the area, and using BirdLife’s IBA Monitoring Frame (which uses the “Pressure-State-Response” model, report on progress and challenges. This project will provide mainly data on the financial aspects, to ensure the financial needs of the MPWS PAs are well articulated in these annual reports. This outputs contributes towards a national PA/IBA Status Report to be produced by DWNP and BirdLife Botswana.

Various products outputs will be produced to capture, package for appropriate audience (especially policy makers) and disseminated accordingly during year 4. More resources (as dictated by cost of outputs), will be availed through co-financing ($15, 000)

	
	Miscellaneous
	3.7
	This project will avail $2,000 to support the participation of the project partners in the IMP National Steering Committee and its activities, or support the IMP NSC directly if required (travel, project documentation, miscellaneous publications etc). This allocation would support both DWNP and BirdLife Botswana Directors, but also SSGs, private sector, other NGOs etc. as may be required
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Annex III: Status of project Preparation activities and use of funds

A. explain if the ppg objective has been achieved through the ppg activities undertaken.  PPG objectives were fully achieved
B. describe if any findings that might affect the project design or any concerns on project implementation.  NONE
C. provide detailed funding amount of the ppg activities and their implementation status in the table below:

	Project Preparation Activities Approved
	Implementation Status
	GEF Amount ($)
	Co-financing

($)

	
	
	Amount Approved
	Amount Spent To-date
	Amount Committed
	Uncommitted Amount*
	

	Site selection & conservation needs assessment
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	20,250
	20,250
	20,250
	0
	40,500

	Capacity needs assessment for project partners
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	11,050
	11,050
	11,050
	0
	8,117

	Socio-economic analysis and feasibility studies
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	15,400
	15,400
	15,400
	0
	10,000

	Develop funding, communication and M&E plan
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	0
	0
	0
	0
	5,000

	Prepare project document for submission to GEF and other parties
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	0
	0
	0
	0
	20,250

	Total
	
	46,700
	46,700
	46,700
	0
	83, 867


Note: The PPG grant reported above was a part of a larger project grant to BirdLife International (contract ref between UNOPS and BirdLife International PS-05/09/001), and report above is the Botswana allocation only. This regional project had provided for funding, communications and M&E as well as preparation of documentation to the GEF and other parties do be done by BirdLife International on behalf of the 6 partners involved in that regional project; thus there is no GEF co-financing against these items on the above.
Annex IV: Terms of Reference: Project Manager
Job Descriptions for the Project Manager and Administration Officer

Title:
Project Manager

Location:
Gaborone, Botswana

Supervisor:
Director, BirdLife Botswana (also based in Gaborone) 

Duration:
June 2008 – May 2012

Job purpose

The Project Manager will have the overall responsibility of the day-to-day management of the project activities as outlined in the Project Document.

Terms of Reference

Description of Responsibilities: Under the overall direction and guidance of the National Programme Director (DWNP Director or nominee), direct supervision by BirdLife Botswana’s Director (cooperating agency) and in close liaison and regular consultation with the PSC, the Project Manager will have the responsibility for the national delivery of the project’s outcomes and activities in accordance with the project document and agreed annual work plans. He/She will serve on a full-time basis and will be committed to the day-to-day management of the national project components and for its successful implementation in line with the UNDP & GEF standards. The specific tasks and responsibilities include the following:

Project management 

· Provide management and planning for the implementation of the national project’s outcomes, outputs and activities according to the project document and annual work plan;

· Participate in site, district, national and regional conferences, workshops and meetings to provide input in the strategic planning and implementation of the project. 

· Establish coordination mechanisms and maintain continuous liaison with MEWT, UNDP CO, private sector, other government agencies and NGOs with an interest in biodiversity and PA matters, and research institutions engaged in biodiversity monitoring.

· Develop and submit a detailed work program for the national execution of the project and the delivery of outputs.

· Ensure that individual national components of the project are delivered on time according to the work plan and assure quality control.

· Document project activities, processes and results. 

· Provide financial oversight and ensure financial accountability for the Project (monitor and manage the allocation of available budget to project activities, undertake all necessary financial arrangements, processes, requests for authorizations, payments). 

· Ensure preparation & timely delivery of narrative & financial reporting (quarterly financial reports and Biannual (or where required more frequent) technical progress reports) submitted to the PSC; taking into account the norms and standards for project monitoring and reporting are properly met.

· Provide management oversight to daily operational and administrative aspects of project (procurement, recruitment, staff supervision); Supervise all staff assignments, consulting agreements and procurements; 

· Identify and appoint national experts/consultants to be hired for the implementation of specific project components or training of the project, develop TORs and agreements, and follow-up on performance. 

· Facilitate operation of the National Liaison Committee and act as the secretariat by calling for meetings, preparing and consulting on agenda, steering discussions, follow-up on decisions, keep members informed on the progress, etc. in collaboration with the Chairperson of the committee. 

· Establish and manage office facilities as needed to support project activities.

· Ensure sound programme monitoring and evaluation.

· Develop a resource mobilization strategy, to be considered as part of the exit strategy, for the national component of the project; maintain effective liaison with funding partners and further develop the project’s resource base, whenever possible. 

Project Outreach (Education, Awareness, Networking) 

· Participate in project regional capacity building workshops.

· Attend as appropriate national, regional and international events to enhance information sharing and dissemination and lessons learned.

· Establish continuous liaison with media and provide regular updates on the project.

· Contribute regularly, articles on the project to relevant publications (newsletters, e-bulletins, websites etc.).

· Document and disseminate lessons learned and best practices.

Technical input to PA-related events 

· Research, prepare & provide technical input to relevant national biodiversity and/or PA meetings, particularly those convened by DWNP.

· Participate in technical or liaison groups as required by the PSC

Relationships

The National Project Manager will:

· Report to the BirdLife Botswana Director regarding project performance, administrative and financial issues.

· Be accountable, through the BirdLife Botswana Director, to PSC for the achievement of national project objectives, results, and all fundamental aspects of project execution.

· Maintain regular communication with MEWT, National Programme Director, UNDP and other project partners. 

Qualifications:

The successful candidate will be a Botswana citizen; have at least a Degree in wildlife management, ecology or similar; at least 5 years experience in conservation-related work; excellent understanding of conservation issues in Botswana (especially protected areas); fluent in English and Setswana; computer literate (in particular word processing and e-mail); in possession of a valid driver’s license; willing to travel widely within the country; and have good interpersonal and team working skills. Working knowledge of GIS/Remote Sensing and familiarity with financial and technical requirements of UNDP/GEF projects are an advantage.

Position title:
Administration Officer

Reports to:

Project Manager

Location:

Gaborone, Botswana

Duration:

June 2008 – May 2012

JOB PURPOSE

Description of Responsibilities: Under the overall guidance of the Project Manager, the Administration Officer has the responsibility to support the delivery of the project’s outcomes and activities in accordance with the project document and agreed work plan. The specific tasks and responsibilities include the following:

Project management

· Assist PM to co-ordinate project implementation.

· Assist the PM in maintaining continuous liaison with MEWT, UNDP CO, and other national partners of the project.

· Ensure documentation of project activities, processes and results and effective and efficient filing. 

· Support the PM in maintaining continuous contacts with PSC on progress of activities, and collating reported information to be included in progress reports.

· Assist PM to develop and submit progress and financial reports to PSC in accordance with the reporting schedule.

· Support the PM in daily operational and administrative aspects of project. 

· Facilitate the role of the project as the Secretariat for the PSC (calling for meetings, preparing and consulting on agenda, steering discussions, follow-up on decisions, keep members informed on the progress, etc.). 

· Support the PM in assuring sound programme monitoring and evaluation.

· Perform other related functions as required by the Project Manager.

Project Outreach (Education, Awareness, Networking)

· Support the PM in preparing awareness campaigns & presentations to target audiences (decision makers, universities, general public etc). 

· Assist the PM in keeping continuous liaison with media providing updates on the project.

· Support the PM in documenting and disseminating lessons learned and best practices.

Technical input 
· Be responsible for ensuring all project stakeholders are provided with technical know how and support

· Perform necessary data analysis and drafting of documents as directed by the PM.

Relationships

The Administration Officer will:

· Report to the PM regarding project performance, administrative and financial issues.

· Be accountable to PM for the achievement of national project objectives, results, and all fundamental aspects of project execution.

Qualifications and Experience

The Project Administrative Assistant will have the following qualifications or be able to demonstrate:

Education

· A first university degree, in any appropriate discipline related to business management, accounting, administration, project management etc. 

· Additional qualifications or experience related to data capture and management, data analysis, report writing and communication will be advantageous 

· Proven knowledge of the environmental sector in the country will be an advantage.

Experience, Skills and Competencies

· A minimum of three years experience in administration and/or project management

· Previous experience in management of project cycles, including project formulation, monitoring, reporting and evaluation; 

· An ability to work with a variety of people including government officials, international and national non-governmental organizations (NGOs), local stakeholders, experts and consultants.

· Proven experience in facilitating meetings and/or workshops.

· Excellent communication, presentation and facilitation skills.

· Good organizational and planning skills and an ability to adhere to deadlines.

· A proven ability to provide financial and progress reports in accordance with reporting schedules.

· Good computer skills; 

· Fluency in verbal and written English and/Setswana.

Annex V: Site Stakeholders
	Stakeholder type
	Key Stakeholder
	Interest in the project 

	Central government
	Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP)
	· Protected Area (PA) authority

· Lead on Community Based Natural Resources Management (CBNRM) initiatives

· Responsible for the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act, which would provide the overall framework within which the project will operate. 

· Tasked with providing direct assistance to Community Based Organizations (CBOs), including financial management training, organizational development, technical advice on Joint Venture Agreements etc. 

· Development and implementation of Park Management Plans – e.g. currently revising the Makgadikgadi National Park Management Plan, which has a direct bearing on the management of the Makgadikgadi Pans ecosystem

· Wildlife-human conflict 

	
	Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA)
	· GEF Operational Focal Point

· Coordinate the Makgadikgadi Integrated management Plan (IMP), within which this project is embedded

· Managing the Okavango Delta Management Plan (ODMP), on which the IMP will be modeled.

· Lead government department on a recently commenced complementary GEF-funded project, BIOKAVANGO

· Coordinate Botswana’s involvement in the Southern African Development Community (SADC) Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

· Responsible for development, revision and coordinating implementation of environmental policies 

· Responsible for ensuring harmonization of all other policies that impact on biodiversity conservation

· Coordinate Botswana’s involvement in Multilateral Environmental Agreements and other international agreements, protocols etc. to which the country is party

	
	Department of Tourism  (DoT)
	· Diversification, marketing and promotion of Botswana’s tourism

· Facilitate tourism-related training

· Links between this project and the Tourism Development Master Plan, National Eco-tourism Strategy, and other related policies and regulatory frameworks

· Tourism policy review

	
	Department of Forestry and Range Resources
	· Lead implementing agency on a UNEP-funded complementary project, Rehabilitation of Indigenous Vegetation
· Issues permits for gathering some veld products

	
	Department of Animal Health and Production (DAHP) 
	· Surveillance of wild waterbirds, especially within the context of avian influenza monitoring 

	
	
	

	Local government
	Central District Council
	· Environmental Health Department is interested in waste management strategies

· Remote Area Development Department has an interest in the creation of self-sufficiency and sustainable livelihoods for communities living in remote areas, through the sustainable use of the environment and natural resources

	
	Central District Land Use Planning Unit (DLUPU)
	· Responsible for the overall land use planning in the district

	
	Central District Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
	· Provides advise and guidance to CBOs

	
	Ngwato Land Board
	· Management, administration and oversight over tribal land

· Developed with DWNP a legally binding “head lease” between Land Boards and CBOs for the utilization of concession areas

	
	
	

	International organizations
	UNDP
	· GEF Implementing Agency in Botswana

	
	
	

	Non governmental organizations
	BirdLife Botswana
	· Lead on the project (overall project management)

· Promotion of bird tourism

· Advocates for the conservation of birds and their habitats,  

· Promoting mutual beneficial relationships between people and birds 

	
	Kalahari Conservation Society (KCS)
	· Provide technical back-stopping to Nata Sanctuary

· Through the project, the organization will also realize and highlight their objectives of linking conservation and human needs, environmental education, research and monitoring and conserving Botswana’s wildlife

	
	World Conservation Union (IUCN)
	· Coordinate the CBNRM Forum

· Co-financed the development of the IMP and have an interest in the process going forward, having been a key partner in the Okavango Delta Management Plan (ODMP) process

· IUCN Botswana has previously been involved in drafting environmental policies, strategies and legislation; formulating management plans; identifying the environmental interests and need of the business sector; as well as providing support and capacity building to NGOs and CBOs

	
	
	

	Community groups - local
	Nata Sanctuary Trust
	· Primary project beneficiaries

· Implementation of site level actions

· Nata Sanctuary Trust Board to provide oversight for the on-site project activities

	
	
	

	Private businesses
	BotAsh (Pty) Ltd
	· Financial and technical support to Nata Sanctuary

· Skills development of local community through attachment/hands-on training

· Mine brine from the Makgadikgadi Pans and keen to ensure this is environmentally sustainable – thus have interest in “birds as indicators” agenda

	
	Nata Lodge
	· Significant source of tourists visiting Nata Sanctuary

· A lot of their guests visit the sanctuary thus Nata Lodge has an interest in all developments at the sanctuary (including its management, infrastructure, marketing etc.)

	
	
	

	Individuals
	Dr Graham McCulloch
	· Research of flamingos and general ecology of the Makgadikgadi Pans

	
	
	

	Academics
	University of Botswana (UB)
	· Research and information dissemination

· Training

· Through the Harry Oppenheimer Okavango Research Center (HOORC), implementing a complementary GEF-funded project in the Okavango Delta, BIOKAVANGO

· Through Botswana College of Agriculture (BCA), implementing a complementary GEF-funded project – Desert Margins Project

	
	
	

	Traditional leaders
	Village chiefs
	· Conflict resolution

· Define and adjudicate on access rights in the neighboring communal areas

	
	Village Development Committees (VDC) of the four villages that make up the Nata Trust
	· Community mobilization and identification of worthy social investment projects in the villages


Annex VI – Basic features of the Makgadikgadi Palustrine Wetland System

Source: Department of Environmental Affairs. 2004. Final Report of the Project Formulation Mission for the Makgadikgadi Wetland Integrated Management Plan.

Annex VII: Management Effectiveness Tools
 See separate accompanying file

Annex VIII: Protected Area Financing Score Card
 See separate accompanying file

Annex IX: Filled in UNDP PA Score Card for Botswana

	Strategic Area of Support
	Capacity Level
	Outcome
	Outcome Indicators (Scorecard
	Question
	DEA
	DWNP
	BLB
	Numerical Av score
	Consolidated score
	Comments

	
	
	
	Worst State

(Score 0)
	Marginal State

(Score 1
	Satisfactory State

(Score 2)
	Best State

(Score 3)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programmes
	Societal
	The PA agenda is being effectively championed / driven forward
	There is essentially no PA agenda
	There are some persons or institutions actively pursuing a PA agenda but they have little effect or influence
	There are a number of PA champions that drive the PA agenda, but more is needed
	There are an adequate number of able "champions" and "leaders" effectively driving forwards a PA agenda
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1.67
	2
	Apart from DWNP, Peace Parks, KCS, IUCN, CI interventions and this current project, not many other institutions have PA-related work

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programmes
	Societal
	There is a strong and clear legal mandate for the establishment and management of PAs
	There is no legal framework for PAs
	There is a partial legal framework for PAs but it has many inadequacies
	There is a reasonable legal framework for PAs but it has a few weaknesses and gaps
	There is a strong and clear legal mandate for the establishment and management of PAs
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	Wildlife Conservation Act provides sufficient mandate and guidance

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Societal
	There are adequate skills for PA planning and management
	There is a general lack of planning and management skills
	Some skills exist but in largely insufficient quantities to guarantee effective planning and management
	Necessary skills for effective PA management and planning do exist but are stretched and not easily available
	Adequate quantities of the full range of skills necessary for effective PA planning and management are easily available 
	3
	1
	2
	2
	1.67
	2
	Epitomized by few PAs with up-to-date Management Plans

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Societal
	There are PA systems
	No or very few PA exist and they cover only a small portion of the habitats and ecosystems
	PA system is patchy both in number and geographical coverage and has many gaps in terms of representativeness
	PA system is covering a reasonably representative sample of the major habitats and ecosystems, but still presents some gaps and not all elements are of viable size
	The PAs includes viable representative examples of all the major habitats and ecosystems of appropriate geographical scale
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2.00
	2
	Representativeness not bad, but rather problem is lack of coverage of key sites e.g. breeding sites for flamingoes and the most productive parts of the Delta not within a PA

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Societal
	There is a fully transparent oversight authority for the PAs institutions
	There is no oversight at all of PA institutions
	There is some oversight, but only indirectly and in an untransparent manner
	There is a reasonable oversight mechanism in place providing for regular review but lacks in transparency (e.g. is not independent, or is internalized)
	There is a fully transparent oversight authority for the PAs institutions
	5
	3
	3
	2
	2.67
	3
	The MEWT provides oversight

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
	Societal
	PAs have the political commitment they require
	There is no political will at all, or worse, the prevailing political will runs counter to the interests of PAs
	Some political will exists, but is not strong enough to make a difference
	Reasonable political will exists, but is not always strong enough to fully support PAs
	There are very high levels of political will to support PAs
	6
	3
	3
	3
	3.00
	3
	% of Botswana surface area devoted to PAs indicative of high levels of political support

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
	Societal
	PAs have the public support they require
	The public has little interest in PAs and there is no significant lobby for PAs
	There is limited support for PAs
	There is general public support for PAs and there are various lobby groups such as environmental NGO's strongly pushing them
	There is tremendous public support in the country for PAs
	7
	2
	2
	1
	1.67
	2
	

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge
	Societal
	PA institutions have the information they need to develop and monitor strategies and action plans for the management of the PA system
	Information is virtually lacking
	Some information exists, but is of poor quality, is of limited usefulness, or is very difficult to access
	Much information is easily available and mostly of good quality, but there remain some gaps in quality, coverage and availability
	PA institutions have the information they need to develop and monitor strategies and action plans for the management of the PA system
	8
	2
	3
	1
	2.00
	2
	Data/information often sporadic and not management-driven, though recently instigated MOMS addressing this for some PAs 

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
	Societal
	PA policy is continually reviewed and updated
	There is no policy or it is old and not reviewed regularly
	Policy is only reviewed at irregular intervals
	Policy is reviewed regularly but not annually
	National PAs policy is reviewed annually
	9
	1
	1
	1
	1.00
	1
	

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
	Societal
	Society monitors the state of PAs
	There is no dialogue at all
	There is some dialogue going on, but not in the wider public and restricted to specialized circles
	There is a reasonably open public dialogue going on but certain issues remain taboo.
	There is an open and transparent public dialogue about the state of the PAs
	10
	1
	1
	1
	1.00
	1
	

	1. Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislations, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	There is an institution responsible for PAs able to strategize and plan
	PA institutions have no plans or strategies
	PA institutions do have strategies and plans, but these are old and no longer up to date or were prepared in a totally top-down fashion
	PA institutions have some sort of mechanism to update their strategies and plans, but this is irregular or is done in a largely top-down fashion without proper consultation
	PA institutions have relevant, participatorially prepared, regularly updated strategies and plans
	11
	3
	3
	3
	3.00
	3
	High score due to the recently introduced MOMS introduced at several PAs

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	PA institutions are effectively led
	PA institutions have a total lack of leadership
	PA institutions exist but leadership is weak and provides little guidance
	Some PA institutions have reasonably strong leadership but there is still need for improvement 
	PA institutions are effectively led
	12
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	PAs have regularly updated, participatorially prepared, comprehensive management plans
	PAs have no management plans
	Some PAs have up-to-date management plans but they are typically not comprehensive and were not participatorially prepared
	Most PAs have management plans though some are old, not participatorially prepared or are less than comprehensive
	Every PA has a regularly updated, participatorially prepared, comprehensive management plan
	13
	2
	3
	2
	2.33
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	Human resources are well qualified and motivated
	Human resources are poorly qualified and unmotivated
	Human resources qualification is spotty, with some well qualified, but many only poorly and in general unmotivated
	HR in general reasonably qualified, but many lack in motivation, or those that are motivated are not sufficiently qualified.
	Human resources are well qualified and motivated
	14
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	Management plans are implemented in a timely manner effectively achieving their objectives
	There is very little implementation of management plans
	Management plans are poorly implemented and their objectives are rarely met
	Management plans are usually implemented in a timely manner, though delays typically occur and some objectives are not met
	Management plans are implemented in a timely manner effectively achieving their objectives
	15
	2
	2
	2
	2.00
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	PA institutions are able to adequately mobilize sufficient quantity of funding, human and material resources to effectively implement their mandate
	PA institutions typically are severely underfunded and have no capacity to mobilize sufficient resources
	PA institutions have some funding and are able to mobilize some human and material resources but not enough to effectively implement their mandate
	PA institutions have reasonable capacity to mobilize funding or other resources but not always in sufficient quantities for fully effective implementation of their mandate
	PA institutions are able to adequately mobilize sufficient quantity of funding, human and material resources to effectively implement their mandate
	16
	1
	1
	2
	1.33
	1
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	Protected area institutions are effectively managed, efficiently deploying their human, financial and other resources to the best effect
	While the PA institution exists it has no management
	Institutional management is largely ineffective and does not deploy efficiently the resources at its disposal
	The institution is reasonably managed, but not always in a fully effective manner and at times does not deploy its resources in the most efficient way
	The PA institution is effectively managed, efficiently deploying its human, financial and other resources to the best effect
	17
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	PA institutions are highly transparent, fully audited, and publicly accountable
	PA institutions totally untransparent, not being held accountable and not audited
	PA institutions are not transparent but are occasionally audited without being held publicly accountable
	PA institutions are regularly audited and there is a fair degree of public accountability but the system is not fully transparent
	The PA institutions are highly transparent, fully audited, and publicly accountable
	18
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	As with all govt depts., DWNP audited and the results thereof scrutinized by Auditor General and then availed to the general public

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	There are legally designated PA institutions with the authority to carry out their mandate
	There is no lead institution or agency with a clear mandate or responsibility for PAs
	There are one or more institutions or agencies dealing with PAs but roles and responsibilities are unclear and there are gaps and overlaps in the arrangements
	There are one or more institutions or agencies dealing with PAs, the responsibilities of each are fairly clearly defined, but there are still some gaps and overlaps
	PA institutions have clear legal and institutional mandates and the necessary authority to carry this out
	19
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Institutional
	PAs are effectively protected
	No enforcement of regulations is taking place 
	Some enforcement of regulations but largely ineffective and external threats remain active
	PA regulations are regularly enforced but are not fully effective and external threats are reduced but not eliminated
	PA regulations are highly effectively enforced and all external threats are negated
	20
	2
	2
	2
	2.00
	2
	E.g. wildlife-livestock conflicts, poaching etc. persists at some PAs

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
	Institutional
	PA institutions are mission oriented
	Institutional mission not defined
	Institutional mission poorly defined and generally not known and internalized at all levels
	Institutional mission well defined and internalized but not fully embraced
	Institutional missions are fully internalized and embraced
	21
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
	Institutional
	PA institutions can establish the partnerships needed to achieve their objectives
	PA institutions operate in isolation
	Some partnerships in place but significant gaps and existing partnerships achieve little
	Many partnerships in place with a wide range of agencies, NGOs etc, but there are some gaps, partnerships are not always effective and do not always enable efficient achievement of objectives
	PA institutions establish effective partnerships with other agencies and institutions, including provincial and local governments, NGO's and the private sector to enable achievement of objectives in an efficient and effective manner
	22
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge
	Institutional
	PA institutions have the information needed to do their work
	Information is virtually lacking
	Some information exists, but is of poor quality and of limited usefulness and difficult to access
	Much information is readily available, mostly of good quality, but there remain some gaps both in quality and quantity
	Adequate quantities of high quality up to date information for PA planning, management and monitoring is widely and easily available 
	23
	2
	2
	1
	1.67
	2
	

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
	Institutional
	PA institutions are highly adaptive, responding effectively and immediately to change
	Institutions resist change
	Institutions do change but only very slowly
	Institutions tend to adapt in response to change but not always very effectively or with some delay
	Institutions are highly adaptive, responding effectively and immediately to change
	24
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
	Institutional
	PA institutions have effective internal mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning
	There are no mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting or learning
	There are some mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning but they are limited and weak
	Reasonable mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning are in place but are not as strong or comprehensive as they could be
	Institutions have effective internal mechanisms for monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning
	25
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Individual
	PA professionals are able to advance and develop professionally
	No career tracks are developed and no training opportunities are provided
	Career tracks are weak and training possibilities are few and not managed transparently
	Clear career tracks developed and training available; HR management however has inadequate performance measurement system
	Individuals are able to advance and develop professionally
	26
	1
	2
	3
	2.00
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Individual
	PA professionals are appropriately skilled for their jobs
	Skills of individuals do not match job requirements
	Individuals have some or poor skills for their jobs
	Individuals are reasonably skilled but could further improve for optimum match with job requirement
	Individuals are appropriately skilled for their jobs
	27
	2
	2
	2
	2.00
	2
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Individual
	PA professionals are highly motivated
	No motivation at all
	Motivation uneven, some are but most are not
	Many individuals are motivated but not all
	Individuals are highly motivated
	28
	1
	1
	3
	1.67
	1
	

	2. Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies and programmes
	Individual
	There are appropriate systems of training, mentoring, and learning in place to maintain a continuous flow of new PA professionals
	No mechanisms exist
	Some mechanisms exist but unable to develop enough and unable to provide the full range of skills needed
	Mechanisms generally exist to develop skilled professionals, but either not enough of them or unable to cover the full range of skills required
	There are mechanisms for developing adequate numbers of the full range of highly skilled PA professionals
	29
	1
	2
	2
	1.67
	2
	E.g. DWNP does not have specialist staff on many fields (entomology, ornithology etc.) and most staff only working on the larger mammals

	3. Capacity to engage and build consensus among all stakeholders
	Individual
	PA professionals carry appropriate values, integrity and attitudes
	Individuals carry negative attitude
	Some individuals have notion of appropriate attitudes and display integrity, but most don't
	Many individuals carry appropriate values and integrity, but not all
	Individuals carry appropriate values, integrity and attitudes
	30
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	

	4. Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge
	Individual
	PA professionals work effectively together as a team
	Individuals work in isolation and don't interact
	Individuals interact in limited way and sometimes in teams but this is rarely effective and functional
	Individuals interact regularly and form teams, but this is not always fully effective or functional
	Individuals interact effectively and form functional teams
	31
	2
	3
	3
	2.67
	3
	

	5. Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn
	Individual
	PA professionals are adaptive and continue to learn
	There is no measurement of performance or adaptive feedback
	Performance is irregularly and poorly measured and there is little use of feedback
	There is significant measurement of performance and some feedback but this is not as thorough or comprehensive as it might be
	Performance is effectively measured and adaptive feedback utilized
	32
	2
	2
	3
	2.33
	2
	Performance Mgt System (PMS) and the recent performance-based contracts/annual workplan ensure performance is measured, and there is a feedback loop on staff performance

	
	
	
	
	
	
	TOTAL
	
	58
	66
	76
	67
	64
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Annex XI: Standard Project Cooperation Agreement between UNDP And NGO 

PROJECT COOPERATION AGREEMENTPRIVATE 

between

THE UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME

And

BIRDLIFE BOTSWANA

For the Implementation of the project

“STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS TO IMPROVE THE FINANCIAL AND OPERATIONAL SUSTAINABILITY OF PROTECTED AREAS”


Whereas the United Nations Development Programme ("UNDP") and Birdlife Botswana ("the NGO") have, on the basis of their respective mandates, a common aim in the furtherance of sustainable human development;


Whereas UNDP has been entrusted by its donors with certain resources that can be allocated for  programmes and projects, and is accountable to its donors and to its Executive Board for the proper management of these funds and can, in accordance with the UNDP Financial Regulations and Rules, make available such resources for cooperation in the form of a Project;


Whereas the NGO, its status being in accordance with national regulations, is committed to the principles of participatory sustainable human development and development cooperation, has demonstrated the capacity needed for the activities involved, in accordance with the UNDP requirements for management; is apolitical and not profit-making;


Whereas the NGO and UNDP agree that activities shall be undertaken without discrimination, direct or indirect, because of race, ethnicity, religion or creed, status of nationality or political belief, gender, handicapped status, or any other circumstances;


Now, therefore, on the basis of mutual trust and in the spirit of friendly cooperation, the NGO and UNDP have entered into the present Agreement.

Article I.   Definitions

For the purpose of the present Agreement, the following definitions shall apply:


(a)
"Parties" shall mean the NGO and UNDP;


(b)
"UNDP" shall mean the United Nations Development Programme, a subsidiary organ of the United Nations, established by the General Assembly of the United Nations;


(c)
"The NGO" shall mean Birdlife Botswana, a non-governmental organization that was established in and incorporated under the laws of the Republic of Botswana, with the purpose of conserving birds and important bird habitats by creating awareness, carrying out research and promoting beneficial relationships between birds and people;


(d)
"The Agreement" or "the present Agreement" shall mean the present Project Cooperation Agreement, the Project Document (Annex), which incorporates the Project Outputs and Activities, Project Work Plan, Project Inputs being provided by UNDP resources, and Project Budget, and all other documents agreed upon between the Parties to be integral parts of the present Agreement;


(e)
"Project" shall mean the activities as described in the Project Document;


(f)
"Government" shall mean the Government of Botswana;


(g)
"UNDP Resident Representative" shall mean the UNDP official in charge of the UNDP office in the country, or the person acting on his/her behalf;


(h)
"Project Director" shall mean the person appointed by the NGO, in consultation with UNDP and with the approval of the Government coordinating authority, who acts as the overall co-ordinator of the Project and assumes the primary responsibility for all aspects of it;


(i)
"Expenditure" shall mean the sum of disbursements made and valid outstanding obligations incurred in respect of goods and services rendered;


(j)
"To advance" shall mean a transfer of assets, including a payment of cash or a transfer of supplies, the accounting of which must be rendered by the NGO at a later date, as herein agreed upon between the Parties;


(k)
"Income" shall mean the interest on the Project funds and all revenue derived from the use or sale of capital equipment, and from items purchased with funds provided by UNDP or from revenues generated from Project outputs;


(l)
"Force majeure" shall mean acts of nature, war (whether declared or not), invasion, revolution, insurrection, or other acts of a similar nature or force;

(m) “Project Work Plan” shall mean a schedule of activities, with corresponding time frames and responsibilities, that is based upon the Project Document, deemed necessary to achieve Project results, prepared at the time of approval of the Project, and revised annually.

Article II.   Objective and Scope of the Present Agreement
1.
The present Agreement sets forth the general terms and conditions of the cooperation between the Parties in all aspects of achieving the Project outputs, as set out in the Project Document (Annex of the present Agreement). 

2.
The Parties agree to join efforts and to maintain close working relationships, in order to achieve the Outputs of the Project.

Article III.   Duration of Project Agreement
1.
The term of the present Agreement shall commence on the 01st January 2009 and terminate on 31st December 2012. The Project shall commence and be completed in accordance with the time frame or schedule set out in the Project Document.

2.
Should it become evident to either Party during the implementation of the Project that an extension beyond the expiration date set out in paragraph 1, above, of the present Article, will be necessary to achieve the Outputs of the Project, that Party shall, without delay, inform the other Party, with a view to entering into consultations to agree on a new termination date.  Upon agreement on a termination date, the Parties shall conclude an amendment to this effect, in accordance with Article XVII, below.

Article IV.   General Responsibilities of the Parties
1.
The Parties agree to carry out their respective responsibilities in accordance with the provisions of the present Agreement, and to undertake the Project in accordance with UNDP policies and procedures as set out in the UNDP Programming Manual, which forms an integral part of the present Agreement.  

2.
Each Party shall determine and communicate to the other Party the person (or unit) having the ultimate authority and responsibility for the Project on its behalf. The Project Director shall be appointed by the NGO, in consultation with UNDP and with the approval of the government coordinating authority.

3.
The Parties shall keep each other informed of all activities pertaining to the Project and shall consult once every three months or as circumstances arise that may have a bearing on the status of either Party in the country or that may affect the achievement of the Outputs of the Project, with a view to reviewing the Work Plan and Budget of the Project.

4.
The Parties shall cooperate with each other in obtaining any licenses and permits required by national laws, where appropriate and necessary for the achievement of the Outputs of the Project. The parties shall also cooperate in the preparation of any reports, statements or disclosures, which are required by national law. 

5. 
The NGO may use the name and emblem of the United Nations or UNDP only in direct connection with the Project, and subject to prior written consent of the UNDP Resident Representative in Botswana.

6.
The activities under the present Agreement are in support of the efforts of the Government, and therefore the NGO will communicate with the Government as necessary. The Project Director will be responsible for day-to-day contacts with the relevant national authorities and UNDP on operational matters during the implementation of the Project. The UNDP Resident Representative will act as the principal channel for communicating with the Government regarding the activities under the Project Cooperation Agreement unless otherwise agreed with the Parties and the Government.

7.
The UNDP Resident Representative will facilitate access to information, advisory services, technical and professional support available to UNDP and will assist the NGO to access the advisory services of other United Nations organizations, whenever necessary.

8.
The Parties shall cooperate in any public relations or publicity exercises, when the UNDP Resident Representative deems these appropriate or useful.

Article V.   Personnel Requirements
1.
The NGO shall be fully responsible for all services performed by its personnel, agents, employees, or contractors (hereinafter referred to as "Personnel").

2.
The NGO personnel shall not be considered in any respect as being the employees or agents of UNDP. The NGO shall ensure that all relevant national labour laws are observed. 

3.
UNDP does not accept any liability for claims arising out of the activities performed under the present Agreement, or any claims for death, bodily injury, disability, damage to property or other hazards that may be suffered by NGO personnel as a result of their work pertaining to the project. It is understood that adequate medical and life insurance for NGO personnel, as well as insurance coverage for service-incurred illness, injury, disability or death, is the responsibility of the NGO. 

4.
The NGO shall ensure that its personnel meet the highest standards of qualification and technical and professional competence necessary for the achievement of the Outputs of the Project, and that decisions on employment related to the Project shall be free of discrimination on the basis of race, religion or creed, ethnicity or national origin, gender, handicapped status, or other similar factors. The NGO shall ensure that all personnel are free from any conflicts of interest relative to the Project Activities.

Article VI.  Terms and Obligations of Personnel

The NGO undertakes to be bound by the terms and obligations specified below, and shall accordingly ensure that the personnel performing project-related activities under the present Agreement comply with these obligations:


(a)
The personnel shall be under the direct charge of the NGO, which functions under the general guidance of UNDP and the Government;

(b) 
Further to subparagraph (a) above, they shall not seek nor accept instructions regarding the activities under the present Agreement from any Government other than the Government of Botswana or other authority external to UNDP;


(c)
They shall refrain from any conduct that would adversely reflect on the United Nations and shall not engage in any activity which is incompatible with the aims and objectives of the United Nations or the mandate of UNDP;


(d)
Subject to the requirements outlined in the document “UNDP public information disclosure policy”, information that is considered confidential shall not be used without the authorisation of UNDP. In any event, such information shall not be used for individual profit. The Project Director may communicate with the media regarding the methods and scientific procedures used by the NGO; however, UNDP clearance is required for the use of the name UNDP in conjunction with Project Activities in accordance with Article IV, paragraph 5, above. This obligation shall not lapse upon termination of the present Agreement unless otherwise agreed between the Parties.

Article VII.  Supplies, Vehicles and Procurement
1.
UNDP shall contribute to the Project the resources indicated in the Budget section of the Project Document.

2.
Equipment, non-expendable materials, or other property furnished or financed by UNDP shall remain the property of UNDP and shall be returned to UNDP upon completion of the Project or upon termination of the present Agreement, unless otherwise agreed upon between the Parties, and in consultation with the government coordinating authority. During Project implementation and prior to such return, the NGO shall be responsible for the proper custody, maintenance and care of all equipment. The NGO shall, for the protection of such equipment and materials during implementation of the Project, obtain appropriate insurance in such amounts as may be agreed upon between the Parties and incorporated in the Project Budget.

3.
The NGO will place on the supplies, equipment and other materials it furnishes or finances such markings as will be necessary to identify them as being provided by UNDP.

4.
In cases of damage, theft or other losses of vehicles and other property made available to the NGO, the NGO shall provide UNDP with a comprehensive report, including police report, where appropriate, and any other evidence giving full details of the events leading to the loss of the property.

5.
In its procedures for procurement of goods, services or other requirements with funds made available by UNDP as provided for in the Project Budget, the NGO shall ensure that, when placing orders or awarding contracts, it will safeguard the principles of highest quality, economy and efficiency, and that the placing of such orders will be based on an assessment of competitive quotations, bids, or proposals unless otherwise agreed to by UNDP.
6.
UNDP shall make every effort to assist the NGO in clearing all equipment and supplies through customs at places of entry into the country where Project activities are to take place. 

7.        The NGO shall maintain complete and accurate records of equipment, supplies and other property purchased with UNDP funds and shall take periodic physical inventories. The NGO shall provide UNDP annually with the inventory of such equipment, property and non-expendable materials and supplies, and at such time and in such form as UNDP may request.

Article VIII.  Financial and Operational Arrangements
1.
In accordance with the Project Budget, UNDP has allocated and will make available to the NGO funds up to the maximum amount of US$ 953,300.00. The first installment will be advanced to the NGO within 15 working days following signature of the present Agreement and approval of the first Annual Work Plan. The second and subsequent instalments will be advanced to the NGO quarterly, when a financial report and other agreed-upon documentation, as referenced in Article X, below, for the activities completed have been submitted to and accepted by UNDP as showing satisfactory management and use of UNDP resources.

2.
The NGO agrees to utilise the funds and any supplies and equipment provided by UNDP in strict accordance with the Project Document. The NGO shall be authorised to make variations not exceeding 20 per cent on any one line item of the Project Budget provided that the total Budget allocated by UNDP is not exceeded. The NGO shall notify UNDP about any expected variations on the occasion of the quarterly consultations set forth in Article IV, paragraph 3, above. Any variations exceeding 20 per cent on any one- line item that may be necessary for the proper and successful implementation of the Project shall be subject to prior consultations with and approval by UNDP.

3.
The NGO further agrees to return within two weeks any unused supplies made available by UNDP at the termination or end of the present Agreement or the completion of the Project.  Any unspent funds shall be returned within two months of the termination of the present Agreement or the completion of the Project.

       UNDP shall not be liable for the payment of any expenses, fees, tolls or any other financial cost not outlined in the Project Work Plan or Project Budget unless UNDP has explicitly agreed in writing to do so prior to the expenditure by the NGO.

5.
 The NGO agrees to undertake all reasonable efforts to ensure that none of the UNDP funds received under this Contract are used to provide support to individuals or entities associated with terrorism and that the recipients of any amounts provided by UNDP hereunder do not appear on the list maintained by the Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1267 (1999). The list can be accessed via http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/committees/1267/1267ListEng.htm. This provision must be included in all sub-contracts or sub-agreements entered into under this Agreement. 

Article IX.  Maintenance of Records
1.
The NGO shall keep accurate and up-to-date records and documents in respect of all expenditures incurred with the funds made available by UNDP to ensure that all expenditures are in conformity with the provisions of the Project Work Plan and Project Budgets. For each disbursement, proper supporting documentation shall be maintained, including original invoices, bills, and receipts pertinent to the transaction. Any Income, as defined in Article I, paragraph 1 (k), above, arising from the management of the Project shall be promptly disclosed to UNDP. The Income shall be reflected in a revised Project Budget and Work Plan and recorded as accrued income to UNDP unless otherwise agreed between the Parties.

2.          Upon completion of the Project/or Termination of the Agreement, the NGO shall maintain the records for a period of at least four years unless otherwise agreed upon between the Parties.

Article X.  Reporting Requirements
1.
The NGO shall provide UNDP and the government with periodic reports on the progress, activities, achievements and results of the Project, as specified in the project document and in accordance with UNDP and GEF requirements. 

2.
Financial reporting will be quarterly: 


(a)
The NGO prepares a financial report and submits it to the UNDP Resident Representative no later than 15 days after the end of each quarter, in English.


(b)
The purpose of the financial report is to request a quarterly advance of funds, to list the disbursements incurred on the Project by budgetary component on a quarterly basis, and to reconcile outstanding advances and foreign exchange loss or gain during the quarter.


(c)
The financial report has been designed to reflect the transactions of a project on a cash basis. For this reason, unliquidated obligations or commitments should not be reported to UNDP, i.e., the reports should be prepared on a "cash basis", not on an accrual basis, and thus will include only disbursements made by the NGO and not commitments. However, the NGO shall provide an indication when submitting reports as to the level of unliquidated obligations or commitments, for budgetary purposes;


(d)
The financial report contains information that forms the basis of a periodic financial review and its timely submission is a prerequisite to the continuing funding of the Project. Unless the Financial Report is received, the UNDP Resident Representative will not act upon requests for advances of funds from UNDP;


(e)
Any refund received by an NGO from a supplier should be reflected on the financial report as a reduction of disbursements on the component to which it relates.

3.
Within two months of the completion of the Project or of the termination of the present Agreement, the NGO shall submit a final report on the Project activities and include a final financial report on the use of UNDP funds, as well as an inventory of supplies and equipment.

Article XI.  Audit Requirements
1. Each invoice paid by UNDP shall be subject to a post-payment audit by auditors, whether internal or external, of UNDP or the authorized agents of the UNDP at any time during the term of the Agreement and for a period of three (3) years following the expiration or prior termination of the Agreement.  The UNDP shall be entitled to a refund from the NGO for any amounts shown by such audits to have been paid by the UNDP other than in accordance with the terms and conditions of the Agreement. Should the audit determine that any funds paid by UNDP have not been used as per agreement clauses, the NGO shall reimburse such funds forthwith. Where the NGO fails to reimburse such funds, UNDP reserves the right to seek recovery and/or to take any other action as it deems necessary.

2. The NGO acknowledges and agrees that, at anytime, UNDP may conduct investigations relating to any aspect of the Agreement, the obligations performed under the Agreement, and the operations of the NGO generally.  The right of UNDP to conduct an investigation and the NGO’s obligation to comply with such an investigation shall not lapse upon expiration or prior termination of the Agreement.  The NGO shall provide its full and timely cooperation with any such inspections, post-payment audits or investigations.  Such cooperation shall include, but shall not be limited to, the NGO’s obligation to make available its personnel and any documentation for such purposes and to grant to UNDP access to the NGO’s premises.  The NGO shall require its agents, including, but not limited to, the NGO’s attorneys, accountants or other advisers, to reasonably cooperate with any inspections, post-payment audits or investigations carried out by UNDP hereunder. 
3. The NGO shall submit to the UNDP Resident Representative in Botswana a certified annual financial statement on the status of funds advanced by UNDP. The Project will be audited at least once during its lifetime but may be audited annually, as will be reflected in the annual audit plan prepared by UNDP Headquarters (Division of Audit and Performance Review) in consultation with the Parties to the Project. The audit shall be carried out by the auditors of the NGO or by a qualified audit firm, which will produce an audit report and certify the financial statement. 

4. Notwithstanding the above, UNDP shall have the right, at its own expense, to audit or review such Project-related books and records as it may require and to have access to the books and record of the NGO, as necessary.

Article XII.   Responsibility for Claims
1.
The NGO shall indemnify, hold and save harmless, and defend at its own expense, UNDP, its officials and persons performing services for UNDP, from and against all suits, claims, demands and liability of any nature and kind, including their cost and expenses, arising out of the acts or omissions of the NGO or its employees or persons hired for the management of the present Agreement and the Project.

2. The NGO shall be responsible for, and deal with all claims brought against it by its Personnel, employees, agents or subcontractors.

Article XIII. Security

1. The responsibility for the safety and security of the NGO and its personnel and property, and of UNDP’s property in the NGO’s custody, rests with the NGO. 

2. The NGO shall:

(a) put in place an appropriate security plan and maintain the security plan, taking into account the security situation in the country where the services are being provided;

(b) assume all risks and liabilities related to the NGO’s security, and the full implementation of the security plan.

3. UNDP reserves the right to verify whether such a plan is in place, and to suggest modifications to the plan when necessary. Failure to maintain and implement an appropriate security plan as required hereunder shall be deemed a breach of this contract. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the NGO shall remain solely responsible for the security of its personnel and for UNDP’s property in its custody as set forth in paragraph 1.1 above. 

Article XIV.  Suspension and Early Termination
1.
The Parties hereto recognise that the successful completion and accomplishment of the purposes of a technical cooperation activity are of paramount importance, and that UNDP may find it necessary to terminate the Project, or to modify the arrangements for the management of a Project, should circumstances arise that jeopardise successful completion or the accomplishment of the purposes of the Project.  The provisions of the present Article shall apply to any such situation. 

2.
UNDP shall consult with the NGO if any circumstances arise that, in the judgement of UNDP, interfere or threaten to interfere with the successful completion of the Project or the accomplishment of its purposes.  The NGO shall promptly inform UNDP of any such circumstances that might come to its attention.  The Parties shall cooperate towards the rectification or elimination of the circumstances in question and shall exert all reasonable efforts to that end, including prompt corrective steps by the NGO, where such circumstances are attributable to it or within its responsibility or control.  The Parties shall also cooperate in assessing the consequences of possible termination of the Project on the beneficiaries of the Project.

3.
UNDP may at any time after occurrence of the circumstances in question, and after appropriate consultations, suspend the Project by written notice to the NGO, without prejudice to the initiation or continuation of any of the measures envisaged in paragraph 2, above, of the present Article.  UNDP may indicate to the NGO the conditions under which it is prepared to authorise management of the Project to resume. 

4.
If the cause of suspension is not rectified or eliminated within 14 days after UNDP has given notice of suspension to the NGO, UNDP may, by written notice at any time thereafter during the continuation of such cause:  (a) terminate the Project; or (b) terminate the management of the Project by the NGO, and entrust its management to another institution. The effective date of termination under the provisions of the present paragraph shall be specified by written notice from UNDP.

5.
Subject to paragraph 4 (b), above, of the present Article, the NGO may terminate the present Agreement in cases where a condition has arisen that impedes the NGO from successfully fulfilling its responsibilities under the present Agreement, by providing UNDP with written notice of its intention to terminate the present Agreement at least 30 days prior to the effective date of termination if the Project has a duration of up to six months and at least 60 days prior to the effective date of termination if the Project has a duration of six months or more. 

6. The NGO may terminate the present Agreement only under point 5, above, of the present Article, after consultations have been held between the NGO and UNDP, with a view to eliminating the impediment, and shall give due consideration to proposals made by UNDP in this respect.

7.
Upon receipt of a notice of termination by either Party under the present Article, the Parties shall take immediate steps to terminate activities under the present Agreement, in a prompt and orderly manner, so as to minimise losses and further expenditures.  The NGO shall undertake no forward commitments and shall return to UNDP, within 30 days, all unspent funds, supplies and other property provided by UNDP unless UNDP has agreed otherwise in writing.

8.
In the event of any termination by either Party under the present Article, UNDP shall reimburse the NGO only for the costs incurred to manage the project in conformity with the express terms of the present Agreement.  Reimbursements to the NGO under this provision, when added to amounts previously remitted to it by UNDP in respect of the Project, shall not exceed the total UNDP allocation for the Project.

9.
In the event of transfer of the responsibilities of the NGO for the management of a Project to another institution, the NGO shall cooperate with UNDP and the other institution in the orderly transfer of such responsibilities.

Article XV.  Force Majeure
1.
In the event of and as soon as possible after the occurrence of any cause constituting force majeure, as defined in Article I, paragraph 1, above, the Party affected by the force majeure shall give the other Party notice and full particulars in writing of such occurrence if the affected Party is thereby rendered unable, in whole or in part, to perform its obligations or meet its responsibilities under the present Agreement. The Parties shall consult on the appropriate action to be taken, which may include suspension of the present Agreement by UNDP, in accordance with Article XIV, paragraph 3, above, or termination of the Agreement, with either Party giving to the other at least seven days written notice of such termination.

2.
In the event that the present Agreement is terminated owing to causes constituting force majeure, the provisions of Article XIV, paragraphs 8 and 9, above, shall apply.

Article XVI.  Arbitration

The Parties shall try to settle amicably through direct negotiations, any dispute, controversy or claim arising out of or relating to the present Agreement, including breach and termination of the Agreement. If these negotiations are unsuccessful, the matter shall be referred to arbitration in accordance with United Nations Commission on International Trade Law Arbitration Rules. The Parties shall be bound by the arbitration award rendered in accordance with such arbitration, as the final decision on any such dispute, controversy or claim.

Article XVII.  Privileges and Immunities

Nothing in or relating to the present Agreement shall be deemed a waiver, express or implied, of any of the privileges and immunities of the United Nations and UNDP.

Article XVIII.  Amendments

The present Agreement or its Annexe may be modified or amended only by written agreement between the Parties. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, being duly authorised thereto, have on behalf of the Parties hereto signed the present Agreement at the place and on the day below written.

For the NGO:






For UNDP:

Signature:
_______________________

Signature: ____________________

Name: 

_______________________

Name:
Khin-Sandi Lwin

Title:

_______________________

Title:
UNDP Resident Representative

Place:

_______________________

Place:
_______________________

Date:

_______________________

Date:
_______________________

​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​____________________________________________________________________________________

PART II: Organigram of Project (optional)

PART III: Terms of References for key project staff and main sub-contracts
See Annex IV of approved proposal
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Country: Botswana
UNDAF Outcome(s)/Indicator(s): To assist Botswana fulfill its obligations under the global and regional commitments and goals that it has signed.



Expected Outcome(s)/Indicator (s)
Country Programme. Outcome: - Global environment concerns and commitments integrated in national planning and policy
Country Programme. Indicator: Governments and local communities empowered to better manage biodiversity and the ecosystem services it provides
Expected Output(s)/Indicator(s):





Outputs

a) Strengthened Enabling Environment  for improved PA financial sustainability

b) Effective Protected Area co-management Systems demonstrated at site level and new revenue generation schemes field tested and replicated across the PA network

c) Increased institutional capacity to effectively fulfill PA management functions

Indicators
a) Increase in Protected Area Financing

b) Number of Protected Areas with Management Plans

c) Improved Capacity Assessment Indices for Site Support Groups working  collaboratively with PA authorities in effective co-management

Implementing partner: 
Department of Wildlife and National Parks, Birdlife Botswana

Other Partners:
Nata Sanctuary Trust, Kalahari Conservation Society
Government Coordinating Authority:
Ministry of Finance and Development Planning





Agreed by 

On behalf of 
Name/Title




Signature


Date

Government
S.S.G. Tumelo




………………………

……………

Coordinating 
Permanent Secretary

Authority 
Ministry of Finance and Development Planning

Implementing 
M. Chakalisa




………………………

…………….
Partner

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism


UNDP

Khin-Sandi Lwin




………………………

……………..

Resident Representative
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Brief description





The project objective is to improve the financial and operational sustainability of small but biodiversity-rich Protected Areas (PAs) in Botswana through enhanced working partnerships between public, private, NGO and community stakeholders. Improved financial and operational sustainability will be demonstrated through pilot co-management strategies in PAs covering 7, 750 km2 (Makgadikgadi/Nxai National Park 7, 500 km2 and Nata Sanctuary, 250 km2). The project is implemented as a component of the Makgadikgadi Pans Integrated Management Plan, which covers an area of ca. 12, 000 km2. The government/non-state PA co-management paradigm to be tested has replication potential in some 58,000 km2 of small PAs and Wildlife Management Areas in other parts of Botswana. 























Total budget:		              6, 132, 300


Allocated resources:	 


GEF		                  953, 300


Birdlife Botswana		    411, 000





In kind contributions:


Government		2, 680, 000


UNDP 			1, 320, 000


Birdlife	                 	    226, 000	


JICA	                                 350, 000


Others		                   192, 000











Programme Period: UNDP Country Programme 2003-2007 (extended to 2009)


Programme Component: Environment and


Sustainable Development; Expanding access to environmental and energy services for the poor (UNDP Strategic Plan 2008-11)


Project Title: Strategic Partnerships to Improve the Financial And Operational Sustainability of Protected Areas


ATLAS Project ID: 00061784


ATLAS Award ID: 00050137


PIMS ID: 3984


Project Duration: 4 years (48 months)


Management Arrangement: NGO Execution








� World Conservation Monitoring Center (1994) Priorities for conserving global species richness and endemism. Caldecott, J.O., Jenkins, M.D., Johnson, T. and Groombridge, B. World Conservation Press, Cambridge, UK. 36 pp.


� The 13 IMP components are: 1). sustainable rural Livelihood, 2) stakeholder consultation and participation/ communication, 3) integrated decision marking process, 4) national policies and planning strategies, 5) international conventions and agreements, 6) research and data management, 7) training/education and information exchange, 8) water recourses management and wetland ecology, 9) wildlife resource management, 10) rangeland resources management, 11) sustainable livestock development, 12) sustainable tourism development, and 13) land use and physical planning. 





� The GEF Biodiversity Programme outcome indicators, and the associated CBD 2010 targets, have been integrated into the table.   


� Though interpreted in a very narrow sense i.e. transfer of ownership of public enterprises to private buyers, the Privatization Policy for Botswana (Government Paper No. 1 of 2000) adopts a broader definition wherein privatization encompasses all the measures and policies aimed at strengthening the role of the private sector in the economy e.g. through leases, concessions etc. 


� National Development Plan (NDP) 9, 2003/04 – 2008/09, Mid Term Review Report Ministry of Finance and Development Planning, March 2003)


� Center for Applied Research. 2008. Review of the Wildlife Conservation Policy, the Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act and Associated Regulations: Issues and options report, March 2008. Commissioned consultancy for DWNP by ESP. 


� World Conservation Monitoring Center (1994) Priorities for conserving global species richness and endemism. Caldecott, J.O., Jenkins, M.D., Johnson, T. and Groombridge, B. World Conservation Press, Cambridge, UK. 36 pp.


� There are 3 PAs within the MPWS viz. Nata Sanctuary, Makgadikgadi National Park and Nxai National Park. However the last two are managed as one entity, and for brevity, will be referred to as Makgadikgadi/Nxai NP 


� State of the Environment Report. 2002. Ministry of Environment, Wildlife and Tourism. Government of Botswana.


� Botswana Initial Communication to the United Nations Framework for Convention on Climate change, 2001


� NGO Strategy on the Environment 2002-2007. IUCN Botswana. 2002.


� Stakeholders at the demonstration site will include central government departments (DWNP, Dept. of Environmental Affairs, Dept. of Tourism, Ministry of Finance and Development Planning etc.), parastatals (e.g. Botswana Tourism Board), local government (e.g. District Council, District Land Use Planning Unit etc.), other NGOs, local community groups (e.g. Nata Sanctuary Trust), private businesses (e.g. tour operators, soda ash, diamond and copper mining companies etc.) and traditional leaders (village chiefs and Village Development Committees)


� The BirdLife Africa Partnership is a pan-African network of independent membership-based grassroots conservation-oriented NGOs in 22 African countries: Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cote d’Ivoire Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Nigeria, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Tanzania, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe. The network currently comprises more than 300 staff and 30,000 members. A small professional team provides technical support from a Secretariat with offices in Nairobi, Kenya and Accra, Ghana.


� From 1998 to 2002, 10 BirdLife partner NGOs  undertook  “African NGO-Government Partnerships for Sustainable Biodiversity Action" project. The project sought to strengthen NGO-government partnerships for effective local and national conservation and development action; to build strong, financially sustainable local constituencies for sustainable development; and to develop a cadre of national conservationists across Africa, thus contributing to the strengthening of civil society throughout Africa. The project was managed and implemented regionally by the BirdLife Africa Partnership with co-financing of US$ 7m, mainly from the Africa network and Supporting Partners: GEF contributed US$ 4.3m. An independent end of term evaluation noted that "the project proved to be a good means of channeling international assistance in conservation down to the local level” and that “important links with government, the private sector and other interested parties were established, bringing in NGOs as conservation partners”. Experiences from this BirdLife project will guide this current initiative.


� Site Support Groups are a relatively new concept being implemented by BirdLife Partners throughout Africa. Site Support Groups (SSGs) are local groups of relevant stakeholders living close to an area of high-biodiversity importance, who aim to manage their own environment in a sustainable way. This is a unique and innovative approach, developed and implemented throughout the BirdLife Partnership, to conserve and sustainably use the natural resources at sites of biodiversity importance by winning the interest and confidence of the local people and their representatives.


� An IBA Monitoring Framework was developed by the African Partnership to facilitate monitoring of IBAs across the region (Bennun 2002). This proposes “basic” monitoring using simple indicators at all sites and “detailed” monitoring at a smaller number of IBAs. Basic monitoring involves collection of simple data (often qualitative) on at least one appropriate indicator for each of 3 categories: “Pressure” (threats to the IBA); “State” (condition of the IBA) and “Response” (conservation actions taken at the IBA, including establishment of an SSG). This and DWNP’s Management Oriented Monitoring System (MOMS, which has been piloted in Makgadikgadi N.P., but proved too complex for even most DWNP staff) will be consolidated into one simple tool and piloted in the used in this project. 


� As proposed by consultants reviewing the Act, Center for Applied Research (CAR); see pg 57-58 of CAR (2008)


� The UNDP/ GEF funded “African NGO-Government Partnerships for Sustainable Biodiversity Action Project”, implemented during the period 1998-2002 by the BirdLife Africa Partnership in 10 countries 


� Thomas, D. S. G. and Shaw, P. A. 1991. The Kalahari Environment: Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp. 284.


� Tyler, S.J. 2001. A review of waterbird counts in Botswana, 1991-2000. Babbler Special Supplement No.1. BirdLife Botswana, Gaborone.


� BirdLife International (2004) Threatened birds of the world 2004. CD-ROM. Cambridge, UK: BirdLife International and updates from the BirdLife website, www.birdlife.org  


� Setshogo, M.P. and Hargreaves, B. 2002. Botswana. In: J.S. Golding (ed.), Southern African Plant Red Data Lists. Southern African Botanical Diversity Network Report No.14: 16-20. SABONET, Pretoria, South Africa.


� McCulloch, G.P. 2003. ‘The ecology of Sua Pan and its flamingo populations’. Submitted as a PhD thesis to the University of Dublin, Trinity College, Ireland.


� Final Report of the Project Formulation Mission for the Makgadikgadi Wetland Integrated Management Plan. Dept. of Environmental Affairs, May 2004.  





� BWP1 = USD 0.154 as at 9 February 2008


�   �HYPERLINK "http://www.gefweb.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C21/C.20.6.Rev.1.pdf"��Refer to the paper on Cofinancing, GEF/C.206/Rev. 1�





� The 13 IMP components are: 1). sustainable rural Livelihood, 2) stakeholder consultation and participation/ communication, 3) integrated decision marking process, 4) national policies and planning strategies, 5) international conventions and agreements, 6) research and data management, 7) training/education and information exchange, 8) water recourses management and wetland ecology, 9) wildlife resource management, 10) rangeland resources management, 11) sustainable livestock development, 12) sustainable tourism development, and 13) land use and physical planning. 





� Summary table should include all other co-financing (cash and in-kind) that is not passing through UNDP.
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