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	fOR jOINT PARTNERSHIP**

	GEF Project/Component ($)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	(Share)
	(Fee)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	(Share)
	(Fee)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	(Share)
	(Fee)


	Financing Plan ($)

	
	PDF
	Project*

	GEF


	A
	     
	9,400,000

	
	B
	65,000
	

	
	C
	     
	

	GEF Total
	65,000
	9,400,000

	Co-financing
	(provide details in Section d): Co-financing)

	GEF  IA/ExA
	     
	     

	Government
	     
	     

	Others
	41,000
	4,046,000

	Co-financing Total
	41,000
	4,046,000

	Total
	106,000
	13,446,000

	Financing for Associated Activities If Any:      


* For multi-focal area projects, indicate agreed split between focal area allocations         
** Projects that are jointly implemented by more                                                                                                                 than one IA or ExA
	Approved on behalf of the UNDP. This proposal has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the standards of the GEF Project Review Criteria for CEO endorsement.

[image: image1.emf]

	Frank Pinto

Executive Coordinator
	Adriana Dinu

Project Contact Person

	Date: December 21, 2006
	Tel. and email:+421 905 428 238; adriana.dinu@undp.org


1.
Financing (for all the tables, expand or narrow table items as necessary)
a)  project cost 

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

	1. Direct support to countries for undertaking critical actions under the PoWPA     
	2,000,000
	4,198,952
	6,198,952 

	2. LDCs and SIDS are not disadvantaged by limited capacity in receiving direct support to undertake critical actions  
	2,046,000
	4,229,500
	6,303,352

	3. Lessons learned and dissemination
	0
	146,800
	146,800

	4. Project Management budget/cost (including ExAg fee)*
	0
	796,896
	796,896

	Total Uses of Funds/project costs
	4,046,000
	9,400,000
	13,446,000


 * This item is the 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 personnel*
	             
	0
	0
	     

	Internationally recruited consultants*
	15
	28,800
	0
	28,800

	Office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications
	     
	51,800
	0
	51,800

	Travel
	
	20,000
	0
	20,000

	Miscellaneous
	
	0
	0
	0

	Executing Agency fee –UNOPS 8%
	
	696,296
	0
	696,296

	Total
	
	796,896
	
	796,896


*  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:
	Component
	Estimated Staff Weeks
	GEF($)
	Other Sources ($)
	Project Total ($)

	Personnel
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Local consultants*
	0
	0
	0
	0

	International consultants*
	169
	413,304
	0
	413,304

	Total
	0
	413,304
	0
	413,304


         d)    Co-financing 
	Name of Co-financiers (source)
	Classification
	Type
	At Concept ($)
	At Work Program ($)
	At CEO Endorsement ($)*

	TNC
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	4,000,000
	4,000,000
	4,000,000

	WWF
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	36,000
	36,000
	36,000

	WCS
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	0
	0
	10,000

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     

	Total Co-financing
	4,036,000
	4,036,000
	4,046,000


2.
Response to REviews

a) Council
This response table made by GEF Council at February Intersessional Work Programme and provided in the Executive Summary submitted for June Council. No further comments were made in June Council
	Comments from Council members:
	Response

	Comments from Germany

	Germany agrees to the project proposal. The following comments should be taken into account during further planning steps and during project implementation. Although already stated in the project proposal, we would like to reinforce that:
(a) It is of utmost importance in implementing the project at the national and regional level to consider all experiences available not only from multilateral cooperation but also from bilaterals and NGOs; and

(b) Besides pinpointing the gaps in biological information, it is of equal importance to give due consideration to implementation capacities within the government and at community level.
	The comments are well taken and it is agreed that these are important elements of the project and are already taken into account.

	Comments from Switzerland

	1. The project goal is to assist eligible countries meet their commitments under the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA) adopted by COP-7. The project objective is to enable eligible countries in need of assistance to launch early action in response to the COP-7 POW on PAs that complements, but will not be addressed by, other national programmes and projects, including those supported by the GEF, by other official donors, and by international NGOs.

2. To achieve its objective, the project will provide a fast-disbursing and flexible mechanism to assist GEF eligible countries, with an emphasis on Least Developed Countries (LDC) and Small Island Developing States (SIDS), thus generating numerous country-based projects. Based on a needs and feasibility assessment, thirteen activities under the PoWPA were considered as suitable for support under this project.

3. The project is in line with the GEF Operational Programmes 1-4 and fits into the GEF Biodiversity Strategic Priority 1 “Catalysing Sustainability of Protected Areas”. The responses provided in response to the comments made by the STAP, the GEF Secretariat and other agencies are to our satisfaction.

4. The framework of the project, consisting of: (a) a restricted set of activities from the PoWPA eligible for funding; (b) eligibility criteria for funding applications; and (c) selection criteria, which among other things address further co-financing, is well conceived to give a targeted boost to national implementation of the PoW.

5. We particularly appreciate the direct response provided by the project to the request of the Conference of the Parties of the CBD, the strong alignment of the project to the PoW, and the project focus on LDC and SDIS, especially since few of those countries are likely to get a substantial allocation under the RAF.

Main Concerns

6.  We have no main concerns.

Conclusions and Recommendations

7. We recognize that the present project is well conceived and will give a boost to the national implementation of the PoW. Switzerland fully supports the project.

	Further Comments

Project executive Summary, p. 12: Co-financing Sources:

8. There may be a misunderstanding concerning Swiss co-financing of the project: The Swiss Federal Office for the Environment had planned to support the elaboration of the present project during PDF B with an in-kind contribution of USD 5000. Eventually, the project elaboration proceeded without further reliance on this Swiss support.
	The necessary adjustments in the co-financing table have been made. 
(see cover page)

	Comments from US 

	The United States strongly supports the goal of the establishment and maintenance of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas. While we appreciate the desire to streamline approval of funds for this purpose, expedited approval and fast disbursements cannot be at the expense of accountability. In this regard, the United States has a number of serious concerns with the proposal as structured. Finally, the issues raised by this project suggest that it should not have been presented in an intersessional work program, which is intended for plain vanilla projects. Therefore, the United States requests that this project be postponed until the June Council meeting so that the Council can discuss these issues. The United States is prepared to work with the Secretariat and UNDP between now and then to try to find an acceptable way forward.

	1. The results management framework is totally inadequate – the targets measure inputs (how fast projects are approved and money is disbursed) rather than outcomes and impacts. There are not even common indicators for measuring results, which suggests to us that the project does not meet the requirements of GEF’s monitoring and evaluation policy.
	The importance of measuring and documenting the anticipated impacts with respect to the CBD PoWPA, as well as the effectiveness of project in enabling countries to work towards achieving these impacts, is recognized.  A list of impact indicators, based on the eligible activities under the PoWPA, has been developed and these are now included, together with targets, in the log frame. 

	2. It effectively proposes to create a new “small” medium-sized project facility ($50,000-250,000) when there is not yet a GEF policy on such an instrument. In November 2004, the Council approved two pilot programs for fast disbursing, expedited medium-sized projects (MSP) facilities, but set out fairly specific requirements for both pilots (including CEO endorsement and circulation to the Council of project documents) and called for evaluations to take place before extending these mechanisms beyond the two pilots (see November 2004 Council decision and paragraph 22 of GEF/C.24/13).
	This is not a programme, it is a single project submitted for funding in line with normal procedures for a GEF Full Sized Project.  It supports the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas, but in and of itself it is a single project.  It has its own goal, it own objective, a set of specific outcomes, and a set of indicators, with baseline and target values, designed to measure its achievement of that objective and its outcomes, as well as a very specific timeline.
Further, the project is not country based, it does not create any kind of on-going programme, and it does not deal with MSPs.  In particular:

a) The proposed project does not have as one of its objectives to become a permanent funding instrument or program of the GEF, and has a time bound implementation period.

b) The proposed project is strategically and specifically targeted to assist countries (i.e. governments) that have not received GEF funding to take concrete steps for achieving effective National Protected Area Systems. Thus the project is not simply aiming to fill in a resources/funding access gap, but to catalyze the strengthening of policy and institutional frameworks and remove barriers, which will result in governments taking the necessary steps to create new and strengthen existing protected areas.

c) The proposed project is specifically focused on the GEF Biodiversity Focal Area and only in one Strategic Priority – Biodiversity SP 1: ““Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Areas”-, as opposed to being accessible for funding projects in all GEF Focal Areas to advance progress in any of the GEF Strategic Priorities.

d) The selection criteria for providing funding to countries under this project, while including the standard GEF criteria, are specifically designed to exclusively fund selected activities under the CBD Protected Areas Programme of Work (PoWPA) that are not already funded by the GEF or other programs; thus further refining the specific audience and objective of this project.
e) The project design does not contemplate a country-based funding mechanism.

	Third, there seems to be excessive emphasis on capacity building and not enough on achieving the goal of creating and maintaining national parks.
	The project mainly addresses the 2004-2008/09 period of the Programme of Work on Protected Areas and supports the most critical actions required to achieve the outcome of effective and sustainable national systems of protected areas by 2012, covering five main themes: i) ecological gaps analysis, ii) financial sustainability, iii) protected areas management effectiveness, iv) governance and v) institutional and policy reform.

The project is designed to be a catalyst in enabling the necessary environment and policy framework in participating countries for achieving effective and sustainable National Protected Area Systems, within the context and objectives of the CBD PoWPA, and contribute to the creation of new and improve the management of existing protected areas. 

As indicated in the Annex of CBD Decision VII/28
, the best available data on the status and trends on protected areas
 indicates that the current global systems of protected areas are not sufficiently large, sufficiently well-planned, nor sufficiently well-managed to maximize their contribution to biodiversity conservation.  

As such the PoW aims to assist Parties in establishing national programmes of work with targeted goals, actions, specific actors, timeframe, inputs and expected measurable outputs, to achieve the overall goal to support the establishment and maintenance of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for marine areas. 
By funding key critical action and target oriented activities of the PAs PoW, that represent the essential steps for achieving the PoW objective, the project will be directly contributing to a comprehensive approach that will result in the creation of new and effective management of terrestrial and marine protected areas, and the strengthening of National Systems of Protected Areas of beneficiary countries. Such contributions are directly aligned with SP 1: “Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area” which seeks to conserve biodiversity through the expansion, consolidation, and rationalization of national protected area systems (GEF Business Plan FY04-06 GEF/C.21/9).

	Fourth, there is inadequate discussion of the criteria for approving projects, the composition of the technical panel, and the internal financial controls for the overall program.
	While this detail would normally have been developed during Project Appraisal, additional details has been developed in the intervening period and clarifications have been included in the executive summary and project document. 

Specifically regarding the criteria for approving Projects, detail has been developed and added regarding the eligibility and technical selection criteria, and the project implementation section now contains a table describing the main steps for funding proposal selection, funding award and national project supervision.  This includes full public disclosure of all incoming applications on the project web site, as well as the provision of a formal opportunity for all GEF Council members to offer comments and observations on these applications.  
Project Document

Project strategy. Project goal, objective, outcomes and outputs. 
Para 23 – 25 and the two text boxes

Part III. Management Arrangements. Para 37
It has been clarified that the technical panel will include representatives from the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing Agencies, GEF Executing Agencies, NGOs, the STAP roster, and other stakeholders with appropriate knowledge and experience.  That measures will be taken to avoid any potential conflicts of interest in this process, and that UNDP/UNOPS will serve as co-chairs of the selection committee. 
Project Document

Project strategy. Project goal, objective, outcomes and outputs. Para 24
Additional detail has been provided regarding financial controls and procedures with specific provision for financial disbursement to be carried out in accordance with a case by case matching of the standard disbursement modality to the assessed performance of the recipient government agency.  These are (in increasing order of control):

1. disbursement of up to $150,000 in two installments based on satisfactory delivery of work plans, financial plans and reports

2. quarterly advance and reimbursement based on work and financial plans and reports

3. quarterly reimbursement with no advance (ie. the countries must first advance the funds themselves and then UNDP reimburses only expenditures considered appropriate and justified)

4. direct execution by UNDP

Project Document
Part III. Management Arrangements. Para 34, 35
All recipients will be subject to standard annual audit procedures.  Further, qualified professionals will be contracted as necessary to perform spot checks, additional or random audits and any other anti-corruption measures found necessary as a consequence of the various monitoring activities. – clarifications on the internal financial controls have been provided 


b) GEF Secretariat

	GEF Sec comment
	Response

	The need and feasibility assessment during the PDFB has shown general needs and gaps to seek expedited assistance from the GEF to undertake

critical action of the Programme of Work. While the assessment report identified 9 critical actions to be supported by the project, the project brief identified 13 actions to be eligible under the project. Please clarify the reason for this change.


	Initially the needs assessment had followed a very narrow approach and only identified 9 eligible activities. However, during further preparation it was decided to also include those activities that do not have expressly stated deadlines of 2006/2008 but that clearly require critical action in preparation for meeting later deadlines, bringing the final total of eligible activities to 13. This clarification has been included as footnote 5 on p.4 of the Ex Summary.

	A parallel cofinance of $4 million is confirmed from The Nature Conservancy. From the letter attached, it is not entirely clear how this parallel

cofinance and the GEF finance will be used in a coordinated manner so that it could be considered as a package. It is not very clear whether the TNC

financed activities are integrated in the GEF project brief design, with regards to project approach and project activities. Please clarify.


	These funds are managed in parallel but will contribute towards achieving the project’s objective and as such are to be seen as integrated. However, the $ 4 million mentioned has already been allocated to countries under the NISPs. Although this funding will be provided directly by TNC to the beneficiary countries, its use is following closely the guidelines contained in this project submission. The current project has been designed in close consultation with TNC and the other major conservation NGOs and its design has been inspired by the NISP model. 

	Following points to be considered for the eligibility criteria for funding application:

- Proposals that are already being supported by other sources, including GEF, its implementing agencies, and other donor agencies should not be

considered.

- The applicant countries are required to undertake an assessment of their current and expected activities related to PoWPA to identify gaps and

priority areas for support before requesting funding from this project.

- Why do we need a floor ($100,000) for the proposals? Pls clarify.
	These points are indeed fully acknowledged and incorporated in the project design. The need for the floor was initially intended from a transaction cost point of view, but we have now removed this requirement and modified the text as shown in the box on eligibility criteria in para 21, encouraging countries to bundle requests to at least $ 50,000 without making this a hard requirement.
Project Document

Project strategy. Project goal, objective, outcomes and outputs. 
Para 23 – 25 and the two text boxes

	Following points to be considered for the project selection criteria:

- The proposed project activity should be based on identified gaps and priority areas (through the required assessment) for support that could only be

addressed with resources from this GEF project.

- The set of criteria could be further examined and finalized by the Technical Review Committee once it is formed.


	This is acknowledged and will indeed be the case.

	Project assumptions and risks:

Role of international NGOs are briefly noted in this section as assumptions. It would be more useful to clarify what roles and services the international

NGOs are able to and willing to provide, if such demand exists by the government, so that these activities by the NGOs could be an integral part of

the project.
	This seems to be a misunderstanding of what is written there. Further, the roles of INGOs in this project are described summarily in para 31.

	As also noted at the time of pipeline inclusion, the GEFSEC expects a specific strategy and actions to ensure continued utilization of the project outputs and capacities after the project duration and contribute to achieving the overall 2010 targets. Please clarify.
	At the overall project level, this would contribute to the entire POW as adopted by the COP, which can itself be considered the long-term strategy. As mentioned in the document, at the national level, each grant request will have to show how it intends to produce a sustainable outcome (para 28)

	Lessons from running a DM/SGP type program at the global level needs to be documented.
	This will be done before CEO endorsement. 

Annex 4 – new annex of the Project Document

	Current cofinancing ratio is rather low, at less than 1 to 0.5. With the strong commitment made by the

international NGOs to the initiatives at the COP7, it is expected that the cofinancing ratio is higher. Pls explain.


	While we would like to agree with this observation, we would like to ensure the GEFSec that every possible effort was made to obtain more firm co-financing, including participation at the donors meeting in Montecatini, Italy in June, without concrete results. We reiterate that further cofinancing, though modest and likely in-kind, will be requested for each grant request.

	From the text, it is understood that the cost incurred for the technical assistant for gap analysis in LDCs and SIDs would be deducted from the funding award ceiling of $250,000. Why is there an additional budget allocated for TA consultants of

$80000? Pls Clarify.


	These funds are meant to be able to organize some regional level workshops on specific technical issues (like gap analysis methods) to provide some additional assistance to these countries that typically do not have significant capacity. The small preparatory grants would serve to undertake the actual national level analyses.

	UNDP's experience in managing the Small Grants Programme as well as country offices in many of the targeted LDCs and SIDs countries could be

highlighted.
	Part III. Management Arrangements. Para 37


	It is expected that strong coordination and communication are maintained with the GEFSEC and IAs during the project implementation.
	This is indeed planned.


c)   Review by expert from STAP Roster 
STAP Review of Project 2613: Supporting Country Critical Action on Protected Areas
Reviewer: Jeffrey A. McNeely, Chief Scientist, IUCN.
	STAP Comments
	Response

	INTRODUCTION: This is a global project that has been prepared in response to the programme of work on protected areas developed by the Seventh Conference of Parties of the Convention on Biological Diversity.  As a global project, some of the GEF project review elements are not necessarily relevant.  Rather, this review highlights general issues that could be addressed to improve the project overall, leaving the specific issues to be considered in the context of the country-specific projects that are to be submitted.  

	1. In paragraph 2 of the project summary, three inadequacies of existing protected areas are identified, but the first two are simply different ways of saying the same thing.  Established protected areas that “are not fulfilling their biodiversity conservation objectives” (point i) is generally due to insufficient “quality and management” of these existing systems of protected areas (point ii).  Instead, the first inadequacy should be rephrased something like “in many countries, the existing protected area network does not fulfill national biodiversity conservation objectives.”  This would open up the scope of the project to include the establishment of new protected areas rather than focusing only on those that have already been established; and indeed, this element is addressed in the proposed eligible activities.
	Indeed, we see the point, although i) is generally due to ii), this is not necessarily the only reason why established PAs are not fulfilling their BD conservation objectives. We however find the suggested rephrasing acceptable and have made the change in the text.



	2.      A strength of the project is the inclusion of protected areas in the marine and freshwater realms. 
	n/a

	3.      An additional strength is the intention to streamline GEF procedures to expedite the disbursement of resources.  This is likely to be especially welcomed by the target countries.
	n/a

	4.      The intention to give particular attention to the least developed countries and the small island developing states is entirely appropriate, though at least some of the latter are unlikely to be eligible for GEF support (for example, Singapore).
	Obviously, regular GEF eligible criteria would continue to apply and in case of conflict (like the example cited), GEF eligibility criteria would take precedence.

	5.      The intention to begin disbursement in 2006 is ambitious, but realistic, especially because the duration of the project is four years.  Beginning the disbursement of funding to get things moving should not be taken to imply that the entire amount available to a country needs to be dispersed quickly; in many cases, slower disbursement, following the quick initial disbursement, is likely to be a better strategy as absorptive capacity is built.  
	This point is well taken. While it is definitely planned to facilitate the disbursement process in an effort to expedite the delivery of assistance, this process will continue to be guided by appropriate due diligence, monitoring and UNDP’s procedures in this regard (having its own built-in checks and balances).

	The listed activities are generally appropriate, but they do raise a few questions: 

Activity 1.1.1. Regional level protected area targets and indicators seem like a good idea, but the project implementation mechanism has no means of addressing the regional aspects.  Will this be addressed by the implementing agency? Or will regional groupings of countries be expected to prepare such targets and indicators?  If the latter, will this be counted against their USD$ 250,000 limit?  If so, this may be a disincentive for regional cooperation.
	The objective of this project is to support countries to meet their obligations. We have “unbolded” the “regional” in the table presenting the activities to be supported. This project would support countries formulate national targets. Any regional targets would have to be informed by those, but this project will not be involved in this.

	Activity 1.1.4. This activity contains numerous innovations, such as co-managed protected areas, private protected areas, and indigenous and local community conserved areas.  Yet the project is restricted to providing funds only to governments.  If governments receive the funds, how will funding then flow to private protected areas, local community conserved areas, and so forth?  While one might hope that governments would be glad to share their allocation with these innovative approaches, the evidence for such generosity is scarce.  Experience from the UNDP Small Grants Facility has shown that direct disbursement to non-governmental actors can also be effective, and sometimes even more effective than government allocations.  But at the very least the Implementing Agency will need to give some thought to how to ensure that some reasonable proportion of the available funding is applied to these more innovative forms of protected area management.


	The activity as formulated was agreed to by the COP and its constituent government members/representatives. We acknowledge the possibility for this not achieving its full potential due to the fact that funding will be channeled through governments. However, the proposed activity calls for reviews of these innovative options for BD conservation with the full participation of non-government stakeholders. This participation is not necessarily only achieved by direct disbursements to non-governmental actors. In addition, GEF policy specifically requires “participation by all stakeholders” and it is not considered appropriate for GEF, nor UNDP, to intervene in internal governance issues. Nevertheless, the point is well taken and merits particular attention at the time of decisions on awarding grants to governments and during the monitoring of their implementation.

	Activity 1.1.5.         This activity addresses protected area system gap analysis, which relates back to the earlier point about inadequacies of protected area systems.  This is an important activity, and the project would be somewhat more coherent if the problem of gaps in the system were identified earlier in the project document.
	As mentioned before, we have chosen to follow the PoW, as it was presented. The particular order in which these activities are presented should not be mistaken for any order of importance. The POW is intended to be comprehensive covering all possible situations in all member countries and hence can be quite generic at times. Not all activities are of relevance to all countries, and each activity may differ in importance from country to country.

	Activity 1.2.1. While evaluating experiences on integrating protected areas into broader sectoral plans is a good idea, it does not go nearly far enough.  Having evaluated the experience, surely the result should be some specific advice on how to improve the integration of protected areas into, for example, poverty reduction strategies.
	While this point may be valid, the STAP reviewer’s critique is of the CBD POW on Protected Areas and not the project. The project does not go beyond the parameters of the POW.

	Activity 2.1.2. While promoting a broad set of protected area governance types is an excellent and innovative idea, experience suggests that government protected area agencies are likely to be rather conservative in this regard, and seek to promote their traditional approaches rather than to innovate, especially when such innovation gives management responsibility to independent agents like indigenous and local communities.  This relates back to Activity 1.1.4, and will call for some guidance or other incentives by the Implementing Agency or some of the project partners.
	Our comment made under activity 1.1.4 is also of relevance here.



	Activities 3.1.1 and 3.1.5 are rather similar, and perhaps the Implementing Agency should seek projects that address both of these activities simultaneously.
	This seems a reasonable and feasible suggestion and will be considered during the process of awarding the grant requests.

	Activity 3.1.2 is an excellent idea, in dealing with the contributions of protected areas to the country’s economy and culture.  If a reasonable number of the recipient countries choose to address this activity, the information gained could become far more valuable if it where collated into a more comprehensive assessment of protected area values, and how they contribute to the Millennium Development Goals.  The project therefore should have a budget line for synthesizing results from the many country projects that are likely to be carried out.
	Agreed. This is addressed under output 3.2 which is intended to accommodate exactly these type of syntheses.



	Activity 3.2.1, on capacity needs, should also seek to work with existing regional training institutions, such as those in Tanzania, Cameroon, Costa Rica, and South Africa. 
	This is indeed a useful suggestion and will be taken into consideration when reviewing grant applications.

	Activity 3.4.1 contains what probably is a typo in referring to 2005; this is no simple matter, and is likely to require at least a full year.


	Unfortunately, this is actually not a typo, and this date was agreed upon by the COP in approving the POW. It is the only activity in the work plan that has a deadline in 2005. Obviously, this will require a pragmatic approach, knowing well that it will not be possible to complete this activity by 2005 (at least not with the assistance to be provided under this project).

	Activity 4.1.2, regarding the long-term monitoring system, is likely to be much more useful if it covers many more than one country.  Perhaps several countries could work on developing national monitoring systems, but the real utility of this activity will come in developing a more global monitoring system that could be used by parties to the CBD to assess progress in implementing the Programme of Work on protected areas.


	We fully agree. We would also like to refer you to the full and complete POW which contains additional activities listed under this goal that would address this point. The Secretariat of the CBD is also to take on responsibility for some of this. 
As a general point on the issues raised in this section of the review, it should be noted that the currently proposed project has built on and responds to the activities of the Programme of Work on Protected Areas as it was approved by COP7. The text of none of them has been altered in any way and this was done on purpose, as the consensual approval of the POW by the COP does not give us the mandate to change these negotiated activities. Anything that goes beyond the POW, should be presented in a normal project, following established procedures and should be submitted for review by Council separately.

	7.      The Implementing Agency will not provide technical support for preparing applications, but it is not clear how much technical support might be provided by the Implementing Agency in the actual design of the projects and in assisting in their implementation.  And as suggested above, the project is likely to produce some important lessons that can only be well captured in the form of a synthesis of experience across numerous countries.  It is not realistic to expect individual countries to produce such a synthesis, so the project should have a budget allocation for producing such products and ensuring their wide distribution.  


	See our response above under your issue related to activity 3.1.2. This provision exists under output 3.2 of the project. Overall, the “hands-off” implementation arrangements proposed for this project are part of the design elements that would enhance speed in delivery of the assistance. To a certain extent this will be a trade-off against more hands-on but slower design and implementation assistance to be provided by UNDP. In addition, we would like to remind of the possibility of following the normal GEF project route that could be used to address this need. Finally, we further recall that many of the international NGO’s have stated commitments in this regard and could be approached to fill this gap.

	8.      Countries are expected to assess their current and expected biodiversity conservation activities, but the project document does not mention that these countries have already prepared a National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, which should already serve as such an assessment of gaps and identification of priority areas for support.  While this may not always be the case in reality, it should at least be mentioned in the project document as a place to begin any such assessment; this would provide continuity with earlier GEF support to countries, and help reinforce the value of such earlier efforts.
	This is agreed and the omission was unintentional. Changes to this effect have been made to the text in the relevant sections.



	9.      A useful innovation that this project can help nourish is National Implementation Support Partnerships (NISPs).  While only seventeen of these exist to date, this project may stimulate many more of them to be established.  This innovation can also help to enhance the sustainability of the investment made under the project.
	In fact, it appears that there are already 20 of them and indeed we agree with the recommendation that more of them could be encouraged. We have made a reference to this in the text.

	10.     At least some of the countries that are eligible for support under this project may well already be receiving GEF support for protected areas, for example, from a World Bank project.  The implementing agency might wish to consider how to address this situation.


	Not just some, many countries are already receiving some form of GEF support for their protected areas, either through UNDP or the World Bank. As it was a fundamental precept of this project not to duplicate efforts and to carefully avoid funding activities that could be better, or are already being addressed by regular GEF support, this will be duly taken into account when the grant requests will be received and reviewed for consideration.

	11.     Given the emphasize on SIDS, the Implementing Agency may need to ensure that it has available technical expertise to advise on the kinds of protected areas that are most appropriate in such situations.  Indeed, it might be worth considering holding a SIDS workshop on protected areas for such countries, given their many commonalities (relatively weak protected area management agencies, complications over terrestrial versus marine habitat management approaches, insufficient staff, and so forth).  SIDS may be especially appropriate for community conserved areas, but sharing experience and innovations is likely to be a constraint unless such an effort is included under this project (perhaps as an element of another SIDS activity).


	The need for this kind of communication is already incorporated in activities 2.1.1 and 2.1.3 of the logframe.



	12.     Bioplan was an excellent innovation under a previous multi-country GEF project (on NBSAPs).  A similar such effort could be a useful element of this project as well.


	Such a mechanism, if considered useful and appropriate, could be also be accommodated by activities 2.1.1 and 2.1.3 of the logical framework of the project.

	CONCLUSION:

This project is an excellent idea, but because it depends on generating numerous country-based projects, many of the normal review elements are not relevant at this stage.  But I recommend the approval of this project, and applaud its several innovations.  The Implementing Agency will need to give careful consideration to how to provide appropriate technical support and how to synthesize the results from the individual projects into a set of more broadly useful tools.


3.
justification for major changes in the project, if any

             n/a
4.
required attachments

a) Project Appraisal Document
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SECTION I:  Elaboration of the Narrative
PART I:  Situation Analysis 

1. Protected areas are widely recognized as a cornerstone of biodiversity conservation and sustainable development, and are fundamental to achieving all three objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD).  A comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative global network of protected areas is crucial for significantly reducing the rate of biodiversity loss by 2010, a target adopted as part of the CBD’s Strategic Plan and agreed to by Governments at the World Summit on Sustainable Development.  Protected area systems also contribute to the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals and provide a range of important benefits to people, including preservation of natural and cultural heritage, provision of goods and services and direct support to livelihoods.

2. However, despite recent progress, the existing global system of protected areas is inadequate in three ways:  (i) many protected areas already established are not fulfilling their biodiversity conservation objectives; (ii) the quality and management of existing systems of protected areas are insufficient; and (iii) the participation of indigenous peoples and local communities in establishing and managing protected areas, as agreed under the CBD, is still limited.  Achieving adequate representation in protected area systems will require urgent attention to both irreplaceable and highly vulnerable sites and to remaining large, intact areas, including in the marine and freshwater realms, which are severely under-represented.  Management and financing of many protected areas, in particular in developing countries, must be significantly improved.  Both direct and indirect threats to protected areas, including habitat loss and fragmentation, climate change, the spread of invasive alien species, population growth and a host of other threats associated with human activity, must be addressed on a priority basis.  Protected area establishment and management must more effectively involve local and indigenous communities.

3. As one of the conditions for the replenishment of the current phase of the GEF (GEF-3) a number of strategic priorities were identified and adopted to guide the programming of resources.  GEF Strategic Priority 1 in Biodiversity (BD-1) seeks to ensure and catalyze the long-term sustainability of protected area systems, and in particular the demonstration and implementation of innovative financial mechanisms and capacity building for long-term sustainability including through legislation, policy and enabling activities and institutional and individual capacity building.

4. The Conference of the Parties (COP) of the CBD, at its 7th meeting in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia in February 2004, adopted an ambitious Programme of Work on Protected Areas (decision VII/28).  The overall objective of this Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA) is the establishment and maintenance of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for marine areas.

5. In its decision VII/20, Further guidance to the financial mechanism, the COP requests the GEF, respecting national targets and priorities, to support the implementation of the Programme of Work, and in particular to:

(a) in collaboration with other donors, encourage increased support to address the long-term sustainability of protected areas, including through different mechanisms and instruments, to help achieve the target of securing, by 2008, sufficient resources to meet the costs to effectively implement and manage national and regional systems of protected areas;

(b) further develop its portfolio on protected areas towards comprehensive, representative and effectively managed protected area systems addressing system wide needs; and

(c) support country driven critical action by continuing to streamline its procedures and the provision of fast disbursing resources through expedited means.

6. The GEF Council requested proposals responding to point (c), and this Supporting Country Critical Action on Protected Areas project is a direct response to this request.  This project document has been developed based on broad stakeholder consultations and a Needs and Feasibility Assessment supported by PDF B funds.  

7. A Needs and Feasibility Assessment for this project, conducted in March 2005 as part of the PDF B support, reported a consensus view among stakeholders that a new, modest-sized, flexible, and relatively fast-moving GEF project could make a critically important contribution to helping countries start implementation of the PoWPA, mainly because existing mechanisms and resources would not be able to provide the consistent country-by-country coverage of funding gaps.
  Without such new funding, and relying on existing mechanisms, there is widespread concern that because many countries are simply lacking the resources and capacity to make a start, very little will have been achieved by the imminent deadlines.

8. The CBD Meeting of Donor Agencies and Other Relevant Organizations to Discuss Options for Mobilizing  New and Additional Funding for the Implementation of the Programme of Work on Protected Areas in Montecatini, Italy, on 20-21 June 2005, reiterated the urgency of providing financial support to meet impending deadlines, especially in the case of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and the Small Island Developing States (SIDS):  “Encouragement of the Global Environment Facility to move expeditiously to support country critical action on protected areas, bearing in mind the targets in 2006 of the  programme of work on protected areas, in order to ensure that many projects are  implemented by 2008.”

PART II:  Strategy

Project Rationale and Policy Conformity

9. The PDF B Project Document described the rationale for this project as follows:

· The PoWPA is very ambitious, including many activities to be implemented by countries relatively quickly, with ultimate target dates of 2010 (terrestrial) and 2012 (marine).

· Several key PoW activities have 2006 deadlines.

· Few countries are so far taking either the urgent steps needed to meet the 2006 deadlines or the preparatory steps needed to achieve the later deadlines.

· While official donors and NGOs are mobilizing resources likely to contribute to the PoW, a significant number of recipient countries are expected to lack the capacity and/or resources to take the critical actions needed if the COP-7 goals and deadlines are to be met.

· A GEF-financed mechanism in the form of enabling activities supported by the proposed project could assist these countries, especially, LDCs and SIDS, to take these “critical actions.”

· The proposed project would complement other projects supporting protected areas under the GEF’s Biodiversity Strategic Priority 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Areas.

10. Consultations during the Needs and Feasibility Assessment highlighted the impracticability of meeting the 2006 deadlines  and suggested strongly that improved results are more likely to be generated over a time frame that is more consistent with the timing of the entire PoWPA.  The focus of this project, therefore, is on helping eligible countries carry out critical actions designed to show progress in the selected PoW Activities in 2006, but not to have completed them by that time.  The project will also include critical actions on PoW Activities with deadlines later than 2006, since meeting those later deadlines will require critical action in preparation.  The duration of the overall project will be a period of four years, beginning in 2006.

11. The Needs and Feasibility Assessment screened all 90 PoW activities to identify those potentially suited for inclusion in the project, i.e., those that would be compatible with the scale (<$250,000 per country) and timing (critical action needed) of this project.  Critical action in this sense includes PoW activities with 2006 and 2008/9 deadlines, and those activities that clearly require critical action in preparation for meeting later deadlines.  In addition, an assessment of funding gaps and needs for each activity was made.  The following table lists the thirteen
 COP-7 PoW activities (highlighted in bold), along with the overall PoW goals under which they fall, that were determined to be suitable for support under this project.  The overall goals are beyond the scope of this project and more suited to support from existing GEF mechanisms and other donors, and are indicated here solely for the purpose of providing context for the individual eligible activities.

Table 1.  COP-7 Programme of Work on Protected Areas:  Activities Eligible for Funding (in bold)

	Goal 1.1
	To establish and strengthen national and regional systems of protected areas integrated into a global network as a contribution to globally agreed goals.

	Activity 1.1.1
	By 2006, establish suitable time-bound and measurable national and regional level protected area targets and indicators.

	Activity 1.1.4
	By 2006, conduct, with the full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities and relevant stakeholders, national-level reviews of existing and potential forms of conservation, and their suitability for achieving biodiversity conservation goals, including innovative types of governance for protected areas that need to be recognized and promoted through legal, policy, financial institutional and community mechanisms, such as protected areas run by Government agencies at various levels, co-managed protected areas, private protected areas, indigenous and local community conserved areas.

	Activity 1.1.5
	By 2006 complete protected area system gap analyses at national and regional levels based on the requirements for representative systems of protected areas that adequately conserve terrestrial, marine and inland water biodiversity and ecosystems. National plans should also be developed to provide interim measures to protect highly threatened or highly valued areas wherever this is necessary.

	Goal 1.2
	To integrate protected areas into broader land- and seascapes and sectors so as to maintain ecological structure and function

	Activity 1.2.1
	Evaluate by 2006 national and sub-national experiences and lessons learned on specific efforts to integrate protected areas into broader land- and seascapes and sectoral plans and strategies such as poverty reduction strategies.

	Goal 2.1
	To promote equity and benefit-sharing

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

	Goal 3.1
	To provide an enabling policy, institutional and socio-economic environment for protected areas 

	Activity 3.1.1
	By 2006, identify legislative and institutional gaps and barriers that impede the effective establishment and management of protected areas, and by 2009, effectively address these gaps and barriers

	Activity 3.1.2
	Conduct national-level assessments of the contributions of protected areas, considering as appropriate environmental services, to the country's economy and culture, and to the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals at the national level; and integrate the use of economic valuation and natural resource accounting tools into national planning processes in order to identify the hidden and non-hidden economic benefits provided by protected areas and who appropriates these benefits.

	Activity 3.1.5 
	Identify and remove perverse incentives and inconsistencies in sectoral policies that increase pressure on protected areas, or take action to mitigate their perverse effects. Whenever feasible, redirect these to positive incentives for conservation.

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

	Goal 3.2
	To build capacity for the planning, establishment and management of protected areas

	Activity 3.2.1
	By 2006 complete national protected-area capacity needs assessments, and establish capacity building programs on the basis of these assessments including the creation of curricula, resources and programs for the sustained delivery of protected areas management training.

	Goal 3.4
	To ensure financial sustainability of protected areas and national and regional systems of protected areas

	Activity 3.4.1
	Conduct a national-level study by 2005 of the effectiveness in using existing financial resources and of financial needs related to the national system of protected areas and identify options for meeting these needs through a mixture of national and international resources and taking into account the whole range of possible funding instruments, such as public funding, debt for nature swaps, elimination of perverse incentives and subsidies, private funding, taxes and fees for ecological services .

	Goal 4.1
	To develop and adopt  minimum standards and best practices for national and regional protected area systems

	Activity 4.1.2
	Develop and implement an efficient, long-term monitoring system of the outcomes being achieved through protected area systems in relation to the goals and targets of this work programme.

	Goal 4.2
	To evaluate and improve the effectiveness of protected areas management

	Activity 4.2.1
	Develop and adopt, by 2006, appropriate methods, standards, criteria and indicators for evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management and governance, and set up a related database, taking into account the IUCN-WCPA framework for evaluating management effectiveness, and other relevant methodologies, which should be adapted to local conditions.


12. The considerations emerging from the Needs and Feasibility Assessment have led to a revised project approach:

· This project will provide an effective mechanism for activities addressing priority elements of the PoW, including capacity building for implementation of the PoW.

· This project will support national priority actions from the PoW that are not being supported by GEF or other donor, national or NGO activities, including but not limited to activities designed to be completed by COP-8 (May 2006).

· This project will encourage countries that have already started or are ready to start implementing the PoW with its ambitious deadlines.  In a catalytic role, this project should directly address CBD and COP priorities by complementing other GEF biodiversity conservation activities as well as the support for PoW activities being provided by the international conservation NGOs.  While full size GEF projects and those of other donors are likely to be the principal contribution to the PoW, this project will complement these activities.

Project Goal, Objective, Outcomes, and Outputs

13. The project goal is to assist eligible countries to achieve effective National Systems of Protected Areas in accordance with their commitments under the Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoW PA) adopted by the Convention on Biological Diversity at its 7th meeting (COP-7).

14. The project objective is to enable eligible countries in need of assistance to undertake critical actions in response to the Programme of Work on Protected Areas that complements but will not be addressed by other national programs and projects, including those supported by the GEF, by other official donors and by international NGOs.
  This objective will be achieved through obtaining the following outcomes and outputs:

Outcome 1:  Eligible countries receive direct support for undertaking critical actions under the Programme of Work on Protected Areas.

Output 1.1:  Funding awards to support critical action on protected areas PoW reviewed, selected, and under implementation.  

Outcome 2:  LDCs and SIDS are not disadvantaged by limited capacity in receiving direct support to undertake critical actions.

Output 2.1:  LDCs and SIDS successfully apply for, and receive, support under this project.

Outcome 3:  Successful approaches to taking critical action on the Programme of Work on Protected Areas and lessons learned about project implementation disseminated and applied by countries

Output 3.1:  Project progress and lessons are identified, tracked, and documented at the country level

Output 3.2: Project progress and lessons are identified, tracked, documented, and communicated at the global level

The activities that will be undertaken to produce these outcomes and outputs are summarized in Section II:  Strategic Results Framework and in Annex B of the Executive Summary. Annex C of the Executive Summary also includes a list of the specific indicators that will be used to monitor and evaluate the more substantive impacts of the project in achieving the project’s goal (further details in the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework section).

15. This project will provide an effective mechanism to assist GEF eligible countries, with an emphasis on LDCs and SIDS, to undertake country-driven critical actions consistent with the PoW.  The project will fill short-term needs in support of PoW activities being provided by other GEF full-sized and medium-sized projects, by international conservation NGOs, and by other donors, and will enable the countries themselves to better use this other external support.  

16. This project is expected to disburse up to $9.4 million of GEF resources plus co-financing through funding amounts of up to $250,000 per country.  Thus, about 35 funding awards are anticipated.  Any additional co-financing from other donors would increase the financial resources available to countries, while all project management costs will already have been met by GEF resources.  Priority will be given to supporting LDCs and SIDS.  It is expected that at least 50% of funding awards will be made to LDCs and SIDS.  (For a list of LDCs and SIDS with information about compliance with basic eligibility criteria – GEF member country and CBD ratification – see Annex 1.)

17. Recognizing the urgent need to facilitate critical actions if progress is to be made towards the ambitious PoW goals, this project will take a streamlined and transparent approach to assuring prompt and effective action by participating countries.  Among the best practices adopted for this project are straightforward and comprehensible application materials and procedures, impartial and transparent project screening and selection with clear eligibility and selection criteria, a voluntary project selection and approval committee composed of technical specialists, and a strong system of financial control to prevent misuse of funds and ensure full accountability.

18. An initial request for proposals (RfP) will be made within 3 months of project approval.    The proposals will be selected by an international technical review committee.  The first round of funding awards is expected to be announced in the first half of 2007.  RfPs are projected to be held at least twice a year for up to three years, but it is hoped that all grants will be awarded within the first 18-24 months.

19. Clear and accessible application procedures and user-friendly guidance materials will be disseminated to potential applicant countries, although the project will not provide technical support or financial assistance for preparing applications.  Funding applications will be based on a simple template, and will be kept as brief as possible.  Only national governments of GEF eligible countries will be able to apply for and receive funding through this project.  Only activities consistent with the GEF’s operational programs and strategic priorities in biodiversity conservation will be supported by the project.  Successful proposals will be selected by a volunteer technical review committee.  Funding awards will be made to countries during 2007-2009 for activities to be carried out over a period of up to two years.

20. All country funding requests will need to show how the priority PoW activities to be supported by the project fit into an overall national approach to the PoW while complementing activities supported by GEF, other official donors, and conservation NGOs.  Prior to any funding application, countries will need to carry out an assessment  of their current and expected biodiversity conservation activities during the period covered by the PoW (or use the results of any equivalent exercise already conducted), in order to assess gaps and identify priority areas for support that could only be addressed with resources from this project.  This assessment would generally not be supported by this project, although it is hoped that other official donors and international NGOs would support these assessments.  In the case of SIDS and LDCs, a maximum of $15,000 (coming out of the $ 250k total) will be made available to support this assessment, as an essential step in proposal preparation.

21. Each applicant country will prepare a matrix work plan for the PoW – identifying gaps and priorities after assessing pipeline, planned, and current activities – before funding from this project can be requested.  To access funds from this project, countries will need to show that their planned activities build on and complement existing and planned work of government, other national stakeholders, and international partners.  This should form part of any current government-led protected area planning process that allows for the comprehensive approach called for under the PoW.  These assessment and documentation requirements, to be completed before funding can be requested, will help to ensure country ownership of the process. 

22. To help translate the COP-7 commitments into national action, a set of countries have developed National Implementation Support Partnerships (NISPs).  These NISPs are typically formal agreements among government agencies, international NGOs and local NGOs, identifying activities to be taken within the countries to implement the PoWPA, and in a few cases, including commitments of funding and technical assistance.  There are currently about 20 formal NISP agreements in place.  Such framework agreements should help strengthen the capacity of eligible countries to apply for funding from this project.

23. Funding applications will be initially processed to ensure that basic eligibility criteria are met.  These criteria will be clearly outlined in the RfP.  All incoming funding applications will be posted publically on the project website and GEF Council members will be informed of all such postings and be invited to provide comments and observations to the technical review committee.

Eligibility Criteria for Funding Applications

· Funding awards will only be made to national governments.

· Normal GEF eligibility requirements apply and applicant countries must have signed and ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity.

· The proposed actions must be consistent and explicitly in line with one or more of the PoW Activities selected as most appropriate for project support; these are shown in Table 1.

· Applicant countries will need to show that the proposed activities to be funded build on and complement existing and planned work of government, other national stakeholders, and international partners.

· Proposed activities must be completed within two years of receiving the funding award from this project.

· Proposals requesting support for activities already being supported fully by the GEF or its Implementing Agencies will not be considered.

· No more than one application per country may be submitted for each round of funding.

· Countries may receive more than one funding award from this project, but with a total funding limit of US$250,000 per country.

· Unsuccessful applicants may reapply in a later round.

· Proposals are invited up to US$250,000. There will not be a firm floor amount, although countries will be encouraged to bundle requests to at least US $ 50,000 in order to keep transaction costs limited.

· Equipment purchases will not be eligible.

24. Funding awards will be determined by an impartial technical review and selection committee using established transparent selection procedures.  The technical review committee responsible for selecting successful funding applications will include representatives from the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing Agencies, GEF Executing Agencies, NGOs, the STAP roster, and other stakeholders with appropriate knowledge and experience. Measures will be taken to avoid any potential conflicts of interest in this process. UNDP/GEF will serve as co-chair of the selection committee. Project selection criteria will include the following considerations: 

Technical Review Committee Selection Criteria

· Eligibility requirements are met.

· The actions proposed for support have not received full funding from other sources.

· Cofinancing is available, in cash and/or in kind.

· Activities emphasize concrete actions towards achieving effective and sustainable National Protected Area Systems, including those directly and indirectly resulting in creation of new protected areas and improved management for existing protected areas.

· Outcomes and results are clearly articulated, realistic and sustainable.

· There is a clear matrix work plan and budget.

· An M&E plan is laid out with clearly stated indicators.

· Activities include partnerships with other, nongovernmental stakeholders (e.g., some type of multi-stakeholder National Implementation Support Partnership (NISP) in place).

· There are clear linkages with country priorities.

· The funding ceiling per country will be US$250,000, but this figure should not be considered an entitlement.  Funding awards are likely to vary in size according to the needs outlined in the proposals.  The technical selection committee will review each request carefully and adjust funding amounts if necessary.

· Special consideration will be given to applications from LDCs and SIDS.  

25. A UNDP/GEF project team will supervise the implementation of successful funding applications.  The project includes modest communications activities to help reach eligible country governments, and will share and publicize successful approaches and promote learning between countries.  A monitoring and evaluation system with impact indicators has been developed to track and assess project effectiveness and global impacts.

Country Eligibility and Ownership

26. This project will apply the normal GEF eligibility requirements.  Countries, in order to benefit from this assistance, will have signed and ratified the Convention on Biological Biodiversity.

27. In order to access funds from this project, countries will need to show in their application that the proposed activities build on and complement existing and planned work of government, other national stakeholders, and international partners.  These assessment and documentation requirements, to be completed before funding can be requested, will help to ensure that the process is country driven.  Moreover, a letter of endorsement by the national GEF Focal Point will be required for all proposals submitted to this project, thereby contributing to country ownership. 

Sustainability

28. It has been noted regarding the PoWPA that “for the first time in any international treaty or convention process, governments have committed to a set of ambitious and specific targets, timetables and activities on protected areas.”
  This project responds to the CBD request for GEF assistance to implement the PoW, and promotes the institutional and financial sustainability of national protected areas systems by assisting governments in undertaking the necessary steps – strategic analysis, stakeholder consultation, action plans, capacity building, and monitoring, and particularly completion of a sustainable financing action plan.  The thirteen PoW activities this project is designed to support set the foundation for the realization of the far more ambitious longer-tem goals of the overall PoW.  Critical action on the PoW will contribute to the sustainability of protected area planning and management, and ultimately to the national and global biodiversity benefits produced by protected areas. Attention to expected sustainability of project outputs will be given at the time of individual (national) grant requests and will be expected to contain a specific strategy outlining how this would be ensured.

Replicability

29. This project is designed to encourage countries that have not yet started or are ready to start implementing their commitments under the PoW on protected areas.  It will serve a catalytic function by helping countries to initiate PoW activities and to complement those activities that are being implemented by the GEF, international conservation NGOs, and other donors.  By sharing the process of project design and implementation across countries (Outcome 3), countries should learn from the experiences and methods of other participating countries.  Beyond this, participating countries will contribute to creating a replicability mechanism to leverage capacity, expertise, resources, and conservation financing for the achievement of the PoW and national and global systems of protected areas.

PART III:  Management Arrangements

30. The Implementing Agency
 for this global project is UNDP via its Regional Center for Europe and CIS (RBEC), based in Bratislava. RBEC will support the project’s implementation by maintaining the project budget, monitor the project’s implementation and achievement of the project outcomes and outputs, and will ensure the proper use of UNDP/GEF funds. The Executing Agency for the project is UNOPS. Financial transactions, reporting and auditing will be carried out in compliance with the regulations and established UNDP rules and procedures for UNOPS executed projects. 
31. The project will establish a Project Board to be responsible for the overall direction and management of the project. The Project Board reviews and approves project plans and authorizes any major deviation from these agreed plans. The Project Board will have the following composition covering the main three roles: (i) UNDP/GEF Principal Technical Advisor on Biodiversity – performing the Executive role; (ii) Team Leader, Biodiversity at GEF Secretariat performing the Senior Supplier role; and (iii) representative of the CBD Secretariat performing the Senior Beneficiary role. 

32. Project Assurance role will be carried out by UNDP/GEF Regional Technical Advisor for Biodiversity (the Task Manager) and the Portfolio Manager of the UNOPS. Project assurance role will support the Project Board by carrying out objective and independent project oversight and monitoring functions. 

33. The project will hire a Project Manager (international staff), following the UNOPS rules and procedures.  Terms of Reference for the Project Manager are attached. The Project Manager will prepare, with the support of consultants as needed, the project website and application materials and guidelines, including established eligibility and selection criteria; publicize the availability of funds to support critical action on protected areas in eligible countries; create a simple monitoring and evaluation system that produces lessons learned and good practices to be shared among countries. The Project Manager will Country outreach and communications will be accomplished through the UNDP RCUs and CO network and the CBD and GEF Focal Points. 

34. The Project Support role provides project administration and management support to the Project Manager as required. This support will be provided by the Programme Associate of the Regional Coordination Unit in Bratislava (for the aspects related to the UNDP/GEF – PIMS; quarterly reports, ASL) and by the Program Assistant of the Energy and Environment Practice for the aspects related to ATLAS. Project teams will be established for each grant, once the project will start implementation and grant disbursement. The composition will be different from country to country and will be detailed in the grant application from each country.
35. The project will establish an International Technical Review Committee (ITRC) composed of representatives from the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing Agencies (UNDP, World Bank, UNEP), GEF Executing Agencies, NGOs (TNC, IUCN, WWF, WCS), the STAP (Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel) roster, and other stakeholders with appropriate knowledge and experience. The ITRC will be chaired by a representative from STAP. Measures will be taken to avoid any potential conflicts of interest in this process. Terms of Reference for the ITRC are attached. The ITRC will meet either physically or virtually to review and approve the funding awards using the established transparent selection procedures. 
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36. Role of the UNDP Country Offices: In country supervision will be provided by UNDP Country office programme managers supported by UNDP Project Implementation Unit. PAEA will rely on the UNDP country office and its existing knowledge of the country situation.  Specifically UNDP country offices will be asked to screen grant proposals to: (i) assess the risk of grant abuse; (ii) determine the standard financial control method to be used; and (iii) recommend where certain applicants should use a different, and approved, financial partner. In addition, the COs will conduct regular meetings with the recipient Government agency and conduct M&E just to make sure that funds are utilized properly and activities are progressing well. 
37. Once grant decisions are made, a LoA (Letter of Agreement) is signed between the UNOPS and the governmental agency which will be the recipient of the grant. The LoA which will be used by the PAEA will be based on the standardized agreements designed by UNOPS with all the needed protective provisions such as the first tranche release never going beyond 20% except under exceptional circumstances (i.e. only grants of very small amounts for one time activities), requiring 3 to 4 tranches per year, and no release of any tranche funds without approved reports and submission of proper receipts. The LoA will set out:

(a) the responsibilities for each party;

(b) the activities to be undertaken;

(c) the outputs to be produced;

(d) the performance criteria for the release of future tranches of funding;

(e) duration of activities;

(f) reporting arrangements for credit release purposes.

38. Financial disbursement will be carried out in accordance with a case by case matching of the standard disbursement modality to the assessed performance of the recipient government agency.  These are (in increasing order of control):

· disbursement of up to $150,000 in installments based on satisfactory delivery of work plans, financial plans and reports

· quarterly advance and reimbursement based on work and financial plans and reports

· quarterly reimbursement with no advance (ie. the countries must first advance the funds themselves and then UNDP reimburses only expenditures considered appropriate and justified)

· direct implementation of activities/projects by UNDP

39. The PAEA uses UNDP’s Enterprise Resource Platform (Atlas) to conduct and track every single financial transaction. Where international NGO or other bilateral partners are cooperating in project support, additional monitoring and controls will be in place. All recipients will be subject to standard audit procedures. Qualified professionals will be contracted as necessary to perform spot checks, additional or random audits and any other anti-corruption measures found necessary.

40. The table below provides a description of the main steps for funding proposal selection, funding award and national project supervision.

	
	Steps
	Description
	Timeline

	1 


	Initial Request for Proposals 


	· RfP and guidelines sent electronically to all CBD Focal Points with copies to all GEF Operational Focal Points, and posted in project website.

· RfPs are projected to be held at least twice a year for up to three years
	First quarter of 2007

	2
	Proposals preparation and submission
	· UNDP-GEF project team will provide basic technical assistance in the proposal preparation process, calling on the services of a roster of on-call consultants to work with project proponents. 

· Project team will also facilitate information about potential partners that can help countries with project design and implementation to achieve the PoW activities and deadlines.
	Proposals due 6 weeks after RfP announcement

	3
	Public Disclosure


	· All applications will be posted on the project website and GEF Council members will be invited to submit comments and observations to the technical review committee.


	On due date

	4
	Technical Review
	· The technical review committee will be composed of eight to ten representatives from the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing Agencies, GEF Executing Agencies, NGOs, the STAP roster, and other stakeholders with appropriate knowledge and experience.  UNDP/GEF will serve as co-chairs of the committee. 

· The UNDP/GEF project team will pre-screen all applications against the announced eligibility criteria

· The technical review committee will evaluate all eligible proposals, applying the established selection criteria and guidelines for proposal preparation in the RfP, and taking into account the comments of GEF Council members.

· The technical review committee will reserve the right to request adjustments to proposal work plans, time frames, and budgets.  Such modifications would need to be made before the project can be approved and the MOA prepared.

· Proposals that do not satisfy the eligibility and/or selection criteria will be rejected.  The applicant country will be informed and will have the opportunity to revise and resubmit in a later round.

· To the extent possible, the technical review committee will be based in New York in order to minimize costs.  However, the alternatives of virtual meetings and teleconferences will also be considered.  
	4 weeks after proposals submission due date

	5
	Memorandum of Agreement 


	·  Once proposals are selected UNOPS and UNDP/GEF will proceed with the procurement process with a view to issuing a memorandum of agreement (MOA) with each recipient country government.

· Only after the Procurement and MOA processes are concluded will the funding award be official.

· A list of the official awards will be maintained on the project web site

· All grants are expected to be awarded within the first 18-24 months

 
	3 weeks after selection process is concluded

	6
	National projects supervision
	· UNDP COs will provide the administrative and financial support for project execution in each country and routine financial and progress monitoring and supervision based on request.  Consultants will be contracted as necessary for more in-depth technical monitoring and evaluation.

· Upon completion each country will be required to submit a project completion report describing project outcomes and impacts using agreed indicators.
	Through project implementation


41. As part of the RfP, LDCs and SIDS will be invited to apply for up to US$15,000 to undertake a “gap analysis” – an assessment of their current and expected biodiversity conservation activities during the period covered by the PoWPA in order to identify priority areas for support that could only be addressed with resources from this project.  This gap analysis is an indispensable element of proposal preparation, therefore funding requests will be expedited as much as possible. Any funds obtained for this purpose will be deducted from the funding award ceiling of US$250,000, bearing in mind that this is a funding limit per country, but not an entitlement.  Once the gap analysis is completed, the country should proceed to proposal preparation using the results obtained. 

42. In order to accord proper acknowledgement to GEF for providing funding, a GEF logo should appear on all relevant GEF project publications, including among others, project hardware 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

43. Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures and will be provided by the project team, the UNDP Regional Center and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP/GEF. The monitoring and evaluation system, covering both the global aggregate and the country project levels, is designed and will be implemented to track and assess project effectiveness and results.  The global M&E system will include milestones and process indicators that will be common across the portfolio, and will thus allow for annual reporting.  The Logical Framework Matrix (Section II, Part II) provides performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. These will form the basis on which the project's Monitoring and Evaluation system will be built. The following sections outline the principle components of the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and indicative cost estimates related to M&E activities. The project's Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will be presented and finalized at the Project's Inception Report following a collective fine-tuning of indicators, means of verification, and the full definition of project staff M&E responsibilities. 

44. The project mainly addresses the 2004-2008/09 phase of the Programme of Work on Protected Areas and supports the most critical actions towards achieving the outcome of effective and sustainable national systems of protected areas by 2012.  The project will support activities covering five main themes: (i) ecological gaps analysis; (ii) financial sustainability; (iii) protected areas management effectiveness; (iv) governance; and (v) institutional and policy reform. A list of indicators that are aligned to the thirteen PoW activities covered by this project has been developed to monitor and evaluate the more substantive impacts of the project (Section II, Part III). 

45. This menu of indicators is appropriate since each country project will be emphasizing one or more different activities from the set of thirteen eligible activities (see Table 1).  Depending on which activities are being carried out, each country project will apply the relevant indicators from Section II, Part III, and will develop and implement a suitable M&E plan.  This will allow for consolidated tracking and reporting across projects as the countries move towards achieving the PoW activities. Global-level aggregation of indicators and reporting on progress will also be conducted. UNDP has a strong presence, through its network of country offices in many of the targeted LDCs and SIDS, which will facilitate project monitoring. 

Monitoring and Reporting

Project Inception Phase 

46. A Project Inception Workshop will be conducted with the full project team, co-financing partners, UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit, as well as UNDP-GEF (HQs) as appropriate. A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop will be to assist the project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goal and objective, as well as 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. 

47. Additionally the purpose and objective of the Inception Workshop (IW) will be to: (i) introduce project staff with the UNDP-GEF expanded team which will support the project during its implementation, the responsible Regional Coordinating Unit staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-HQ, CO and RCU 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 rephasings. The IW 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

Monitoring responsibilities and events 

48. A detailed schedule of project reviews meetings will be developed by the project management, in consultation with project implementation partners and stakeholder representatives and incorporated in the Project Inception Report. Such a schedule will include: (i) tentative time frames for International Technical Review Committee Meetings and (ii) project related Monitoring and Evaluation activities. 

49. Day to day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the Project Manager based on the project's Annual Work Plan and its indicators. The Project Team will inform the UNDP-Regional Center of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely and remedial fashion. The Project Manager will fine-tune the progress and performance/impact indicators of the project in consultation with the full project team at the Inception Workshop with support from UNDP/GEF Regional Coordinating Unit. Specific targets for the first year implementation progress indicators together with their means of verification will be developed at this Workshop. These will be used to assess whether implementation is proceeding at the intended pace and in the right direction and will form part of the Annual Work Plan. Measurement of impact indicators related to global benefits will occur according to the schedules defined in the Inception Workshop. The measurement of these will be undertaken through subcontracts or retainers with relevant institutions or through specific studies that are to form part of the projects activities or periodic sampling. 

50. Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP-CO through biannually meetings with the project proponent, or more frequently as deemed necessary. This will allow parties to take stock and to troubleshoot any problems pertaining to the project in a timely fashion to ensure smooth implementation of project activities. Annually, the Project Manager in coordination with UNOPS will prepare a UNDP/GEF Project Implementation Review/Annual Project Report and submit it to the Regional Technical Advisor for Biodiversity. The Project Manager in conjunction with the UNDP-GEF extended team will be responsible for the preparation and submission of the following reports that form part of the monitoring process.

Inception Report (IR)

51. A Project Inception Report will be prepared immediately following the Inception Workshop. It will include a detailed First Year/Annual Work Plan divided in quarterly time-frames detailing the activities and progress indicators that will guide implementation during the first year of the project. This Work Plan would include the dates of specific field visits, support missions from the Regional Coordinating Unit (RCU) or consultants, as well as time-frames for meetings of the project's decision making structures.  The Report will also include the detailed project budget for the first full year of implementation, prepared on the basis of the Annual Work Plan, and including any monitoring and evaluation requirements to effectively measure project performance during the targeted 12 months time-frame.

52. The Inception Report will include a more detailed narrative on the institutional roles, responsibilities, coordinating actions and feedback mechanisms of project related partners. In addition, a section will be included on progress to date on project establishment and start-up activities and an update of any changed external conditions that may effect project implementation. When finalized the report will be circulated to project counterparts who will be given a period of one calendar month in which to respond with comments or queries. Prior to this circulation of the IR, the UNDP RTA for Biodiversity for Europe and CIS will review the document.

Project Implementation Report (PIR)

53. The UNDP/GEF PIR will be prepared on an annual basis, to reflect progress achieved in meeting the project's Annual Work Plan and assess performance of the project in contributing to intended outcomes through outputs and partnership work. The PIR will be completed using the standard template provided by the UNDP/GEF HQ and will be submitted to the UNDP/GEF RCU 

Quarterly Progress Reports
54. Short reports outlining main updates in project progress will be provided quarterly to the local to the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit by the project team.

Project Terminal Report

55. During the last three months of the project, the project team will prepare the Project Terminal Report. This comprehensive report will summarize all activities, achievements and outputs of the Project, lessons learnt, objectives met, or not achieved, structures and systems implemented, etc. and will be the definitive statement of the Project’s activities during its lifetime. It will also lay out recommendations for any further steps that may need to be taken to ensure sustainability and replicability of the project’s activities.

Technical Reports

56. As part of the Inception Report, the project team will prepare a draft Reports List, detailing the technical reports that are expected to be prepared on key areas of activity during the course of the Project, and tentative due dates. Where necessary this Reports List will be revised and updated, and included in subsequent APRs. These technical reports will represent the project's substantive contribution to specific areas, and will be used in efforts to disseminate relevant information and best practices at local, national and international levels.

Independent Evaluation

57. The project will be subject to at least two independent external evaluations as follows:

Mid-term Evaluation

58. An independent Mid-Term Evaluation will be undertaken at the mid point of project implementation. The Mid-Term Evaluation will determine progress being made towards the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction if needed. It will focus on the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; will highlight issues requiring decisions and actions; and will present initial lessons learned about project design, implementation and management. Findings of this review will be incorporated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final half of the project’s term. The organization, terms of reference and timing of the mid-term evaluation will be decided after consultation between the parties to the project document. The Terms of Reference for this Mid-term evaluation will be prepared by the Project Manager and UNOPS based on guidance from UNDP/GEF.

Final Evaluation

59. An independent Final Evaluation will take place three months prior to the terminal tripartite review meeting, and will focus on the same issues as the mid-term evaluation. The final evaluation will also look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. The Final Evaluation should also provide recommendations for follow-up activities. The Terms of Reference for this evaluation will be prepared by the Project Manager and UNOPS based on guidance from UNDP/GEF. 
Audit Clause
60. The grant recipients and the project manager will provide UNOPS with certified periodic financial statements, and with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of GEF funds according to the established procedures set out in the Programming and Finance manuals. UNDP will require all of its grant recipients to have an independent annual audit conducted.  The Audit will be conducted by the legally recognized auditor of the Government, or by a commercial auditor engaged by the Government. 

Learning and Knowledge Sharing

61. Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the project intervention zone through a number of existing information sharing networks and forums. In addition, the project will participate, as relevant and appropriate, in UNDP/GEF sponsored networks, organized for Senior Personnel working on projects that share common characteristics. The project will identify and participate, as relevant and appropriate, in scientific, policy-based and/or any other networks, which may be of benefit to project implementation though lessons learned. The project will identify, analyze, and share lessons learned that might be beneficial in the design and implementation of similar future projects. Identify and analyzing lessons learned is an on- going process, and the need to communicate such lessons as one of the project's central contributions is a requirement to be delivered not less frequently than once every 12 months. UNDP/GEF shall provide a format and assist the project team in categorizing, documenting and reporting on lessons learned. 

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$

Excluding project team staff time
	Time frame

	Inception Workshop 
	· Project Manager

· UNDP GEF 
	None
	Within first two months of project start up 

	Inception Report
	· Project Team
	None 
	Immediately following IW

	PIR 
	· Government Counterparts

· Project team

· UNDP-GEF

· UNOPS
	None
	Every year

	Steering Committee Meetings
	· Project Manager


	None
	Following Project IW and subsequently at least twice a year 

	Mid-term External Evaluation
	· Project team
· UNOPS
· UNDP-GEF 
· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	$60,000
	At the mid-point of project implementation. 

	Final External Evaluation
	· Project team, 

· UNOPS

· UNDP-GEF 
· External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	$60,000
	At the end of project implementation

	Terminal Report
	· Project manager
· UNOPS
	None
	At least one month before the end of the project

	Lessons learned
	· Project team 

· UNDP-GEF (suggested formats for documenting best practices, etc)
	$20,000
	In the last year of the project

	Audit 
	· Project Manager
	48,000
	Yearly

	Visits to field sites 
	· Project Manager

· UNDP CO

	None
	As often as required

	TOTAL indicative COST
	US$  188,000
	


PART V:  Legal Context

62. All activities stipulated in this Project Document shall be implemented accordingly. However, should there be a need to make changes/modifications to any of the agreed activities, all signatories of this Project Document must concur, before changes are made. The following amendments may be made to the original Project Document by the signatories of the Project Document:
· Revision of, or addition to, any of the annexes to the Project Document;

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

· 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

· Inclusion of additional annexes and attachments only as set out here in this Project Document.
63. For UNDP activities, UNOPS, the executing agent designated on the signature page to this project document, has been dully delegated by UNDP to carry out this project and accordingly will follow the Agency Execution  accounting, financial reporting and auditing procedures set forth in the following documents as may be amended by UNDP from time to time.
SECTION II:  Strategic Results Framework and GEF Increment

PART I: Incremental Cost Analysis

The CBD COP-7 specifically requested the GEF to provide the funding to help countries to meet their commitments under the CBD programme of work on protected areas.  Without GEF’s catalytic support for critical action in the PoW, it is unlikely that most countries will be able to make perceptible headway in achieving agreed deadlines and results.  The situation is especially critical for LDCs and SIDS where lack of capacities and resources prohibit countries from taking critical action, or the first steps to building institutional and financial sustainability for protected areas. This inability to “get started” on the implementation of the PoW constitutes a serious barrier to its full implementation and hence its long-term potential impact on the effective management of protected areas. Without providing the special critical action support proposed under this project, the implementation of the PoW on global scale will be very uneven with many countries failing to achieve its objectives.

Protected areas are fundamental for achieving the three objectives of the CBD.  The extent of protected areas has increased dramatically over the past ten years, with the total area under  protected status almost doubling to about 12 per cent of the world’s land surface.  At the same time, funding for protected areas has remained constant or declined, falling in the case of developing countries, according to one estimate, from $700-$770 million a year in the early 1990s to $350-$420 million in 2003.  Other estimates, based on combined figures from the GEF, the World Bank, and others, indicate that the total official external funding devoted to protected areas is approximately half a billion dollars annually, which is insufficient to sustain a representative global system of adequately managed protected areas.  The funding shortfall for protected area core costs in developing countries is estimated at about $1.2 billion a year.  This means that, in effect, “paper” parks and “paper” protected areas abound.



In this context, a catalytic replicability mechanism which will permit countries to take critical action on the PoW and ideally leverage, with the assistance of national and international partners, the capacity, resources, and funding to meet PoW goals is of crucial importance. The cost of removing the barrier to critical action is considered to be fully incremental, as the PoW is coming over and above the existing national plans of activities on protected area management of countries.

PART II:  Logical Framework Analysis

	Project Strategy
	Objectively verifiable indicators
	Sources of verification
	Assumptions

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	
	

	Goal:  To assist eligible countries to achieve effective National Systems of Protected Areas in accordance with their commitments under the Programme of Work (PoW) on Protected Areas adopted by the Convention on Biological Diversity at its 7th meeting (COP-7). 

	Objective:

To enable eligible countries in need of assistance to undertake critical actions in response to the Programme of Work on Protected Areas that complement,  but will not be addressed by, other national programs and projects, including those supported by the GEF, by other official donors, and by international NGOs
	· targets and indicators for protected areas delineated.

· national-level reviews of protected areas governance types undertaken

· gaps in national protected area system coverage identified and immediate interim measures to address these taken

· lessons learned on integration of protected areas into broader plans and strategies evaluated.

· concrete steps to promote a broad set of protected areas governance types taken

· legal and institutional gaps and barriers impeding the effective establishment and management of protected areas assessed

· the contributions of protected areas to economy and culture and the achievement of the MDG’s assessed

· concrete steps taken to mitigate and remove perverse sectoral policy incentives which undermine protected areas. 

· concrete steps taken to identify and put in place positive incentives that support the maintenance of protected areas and the involvement of indigenous and local communities and stakeholders in conservation

· assessed protected-area capacity needs and established capacity building programmes 
· total protected area financial needs and gaps assessed, and options for addressing them identified

· developed and established long term monitoring systems for the outcomes achieved through protected area systems in relation to the PoWPA.

· methods, standards and criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of protected areas management and governance adopted.
	N/A
	At least 35 countries undertake critical action on PoWPA 
	Final evaluation report on Support for Critical Action Project 

Reports to the CBD and COPs
	Enabling national conditions for design and implementation of critical action projects



	Outcome 1

Eligible countries receive direct support for undertaking critical actions under the Programme of Work on Protected Areas 
	Number of approved country funding proposals


	0
	> 10 per year

(Years 1-3)


	Annual progress reports of Support for Critical Action Project
	Countries have the capacity – or seek the necessary support from NGO partners – to prepare competitive funding applications 

	
	Average time lag between application and award receipt


	3 years (average time for GEF project approval)
	3 months


	
	

	Output 1.1:

Funding awards to support critical action on protected areas PoW reviewed, selected, and under implementation
	Number of awards being implemented by countries


	0
	End Year 1:  >10

End Year 2:  >20

End Year 3:  >30
	Annual progress reports of Support for Critical Action Project


	

	Activities

1.1.1 Prepare funding award schedule, call for proposals, application materials and guidelines, and project website (as part of www.undp.org/gef)

1.1.2 Initiate communications and outreach to country governments to promote project, convey eligibility criteria, and solicit funding applications 

1.1.3 Involve NGO partners and stakeholders in the process though project communications and publicity

1.1.4 Establish technical review committee, invite members, finalize and communicate funding award selection criteria, and set funding proposal review schedule and procedures

1.1.5 Receive funding proposals by announced deadline and apply eligibility criteria filter

1.1.6 Organize and hold technical review committee project selection meeting 

1.1.7 Prepare funding award announcements based on decisions of technical review committee

1.1.8 Disburse funding awards to successful countries

	Outcome 2:

LDCs and SIDS are not disadvantaged by limited capacity in receiving direct support to undertake critical actions.
	Number of funding awards to LDCs and SIDS


	0%
	At least 50% of total funding awards are awarded to LDCs and SIDS


	Annual progress reports of Support for Critical Action Project 

Reports to the CBD COPs


	LDCs and SIDS will have the enabling national conditions and political will to participate in project



	Output 2.1:

LDCs and SIDS successfully apply for, and receive, support under this project,
	Number of timely and complete funding proposals
	0
	At least 5 funding proposals from LDCs and SIDS in each round after the initial round (Year 1)
	Annual progress reports of Support for Critical Action Project
	Technical assistance will be available to LDCs and SIDS for  preparation of gap analyses (requisite for funding application)

	Activities

2.1.1 Undertake a communications and outreach program especially for LDCs and SIDS

2.1.2 Provide a maximum of $15,000 to support LDCs and SIDS to carry out gap analysis prior to funding proposal preparation

2.1.3 Facilitate information about technical assistance, partnerships, and cofinancing to promote funding applications and implementation



	Outcome 3

Successful approaches to taking critical action on the PoW and lessons learned about project implementation disseminated and applied by countries


	Number of funding proposals using lessons from project implementation in other countries
	0


	At least 50% of new proposals in Year 2 and 3 contain references to experiences of previous projects


	Funding proposal documents

Annual progress reports of Support for Critical Action Project
	Cooperation of project managers, government agencies, NGOs, and the media.

	Output 3.1

Project progress and lessons are identified, tracked, documented and communicated at the country level 


	Country project M&E systems in place and operational
	N/A
	All participating countries report on progress on critical action deadlines under the PoW in Years 2-4
	Individual country progress reports

Mid-term and final evaluations
	

	Activities

3.1.1 Design and implement monitoring and evaluation system at country and global levels to track and document project progress and lessons

3.1.2 Supervision by UNOPS/UNDP project team, in liaison with UNDP Country Offices, of project implementation and M&E

3.1.3 Encourage regular M&E practice and reporting in all participating countries

3.1.4 Integrate communications and M&E strategies in order to streamline procedures and save time and effort 



	Output 3.2

Project progress and lessons are identified, tracked, documented, and communicated at the global level


	Functioning and updated information management database on progress in PoW
	N/A
	Overall progress on PoW critical action deadlines assessed in Years 2-4
	Annual progress reports of Support for Critical Action Project 

Mid-term and final evaluations
	Comparability across projects

	Activities

3.2.1 Design and maintain database with global access to respond specifically to PoW activities, deadlines and requirements

3.2.2 Post country funding proposals and progress reports (or summaries) on project website 

3.2.3 Collaborate with government award recipients and NGO partners in documenting and sharing lessons learned and approaches, and use their networks and systems as appropriate




PART III: Monitoring and Evaluation Framework Indicators

The project mainly addresses the 2004-2008/09 period of the Programme of Work on Protected Areas and supports the most critical actions required to achieve the outcome of effective and sustainable national systems of protected areas by 2012, covering five main themes: i) ecological gaps analysis, ii) financial sustainability, iii) protected areas management effectiveness, iv) governance and v) institutional and policy reform.  For more efficient monitoring and reporting, the thirteen activities in the Program of Work eligible for funding will be categorized under these five themes, as well as their respective PowPA goals, with indicators for each as described below:

	CBD PA PoW 
	Activity Description
	Indicators
	Base Line Value
	Target Value
	Source of Verification
	Assumptions

	Goal 1.1
	To establish and strengthen national and regional systems of protected areas integrated into a global network as a contribution to globally agreed goals.

	Activity 1.1.1
	By 2006, establish suitable time-bound and measurable national and regional level protected area targets and indicators.
	Establishment of quantitative and measurable protected area targets (e.g., % of terrestrial areas or forests to be protected)
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity
	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity. 

	Activity 1.1.4
	By 2006, conduct, with the full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities and relevant stakeholders, national-level reviews of existing and potential forms of conservation, and their suitability for achieving biodiversity conservation goals, including innovative types of governance for protected areas that need to be recognized and promoted through legal, policy, financial institutional and community mechanisms, such as protected areas run by Government agencies at various levels, co-managed protected areas, private protected areas, indigenous and local community conserved areas.
	Completion of a national-level review of protected areas governance types
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity


	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Activity 1.1.5
	By 2006 complete protected area system gap analyses at national and regional levels based on the requirements for representative systems of protected areas that adequately conserve terrestrial, marine and inland water biodiversity and ecosystems. National plans should also be developed to provide interim measures to protect highly threatened or highly valued areas wherever this is necessary.
	Comprehensive map produced, delineating all existing protected areas in the country, including delineation of various categories of protected areas (Note: this mapping tool will be useful well beyond the life of this project, in that it can be periodically updated and used for future planning and decision-making)
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity


	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Goal 1.2
	To integrate protected areas into broader land- and seascapes and sectors so as to maintain ecological structure and function

	Activity 1.2.1
	Evaluate by 2006 national and sub-national experiences and lessons learned on specific efforts to integrate protected areas into broader land- and seascapes and sectoral plans and strategies such as poverty reduction strategies.
	Evaluations completed on efforts made to date to integrate protected areas into broader planning processes and strategies (e.g., poverty reduction strategies).
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity


	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Goal 2.1
	To promote equity and benefit-sharing

	Activity 2.1.2
	Recognize and promote a broad set of protected area governance types related to their potential for achieving biodiversity conservation goals in accordance with the Convention, which may include areas conserved by indigenous and local communities and private nature reserves. The promotion of these areas should be by legal and/or policy, financial and community mechanisms.
	Concrete actions taken by the government to promote a broad set of protected areas governance types, including legal, policy, financial, institutional and community mechanisms.
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity


	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Goal 3.1
	To provide an enabling policy, institutional and socio-economic environment for protected areas 

	Activity 3.1.1
	By 2006, identify legislative and institutional gaps and barriers that impede the effective establishment and management of protected areas, and by 2009, effectively address these gaps and barriers
	Reviews completed of legal and policy gaps related to protected areas.

Concrete actions taken by the government to fill legal and policy gaps (e.g., new laws, regulations, policy decrees).  
	0

0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity

100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity
	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD

Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Activity 3.1.2
	Conduct national-level assessments of the contributions of protected areas, considering as appropriate environmental services, to the country's economy and culture, and to the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals at the national level; and integrate the use of economic valuation and natural resource accounting tools into national planning processes in order to identify the hidden and non-hidden economic benefits provided by protected areas and who appropriates these benefits.
	Studies completed documenting protected areas economic and cultural values, including their contribution to poverty alleviation and the Millennium Development Goals.
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity


	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Activity 3.1.5
	Identify and remove perverse incentives and inconsistencies in sectoral policies that increase pressure on protected areas, or take action to mitigate their perverse effects. Whenever feasible, redirect these to positive incentives for conservation.
	Concrete actions taken by the government to mitigate or remove perverse policy incentives which undermine protected areas, and concrete steps to establish positive policy incentives which support protected areas (e.g., ecosystem service fees, tax-related fiscal instruments).  
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity


	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Activity 3.1.6
	Identify and establish positive incentives that support the integrity and maintenance of protected areas and the involvement of indigenous and local communities and stakeholders in conservation.
	Concrete actions taken by the government to mitigate or remove perverse policy incentives which undermine protected areas, and concrete steps to establish positive policy incentives which support protected areas (e.g., ecosystem service fees, tax-related fiscal instruments).  
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity


	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Goal 3.2
	To build capacity for the planning, establishment and management of protected areas

	Activity 3.2.1
	By 2006 complete national protected-area capacity needs assessments, and establish capacity building programs on the basis of these assessments including the creation of curricula, resources and programs for the sustained delivery of protected areas management training.
	National-level assessments completed documenting capacity needs for protected area managers and achievement of effective protected area systems

Completion of the design of protected areas management training and capacity building programs and specific actions taken to implement capacity building programs 
	0

0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity

100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity
	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD

Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Goal 3.4
	To ensure financial sustainability of protected areas and national and regional systems of protected areas

	Activity 3.4.1
	Conduct a national-level study by 2005 of the effectiveness in using existing financial resources and of financial needs related to the national system of protected areas and identify options for meeting these needs through a mixture of national and international resources and taking into account the whole range of possible funding instruments, such as public funding, debt for nature swaps, elimination of perverse incentives and subsidies, private funding, taxes and fees for ecological services .
	National-level assessments of total financial needs and gaps completed

National-level action plans to achieve sustainable finance completed, including necessary actions to establish new funding mechanisms (e.g., trust funds, park entrance fees, etc.).
	0

0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity

100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity
	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD

Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Goal 4.1
	To develop and adopt  minimum standards and best practices for national and regional protected area systems

	Activity 4.1.2
	Develop and implement an efficient, long-term monitoring system of the outcomes being achieved through protected area systems in relation to the goals and targets of this work programme.
	Long-term monitoring system designed and operationalized for the purpose of tracking outcomes achieved in relation to the CBD Program of Work on Protected Areas.
	0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity


	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.

	Goal 4.2
	To evaluate and improve the effectiveness of protected areas management

	Activity 4.2.1
	Develop and adopt, by 2006, appropriate methods, standards, criteria and indicators for evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management and governance, and set up a related database, taking into account the IUCN-WCPA framework for evaluating management effectiveness, and other relevant methodologies, which should be adapted to local conditions.
	Methods, standards and criteria formally adopted and operationalized by the government for evaluating the effectiveness of protected areas management and governance.

Database created to track over time progress on management effectiveness.


	0

0
	100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity

100% of countries that received funding to implement this activity
	Project completion reports, National communications to CBD

Project completion reports, National communications to CBD
	One or more countries request funding to carry out activities aligned with this PAs PoW activity.


SECTION III:
TOTAL BUDGET AND WORKPLAN

	TOTAL PROJECT WORKPLAN AND BUDGET

	Award Title: PIMS 3273 BD FSP: Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

	Award ID: 00044805

	Project Title: PIMS 3273 BD FSP: Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

	Project ID: 00052816 

	Executing Agency:  UNOPS

	GEF Outcome/Atlas Activity
	Responsible Party (Implementing Agent)
	Source of Funds
	Atlas Budgetary Account Code
	ERP/ATLAS Budget Description/Input
	Amount (USD)         Year 1
	Amount (USD)         Year 2           
	Amount (USD)         Year 3
	Amount (USD)     Year 4
	Total (USD) 

	OUTCOME 1: Direct support to countries for undertaking critical actions under the PoWPA                
	UNOPS
	GEF 62000
	72600
	Micro-capital grants
	500,000
	1,500,000
	1,500,000
	500,000
	4,000,000

	
	
	
	71200
	International Consultant
	55,600
	43,400
	43,400
	20,652
	163,052

	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	8,000
	10,000
	10,000
	2,000
	30,000

	
	
	
	72400
	Communication and Audio/visual
	2,000
	2,000
	1,500
	400
	5,900

	
	sub-total
	565,600
	1,555,400
	1,554,900
	523,052
	4,198,952

	OUTCOME 2:  LDCs and SIDS are not disadvantaged by limited capacity in receiving direct support to undertake critical actions                
	UNOPS
	GEF 62000
	72600
	Micro-capital grants
	500,000
	1,500,000
	1,500,000
	500,000
	4,000,000

	
	
	
	71200
	International Consultant
	60,300
	72,700
	67,800
	20,652
	221,452

	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	8,000
	10,000
	10,000
	2,000
	30,000

	
	
	
	72400
	Communication and Audio/visual
	2,000
	2,000
	1,500
	400
	5,900

	
	sub-total
	570,300
	1,584,700
	1,579,300
	523,052
	4,257,352

	OUTOCOME 3: Lessons learned and dissemination
	UNOPS
	GEF 62000
	72100
	Contractual services/com
	0
	50,000
	0
	50,000
	100,000

	
	
	
	74100
	Professional services
	0
	6,000
	6,000
	6,000
	18,000

	
	
	
	71200
	International Consultant
	         6,400 
	         9,600 
	         9,600 
	         3,200 
	28,800

	
	sub-total
	6,400
	65,600
	15,600
	59,200
	146,800

	Project Management

 

 

 

 

 
	 UNOPS
	GEF

62000 
	71200
	International Consultant
	         6,400 
	         9,600 
	         9,600 
	         3,200 
	       28,800 

	
	 
	 
	72400
	Communication and Audio/visual
	         3,000 
	         3,000 
	         3,000 
	         1,800 
	10,800

	
	 
	 
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	         8,000 
	       12,000 
	       12,000 
	         4,000 
	36,000

	
	 
	 
	71600
	Travel
	8,000
	8,000
	2,000
	2,000
	20,000

	
	 
	 
	72200
	Equipment and furniture
	5,000
	0
	0
	0
	5,000

	
	 
	 
	 
	Executing Agency fee (8%)
	93,816
	259,064
	254,112
	89,304
	696,296

	 
	sub-total
	124,216
	291,664
	280,712
	100,304
	796,896

	TOTAL
	1,266,516
	3,497,364
	3,430,512
	1,205,608
	9,400,000


	Summary of Funds:

	GEF
	9,400,000

	TNC 
	4,000,000

	 Other INGOs
	46,000 

	TOTAL
	13,446,000 


SECTION IV: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Annex 1. List of Least Developed Countries and Small Island Developing States

	Country
	Least Developed Country 


	Small Island Developing State 
	GEF participating country

(mm/dd/year)
	CBD ratification (or assencion)

(dd/mm/year)

	1. Afghanistan 
	Yes
	
	04/07/1994
	09/09/2002

	2. Angola
	Yes
	
	
	01/04/1998

	3. Antigua and Barbuda
	
	Yes
	03/29/1994
	09/03/1993

	4. Bahamas
	
	Yes
	04/19/1994
	02/09/1993

	5. Bangladesh
	Yes
	
	06/22/1994
	03/05/1994

	6. Barbados
	
	Yes
	05/13/1994
	10/12/1993

	7. Belize
	
	Yes
	04/29/1994
	30/12/1993 

	8. Benin
	Yes
	
	06/29/1994
	30/06/1994

	9. Bhutan 
	Yes
	
	12/12/1995
	25/08/1995 

	10. Burkina Faso 
	Yes
	
	08/24/1994
	02/09/1993

	11. Burundi 
	Yes
	
	03/30/1998
	15/04/1997

	12. Cambodia
	Yes
	
	01/31/1995
	09/02/1995

	13. Cape Verde *
	Yes
	Yes
	07/18/1994
	29/03/1995

	14. Central African Republic 
	Yes
	
	03/23/1995
	15/03/1995

	15. Chad 
	Yes
	
	07/27/1994
	07/06/1994

	16. Comoros *
	Yes
	Yes
	09/05/1995
	29/09/1994

	17. Cook Islands **
	
	Yes
	05/06/1994
	20/04/1993

	18. Cuba
	
	Yes
	04/04/1994
	08/03/1994

	19. Democratic Republic of the Congo
	Yes
	
	02/06/1997
	03/12/1994

	20. Djibouti
	Yes
	
	05/24/1994
	01/09/1994

	21. Dominica
	
	Yes
	06/08/1994
	06/04/1994

	22. Dominican Republic
	
	Yes
	04/21/1994
	25/11/1996

	23. Equatorial Guinea
	Yes
	
	06/12/2003
	06/12/1994 

	24. Eritrea
	Yes
	
	12/27/1995
	21/03/1996

	25. Ethiopia 
	Yes
	
	10/27/1994
	05/04/1994

	26. Federated States of Micronesia
	
	Yes
	04/26/1994
	20/06/1994 

	27. Fiji
	
	Yes
	05/10/1994
	25/02/1993

	28. Gambia
	Yes
	
	08/16/1994
	10/06/1994

	29. Grenada
	
	Yes
	04/20/1994
	11/08/1994

	30. Guinea
	Yes
	
	10/17/1994
	07/05/1993

	31. Guinea-Bissau *
	Yes
	Yes
	05/02/1995
	27/10/1995

	32. Guyana
	
	Yes
	05/12/1994
	29/08/1994 

	33. Haiti *
	Yes
	Yes
	05/10/1994
	25/09/1996

	34. Jamaica
	
	Yes
	06/29/1994
	06/01/1995

	35. Kiribati *
	Yes
	Yes
	05/10/1994
	16/08/1994

	36. Lao People’s Democratic Republic 
	Yes
	
	08/02/1994
	20/09/1996

	37. Lesotho 
	Yes
	
	06/29/1994
	10/01/1995

	38. Liberia 
	Yes
	
	12/05/2000
	08/11/2000

	39. Madagascar
	Yes
	
	07/14/1994
	04/03/1996

	40. Malawi  
	Yes
	
	02/23/1996
	02/02/1994

	41. Maldives *
	Yes
	Yes
	08/25/1994
	09/11/1992

	42. Mali  
	Yes
	
	07/04/1994
	29/03/1995

	43. Marshall Islands
	
	Yes
	04/15/1994
	08/10/1992

	44. Mauritania
	Yes
	
	05/08/1994
	16/08/1996

	45. Mauritius
	
	Yes
	07/04/1994
	04/09/1992

	46. Mozambique
	Yes
	
	12/27/1995
	25/08/1995

	47. Myanmar
	Yes
	
	05/13/1994
	25/11/1994

	48. Nauru
	
	Yes
	05/05/1994
	11/11/1993 

	49. Nepal  
	Yes
	
	08/10/1994
	23/11/1993

	50. Niger  
	Yes
	
	08/23/1994
	25/07/1995

	51. Niue **
	
	Yes
	05/04/1994
	28/02/1996

	52. Palau
	
	Yes
	10/12/1998
	06/01/1999

	53. Papua New Guinea
	
	Yes
	05/06/1994
	16/03/1993

	54. Rwanda  
	Yes
	
	06/11/2002
	29/05/1996

	55. Samoa *
	Yes
	Yes
	03/28/1994
	09/02/1994

	56. São Tomé and Principe *
	Yes
	Yes
	06/07/2002
	29/09/1999 

	57. Senegal
	Yes
	
	04/07/1994
	17/10/1994

	58. Seychelles
	
	Yes
	09/20/2001
	22/09/1992

	59. Sierra Leone
	Yes
	
	09/06/1994
	12/12/1994 

	60. Singapore
	
	Yes
	
	21/12/1995

	61. Solomon Islands *
	Yes
	Yes
	04/16/1994
	03/10/1995

	62. Somalia
	Yes
	
	
	

	63. St. Kitts and Nevis
	
	Yes
	07/25/1994
	07/01/1993 

	64. St. Lucia
	
	Yes
	03/31/1994
	28/07/1993

	65. St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	
	Yes
	05/04/1994
	03/06/1996

	66. Sudan
	Yes
	
	06/14/1994
	30/10/1995

	67. Suriname
	
	Yes
	05/12/1994
	12/01/1996

	68. Timor-Lesté *
	Yes
	Yes
	10/06/2003
	

	69. Togo
	Yes
	
	07/21/1994
	04/10/1995

	70. Tonga
	
	Yes
	05/04/1994
	19/05/1998

	71. Trinidad and Tobago
	
	Yes
	05/19/1994
	01/08/1996

	72. Tuvalu *
	Yes
	Yes
	05/03/1994
	20/12/2002

	73. Uganda   
	Yes
	
	06/28/1994
	08/09/1993

	74. United Republic of Tanzania
	Yes
	
	03/26/1996
	08/03/1996

	75. Vanuatu *
	Yes
	Yes
	05/19/1994
	25/03/1993

	76. Yemen
	Yes
	
	03/30/1994
	21/02/1996 

	77. Zambia  
	Yes
	
	06/13/1994
	28/05/1993


*Both LDC and SIDS

** Non-UN member but GEF participating country

There are 74 LDCs and SIDS on the list of 176 GEF participating countries, or 42% of the total.

Sources: UN Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island Developing States

http://www.un.org/special-rep/ohrlls/ohrlls/default.htm
List of States Participating in the Restructured GEF

http://www.gefweb.org/participants/Members_Countries/members_countries.html
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity

http://www.biodiv.org/world/parties.asp
Annex 2. Terms of Reference for Key positions:

POSITION:
Global Project Coordinator
DURATION:
3 years
REPORTS TO:
UNDP/GEF Regional Technical Advisor for Biodiversity, Bratislava Regional Coordination Unit

SUMMARY:


The Global Project Coordinator (GPC) will be responsible for the overall management of the UNDP/GEF Global Project on Early Action on Protected Areas. He/She will: (i) assist countries with advice on preparation of requests; (ii) pre-screen the proposals to check their conformity to basic eligibility criteria, and prepare them for consideration by the International Technical Review Committee; and (iii) will monitor milestones in each project and overall, and liaise with recipient countries to manage progress and report on time on project implementation. 

Duties and responsibilities

1. Ensures co-ordination and overall management of the Project. 

2. Manages and supervises the Project Implementation Unit’s (PIU) staff, including consultants.

3. Undersigns all project progress reports, financial reports and requests.

4. Organizes the inception workshop in collaboration with the RTA for Biodiversity for Europe and CIS.

5. Coordinates the preparation of the annual Project Implementation Reviews.

6. Monitors project progress in line with milestones, as identified in the monitoring and evaluation plan. 

7. Organizes project mid-term and final evaluation.

8. Ensures that all technical reports as specified in the approved Project Document are prepared and submitted in a timely fashion to the GEF.

9. Establishes and manages mechanisms for exchange of experience, and lessons learned.

10. Prepares drafts of (i) award request template; (ii) monitoring and evaluation framework based on Project Logical Framework to track project progress on country level and globally; (iii) a detailed and a reader friendly version of the guidance note on the application, approval, implementation, and monitoring of country awards. 

11. Finalizes the ToRs for the international volunteer technical review committee (ITRC). Invites members of the ITRC, and agrees with them on modus operandi. 

12. Assists countries in the preparation of award requests in line with project eligibility and technical requirements. Links proponent countries to available national and international project development experts. 
13. Identifies and invites countries eligible for 15,000 initial assessment support and works with their Governments to explain the process, and assist with the development of a follow-up request for bigger assistance. 

14. Screens incoming proposals using basic eligibility criteria as defined by the Project Document.
15. Works as Secretary and logistically supports the International Technical Review Committee (ITRC) in its deliberations during the project screening and approval. 

16. Communicates promptly decisions of approval, conditional approval, or rejection to the proponent countries. 

17. Works with countries whose applications were not rejected but were given recommendations for improvement by ITRC, to address those and resubmit the award request.

18. Maintains at the project web-site information on project application guidance, availability of funds, monitoring and evaluation criteria, best practices and lessons learnt, as well as a data base of ongoing projects. Maintains an ongoing campaign to promote better inclusion of SIDS and LDCs in the project. 

19. Prepares reports and presentation for the project to be presented at CBD COP by the Principal Technical Advisor on Biodiversity. 

20. Prepares minutes of meetings and ensures that copies of relevant documents are circulated to the GEF, ITRC, CBD.
Qualifications

Academic:
MSc degree in environment, business administration, natural resources, or a development related field. 

Experience:
At least 8 years professional experience in environmental issues, including proven experience in project development and management; proven experience in protected area management projects; demonstrated competence in at least one of the GEF focal areas, close familiarity with UNDP and GEF modalities; proven experience in developing joint projects with Governments in at least 3 countries; experience in project monitoring and evaluation. 

Language(s):
Excellent communication and networking skills (written, verbal, interpersonal), fluency in English. Second UN language is an asset. 

Skills:
Project/program development, management and evaluation; excellent communication skills; negotiations; competent in word processing, spread sheets and data base management computer programmes; 

excellent management and facilitation skills; and supervisory skills. 

Other: 
Highly motivated; able to work with little supervision; and a willingness to travel for at least sixteen weeks per year. 

International Technical Review Committee

Final decisions about acceptance of grants within the project are taken based on the technical evaluation criteria below, by the International Technical Review Committee (ITRC). The voluntary status of the ITRC is the cornerstone of the project and the guarantee of its transparency. The ITRC is composed of volunteer members invited from the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing Agencies UNDP, UNEP and World Bank), the STAP roster, international conservation NGOs and experts in the field.
Members of the ITRC are initially identified by the Global Project Coordinator and the composition of the ITRC is agreed by UNDP/GEF Headquarters. Upon accepting appointment to the ITRC, members commit themselves to ensuring the complete objectivity and transparency of the ITRC. The Global Project Coordinator serves as Secretariat to the ITRC.

Operationally, the decisions of the ITRC are made by consensus. The decisions are considered final provided they are consistent with Technical Review Committee Selection Criteria, detailed in Technical Note
 on project selection, approval, implementation, and monitoring, attached to this TOR. However, neither the ITRC as a body, nor its individual members, holds any legal or fiduciary responsibility for the Project or its activities.

ITRC Objectives and activities
The overall objective of the ITRC is to provide substantive contribution and oversight to the Project.

Specific objectives are:

1. Participate as requested in the development and approval of the (i) award request template; (ii) technical guidance notes in detail and in reader-friendly version; and (iii) monitoring and evaluation framework. 

2. Consideration and decision making on submitted award requests for funding, by checking against approved criteria approved in the technical guidance notes. 

a. Technically review project proposals submitted for funding and pre-screened by the GPC, in accordance with established criteria and procedures, and develop and submit to GPC a written statement of opinion for each award request according to the approved evaluation template.

b. Review and sign-off on project proposals that have been reformulated or adjusted after being sent for improvement by the preceding session of ITRC.
c. Participate in person or through teleconference in the general meeting of ITRC to discuss all assessed award requests and reach a consensus decision about financing/rejecting/redressing them. Logistics of the meetings will be arranged by ITRC. Travel costs will be covered by the Project. 

d. Participate in project monitoring and evaluation upon availability

3. Support the Project in raising co-financing either on project by project basis or for the Global Project as a whole;
4. Support the Project in linking its lessons learned to policy development, GEF and CBD agendas, and to improving development approaches and practices at country, regional and local levels.
Annex 3. Response to comments from GEF Council members (February Intersessional) 

This response table made by GEF Council at February Intersessional Work Programme and provided in the Executive Summary submitted for June Council. No further comments were made in June Council

	Comments from Germany
	

	Germany agrees to the project proposal. The following comments should be taken into account during further planning steps and during project implementation. Although already stated in the project proposal, we would like to reinforce that:
(a) It is of utmost importance in implementing the project at the national and regional level to consider all experiences available not only from multilateral cooperation but also from bilaterals and NGOs; and

(b) Besides pinpointing the gaps in biological information, it is of equal importance to give due consideration to implementation capacities within the government and at community level.
	The comments are well taken and it is agreed that these are important elements of the project and are already taken into account.

	Comments from Switzerland
	

	6. The project goal is to assist eligible countries meet their commitments under the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA) adopted by COP-7. The project objective is to enable eligible countries in need of assistance to launch early action in response to the COP-7 POW on PAs that complements, but will not be addressed by, other national programmes and projects, including those supported by the GEF, by other official donors, and by international NGOs.

7. To achieve its objective, the project will provide a fast-disbursing and flexible mechanism to assist GEF eligible countries, with an emphasis on Least Developed Countries (LDC) and Small Island Developing States (SIDS), thus generating numerous country-based projects. Based on a needs and feasibility assessment, thirteen activities under the PoWPA were considered as suitable for support under this project.

8. The project is in line with the GEF Operational Programmes 1-4 and fits into the GEF Biodiversity Strategic Priority 1 “Catalysing Sustainability of Protected Areas”. The responses provided in response to the comments made by the STAP, the GEF Secretariat and other agencies are to our satisfaction.

9. The framework of the project, consisting of: (a) a restricted set of activities from the PoWPA eligible for funding; (b) eligibility criteria for funding applications; and (c) selection criteria, which among other things address further co-financing, is well conceived to give a targeted boost to national implementation of the PoW.

10. We particularly appreciate the direct response provided by the project to the request of the Conference of the Parties of the CBD, the strong alignment of the project to the PoW, and the project focus on LDC and SDIS, especially since few of those countries are likely to get a substantial allocation under the RAF.

Main Concerns

6.  We have no main concerns.

Conclusions and Recommendations

7. We recognize that the present project is well conceived and will give a boost to the national implementation of the PoW. Switzerland fully supports the project.



	Further Comments

Project executive Summary, p. 12: Co-financing Sources:

8. There may be a misunderstanding concerning Swiss co-financing of the project: The Swiss Federal Office for the Environment had planned to support the elaboration of the present project during PDF B with an in-kind contribution of USD 5000. Eventually, the project elaboration proceeded without further reliance on this Swiss support.
	Response: The necessary adjustments in the co-financing table have been made. 
(see cover page)

	Comments from US 
	

	The United States strongly supports the goal of the establishment and maintenance of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas. While we appreciate the desire to streamline approval of funds for this purpose, expedited approval and fast disbursements cannot be at the expense of accountability. In this regard, the United States has a number of serious concerns with the proposal as structured. Finally, the issues raised by this project suggest that it should not have been presented in an intersessional work program, which is intended for plain vanilla projects. Therefore, the United States requests that this project be postponed until the June Council meeting so that the Council can discuss these issues. The United States is prepared to work with the Secretariat and UNDP between now and then to try to find an acceptable way forward.

	1. The results management framework is totally inadequate – the targets measure inputs (how fast projects are approved and money is disbursed) rather than outcomes and impacts. There are not even common indicators for measuring results, which suggests to us that the project does not meet the requirements of GEF’s monitoring and evaluation policy.
	The importance of measuring and documenting the anticipated impacts with respect to the CBD PoWPA, as well as the effectiveness of project in enabling countries to work towards achieving these impacts, is recognized.  A list of impact indicators, based on the eligible activities under the PoWPA, has been developed and these are now included, together with targets, in the log frame. 

	2. It effectively proposes to create a new “small” medium-sized project facility ($50,000-250,000) when there is not yet a GEF policy on such an instrument. In November 2004, the Council approved two pilot programs for fast disbursing, expedited medium-sized projects (MSP) facilities, but set out fairly specific requirements for both pilots (including CEO endorsement and circulation to the Council of project documents) and called for evaluations to take place before extending these mechanisms beyond the two pilots (see November 2004 Council decision and paragraph 22 of GEF/C.24/13).
	This is not a programme, it is a single project submitted for funding in line with normal procedures for a GEF Full Sized Project.  It supports the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas, but in and of itself it is a single project.  It has its own goal, it own objective, a set of specific outcomes, and a set of indicators, with baseline and target values, designed to measure its achievement of that objective and its outcomes, as well as a very specific timeline.
Further, the project is not country based, it does not create any kind of on-going programme, and it does not deal with MSPs.  In particular:

f) The proposed project does not have as one of its objectives to become a permanent funding instrument or program of the GEF, and has a time bound implementation period.

g) The proposed project is strategically and specifically targeted to assist countries (i.e. governments) that have not received GEF funding to take concrete steps for achieving effective National Protected Area Systems. Thus the project is not simply aiming to fill in a resources/funding access gap, but to catalyze the strengthening of policy and institutional frameworks and remove barriers, which will result in governments taking the necessary steps to create new and strengthen existing protected areas.

h) The proposed project is specifically focused on the GEF Biodiversity Focal Area and only in one Strategic Priority – Biodiversity SP 1: ““Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Areas”-, as opposed to being accessible for funding projects in all GEF Focal Areas to advance progress in any of the GEF Strategic Priorities.

i) The selection criteria for providing funding to countries under this project, while including the standard GEF criteria, are specifically designed to exclusively fund selected activities under the CBD Protected Areas Programme of Work (PoWPA) that are not already funded by the GEF or other programs; thus further refining the specific audience and objective of this project.
j) The project design does not contemplate a country-based funding mechanism.

	Third, there seems to be excessive emphasis on capacity building and not enough on achieving the goal of creating and maintaining national parks.
	The project mainly addresses the 2004-2008/09 period of the Programme of Work on Protected Areas and supports the most critical actions required to achieve the outcome of effective and sustainable national systems of protected areas by 2012, covering five main themes: i) ecological gaps analysis, ii) financial sustainability, iii) protected areas management effectiveness, iv) governance and v) institutional and policy reform.

The project is designed to be a catalyst in enabling the necessary environment and policy framework in participating countries for achieving effective and sustainable National Protected Area Systems, within the context and objectives of the CBD PoWPA, and contribute to the creation of new and improve the management of existing protected areas. 

As indicated in the Annex of CBD Decision VII/28
, the best available data on the status and trends on protected areas
 indicates that the current global systems of protected areas are not sufficiently large, sufficiently well-planned, nor sufficiently well-managed to maximize their contribution to biodiversity conservation.  

As such the PoW aims to assist Parties in establishing national programmes of work with targeted goals, actions, specific actors, timeframe, inputs and expected measurable outputs, to achieve the overall goal to support the establishment and maintenance of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for marine areas. 
By funding key critical action and target oriented activities of the PAs PoW, that represent the essential steps for achieving the PoW objective, the project will be directly contributing to a comprehensive approach that will result in the creation of new and effective management of terrestrial and marine protected areas, and the strengthening of National Systems of Protected Areas of beneficiary countries. Such contributions are directly aligned with SP 1: “Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area” which seeks to conserve biodiversity through the expansion, consolidation, and rationalization of national protected area systems (GEF Business Plan FY04-06 GEF/C.21/9).

	Fourth, there is inadequate discussion of the criteria for approving projects, the composition of the technical panel, and the internal financial controls for the overall program.
	While this detail would normally have been developed during Project Appraisal, additional details has been developed in the intervening period and clarifications have been included in the executive summary and project document. 

Specifically regarding the criteria for approving Projects, detail has been developed and added regarding the eligibility and technical selection criteria, and the project implementation section now contains a table describing the main steps for funding proposal selection, funding award and national project supervision.  This includes full public disclosure of all incoming applications on the project web site, as well as the provision of a formal opportunity for all GEF Council members to offer comments and observations on these applications.  
Project Document

Project strategy. Project goal, objective, outcomes and outputs. 
Para 23 – 25 and the two text boxes

Part III. Management Arrangements. Para 37
It has been clarified that the technical panel will include representatives from the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing Agencies, GEF Executing Agencies, NGOs, the STAP roster, and other stakeholders with appropriate knowledge and experience.  That measures will be taken to avoid any potential conflicts of interest in this process, and that UNDP/UNOPS will serve as co-chairs of the selection committee. 
Project Document

Project strategy. Project goal, objective, outcomes and outputs. Para 24
Additional detail has been provided regarding financial controls and procedures with specific provision for financial disbursement to be carried out in accordance with a case by case matching of the standard disbursement modality to the assessed performance of the recipient government agency.  These are (in increasing order of control):

5. disbursement of up to $150,000 in two installments based on satisfactory delivery of work plans, financial plans and reports

6. quarterly advance and reimbursement based on work and financial plans and reports

7. quarterly reimbursement with no advance (ie. the countries must first advance the funds themselves and then UNDP reimburses only expenditures considered appropriate and justified)

8. direct execution by UNDP

Project Document
Part III. Management Arrangements. Para 34, 35
All recipients will be subject to standard annual audit procedures.  Further, qualified professionals will be contracted as necessary to perform spot checks, additional or random audits and any other anti-corruption measures found necessary as a consequence of the various monitoring activities. – clarifications on the internal financial controls have been provided 


Annex 4. Lessons Learned from the GEF SGP and the World Bank Development Marketplace 

This Annex offers a brief overview of the experiences, procedures, and lessons learned of two GEF-supported global granting mechanisms, the GEF Small Grants Programme and the World Bank Development Marketplace.  It indicates how these mechanisms have informed the design and intended implementation of the UNDP GEF “Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas” project. 
The “Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas” project will award grants of up to $250,000 to GEF eligible countries to assist them in fulfilling their commitments under the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoW).  The project will disburse $9.4 million in GEF funds plus co-financing – about 35 grants – and it is expected that all grants will be awarded within the first 18-24 months after the first request for proposal (RfP). Priority will be given to supporting least developed countries (LDCs) and Small Island Developing States (SIDS), with at least 50% of grant funding to be awarded to these countries.  

The project will take a streamlined and transparent approach to ensure prompt and effective action by participating countries to meet the CBD PoW goals.  Its institutional and management arrangements have been modeled as appropriate on the proven procedures of the DM and SGP, allowing for the differences between the “Supporting Country Action” project which supports national governments and the two primarily civil society granting programs.  Among the best practices adopted for this project are public RfPs (in this case on a biannual basis), straightforward and comprehensible application materials and procedures, impartial and transparent project screening and selection with clear eligibility and selection criteria, and a voluntary project selection and approval committee composed of technical experts.

In a process akin to the development of SGP country programme strategies, each applicant country will prepare a work plan for the PoW that identifies gaps and needs before funding from this project can be requested.  Countries should demonstrate that their planned activities build on and complement existing and planned work of government, other national stakeholders, and international partners. These assessment and documentation requirements will help to ensure multi-stakeholder participation and country ownership of the process.

The global “Supporting Country Action” project will be managed by a Project Implementation Unit (PIU) based in the UNDP Regional Coordination Unit in Bratislava; the global DM and SGP are also run by small centralized management units.  Drawing on the recognized practices of the DM juries and SGP NSCs, “Supporting Country Action” proposals will be reviewed on a competitive base according to established, transparent criteria and approved by an international technical review committee, composed of representatives from the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing Agencies, GEF Executing Agencies, NGOs, the STAP roster, and other stakeholders with appropriate knowledge and experience.  

As in the case of the DM and SGP “Supporting Country Action” grant amounts and ceilings are in line with the nature of the activities proposed.  Following the other programs’ efficient proposal review and grant award procedures, “Supporting Country Action” proposals will be evaluated within one month after the submission deadline, and a Memorandum of Agreement issued within a month after the selection process is concluded.

Summary of Application of Lessons Learned

	Element
	Development Marketplace
	Small Grants Programme
	Support for Country Action on CBD PoW

	Country-driven (national priorities)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Local responses to global agreements
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Public RfP
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Straightforward and accessible grant application materials
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Clear and impartial project review and selection criteria
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Voluntary, expert project review and selection committee/process
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Grant ceiling commensurate with proposed project activities
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Flexible, rapid procedures that facilitate timely execution of grant funds
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Multi-stakeholder participation
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes


World Bank Development Marketplace

The World Bank Development Marketplace (DM) is a competitive funding program that provides grant support for innovative, grassroots development projects.  Since its inception in 1998, DM has awarded about US$35 million to more than 800 projects in over 60 developing countries through global and country-level DMs.  DM grant funding is provided by the World Bank and other donor agencies, including the GEF, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, the International Finance Corporation, and the Global Village Energy Project.

Competition themes vary annually; for example, the theme in 2005 was "Innovations for Livelihoods in a Sustainable Environment" and in 2006, “Innovations in Water, Sanitation, and Energy Services for Poor People.”  Each year, the global DM awards between 30-40 grants to projects selected from a pool of over 2500 applications worldwide.  The maximum grant award was $150,000 in 2005 and $200,000 in 2006, but awards vary in size according to the needs outlined in the proposals, usually between $50,000 and the grant ceiling. 

The DM accepts proposals from a wide variety of organizations for projects to be implemented in developing countries, including non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and civil society organizations (CSOs), multilateral and bilateral development agencies, private foundations, universities and schools, private sector groups, individuals, and local and municipal governments.  Proposals from international organizations are eligible only if their implementing partner is a local organization.  Private businesses and individuals must partner with NGOs/CSOs, multilateral/bilateral development agencies, foundations, universities/schools, or government.  Municipal and local government agencies are eligible to apply in partnership with at least one of the other eligible organizations.

The Development Marketplace competition is designed to ensure that no more than six months elapse between the deadline for proposal submission (for example, end of November 2005) and grant award selection at the Global Development Marketplace & Knowledge Exchange, Washington, D.C. (early May 2006).

Applications go through several rounds of rigorous evaluation by thematic experts from both inside and outside the World Bank to identify the finalists (78 in 2005 and 118 in 2006) who will compete for grant awards at the DM in Washington, D.C.  The DM jury is typically composed of senior-level World Bank staff and external development experts in equal parts, with invited jurors occupying prominent positions in civil society, other development agencies, academia, the private sector, and the foundation world.  Juries in 2005 and 2006 included high-level representatives from national governments, Inter-American Development Bank, Conservation International, World Resources Institute, USAID, MIT’s Sloan School of Management, General Electric, and Winrock International, among others.

Jurors receive finalist proposals to review three weeks before the scheduled DM.  During the event itself, jurors interview finalists and assess project presentations.  Winning proposals are chosen by consensus according to established criteria.

2005 DM Evaluation Criteria to Select Winning Proposals

	Criteria
	Description

	Sustainability of use, management, or protection of the environment and natural resources   (15%)
	Demonstrates a clear impact on reducing environmental damage or increasing efficiency of resource use; scientific feasibility of the project idea.

	Innovation (40%)

	Extent to which idea varies from current approach – e.g. in a new country/region, or a novel approach to implement an idea. (See typology of innovation below)

	Realism and Outcomes (15%)
	Extent to which project outputs or results are clear, have a direct impact on improving service delivery to the poor. Realistic implementation time frame and budget. 

	Sustainability (15%)

· Financial
· Organization

· Environment
	Extent to which plan and organization are able to sustain activities beyond DM funding phase. The ability to grow or expand the scope and/or leverage funds from elsewhere. 

	Replicability (15%)
	Extent to which project could be transferred or replicated elsewhere (internally or another country). 


The two-day DM event in Washington, D.C. also provides opportunities for networking and sharing ideas among the finalists, World Bank staff, other potential funders, and representatives of the international development community through the organized and informal discussions dubbed the “Knowledge Exchange.” 
GEF Small Grants Programme

The GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) was launched in 1992, shortly after the establishment of the GEF itself, as a window designed specifically for NGOs and community-based organizations (CBOs).  SGP is implemented by UNDP on behalf of the three GEF implementing agencies (UNDP, UNEP, and World Bank), and executed by UNOPS.  SGP is currently operational in 95 countries, through 81 country and four regional offices.  SGP is managed by a National Coordinator (NC) and given strategic direction by a voluntary National Steering Committee (NSC) in each participating country.  A small Central Program Management Team (CPMT) at UNDP headquarters in New York manages the global programme.

SGP supports activities undertaken  by NGOs and CBOs that are congruent with national priorities and the GEF focal areas of biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigation, international waters protection, prevention of land degradation, and elimination of persistent organic pollutants.  SGP operations are guided by a country programme strategy (CPS) that links GEF, national, and local priorities.  The CPS are developed through a multi-stakeholder consultation process, managed by the NC, and approved by the NSC and CPMT.

Since its inception, SGP has confronted very real challenges in working with communities to reconcile global environmental priorities with local community needs and concerns—challenges that have been met in different ways across the globe depending on particular economic, cultural, political and environmental conditions.  In the process, SGP has became "the people's GEF."  The Third Independent Evaluation of the SGP highlighted that:  “In many countries SGP has become the permanent public face or even de facto ambassador of the GEF, being known to and highly regarded by government agencies, other donors and, increasingly, the general public.”
  

To date, SGP has awarded over 6000 grants worldwide, with grants averaging around $20,000, well under the allowable ceiling of $50,000.  Grant proposals are reviewed and selected according to established, transparent, country-driven criteria by the NSC.  SGP country programmes make every effort to reach poor, marginalized, and under-served communities, and NCs facilitate and assist proposal development as needed.  SGP procedures are intended to expedite proposal review, and most proposals are reviewed and selected (or rejected) within three months after submission.

The NSC is composed of voluntary members from NGOs, academic and scientific institutions, other civil society organizations, the UNDP Country Office, and government, with a majority of members coming from the non-governmental sector.  The NSC provides overall guidance and direction to the country programme, and contributes to developing and implementing strategies for country programme sustainability. The NSC is responsible for selecting and approving projects, and for ensuring their technical and substantive quality. 

As the Third Independent Evaluation emphasized:  “The NSC has proved itself over a decade to be an effective permanent mechanism for project selection, policy guidance and program promotion, while making considerable demands on the committee members…NSC members are making an extraordinary contribution that has no equivalent in the GEF family.”

SIGNATURE PAGE

Country: Global
UNDAF Outcome(s)/Indicator(s):

Enhance National Capacity to comply with UNCBD


Expected Outcome(s)/Indicator (s):

See logical framework in Section II. Part II.
Expected Output(s)/Indicator(s):


See logical framework in Section II. Part II

Implementing partner:
UNDP (via Bratislava Regional Centre)  
Other Partners:
UNOPS as Executing Agency

Agreed by UNDP/GEF: 


____________________________

Mr. Frank Pinto, UNDP/GEF Executive Coordinator

Agreed by (UNOPS):



_____________________________

Agreed by UNDP Bratislava Regional Centre: ___________________________

Mr. Ben Slay, Director, UNDP BRC

b) Confirmed letters of commitments from co-financiers (with English translations)
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	Mr. Frank Pinto
GEF Executive Coordinator
One United Nations Plaza
United Nations Development Programme
New York, NY 10017 
USA

	16 November 2006



	WWF International

Avenue du Mont-Blanc 

1196 Gland

Switzerland
	
	Tel: +41 22 364 9111

Direct: +41 22 364 9501

Fax: +41 22 364 3239

gshepherd@wwfint.org

www.panda.org


Dear Mr Pinto,

This letter is to confirm that WWF will be providing co-financing in-kind of US$36,000 to the  project "Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas" . 
 
 This contribution will be made via the 2012  Protected Areas Programme which is scheduled to begin in
 January  2007. The Programme will be implemented in 25 countries (including 5 West African countries) and is specifically focused on implementing the Programme of Work on Protected Areas.
 
 WWF International will also work with WWF offices in developing countries to encourage them to assist
 eligible governments to apply for early Action Grants.


Best Regards,

Gordon Shepherd
Director
International Policy

	President: HE Chief Emeka Anyaoku
Director General: James P. Leape

President Emeritus:

HRH The Duke of Edinburgh

Founder President:

HRH Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands
	
	Registered as:

WWF-World Wide Fund For Nature

WWF-Fondo Mondiale per la Natura

WWF-Fondo Mundial para la Naturaleza

WWF-Fonds Mondial pour la Nature

WWF-Welt Natur Fonds

Also known as World Wildlife Fund


Brief Description





The Conference of the Parties (COP) of the CBD, at its 7th meeting in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia in February 2004, adopted an ambitious Programme of Work on Protected Areas (decision VII/28).  The overall objective of this Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoW) is the establishment and maintenance of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for marine areas.  This project will provide an effective mechanism to assist GEF eligible countries, with an emphasis on LDCs and SIDS, to undertake country-driven critical actions consistent with the PAs PoW.  The project’s goal is to assist eligible countries meet their commitments under the Programme of Work on Protected Areas adopted by COP-7, by taking the critical actions needed towards achieving effective and sustainable National Systems of Protected Areas.  The project objective is to enable eligible countries in need of assistance to undertake critical actions in response to the Programme of Work on Protected Areas that complements but will not be addressed by other national programs and projects, including those supported by the GEF, by other official donors, and by international NGOs.  The project will fill short-term needs in support of PAs PoW activities being provided by other GEF full-sized and medium-sized projects, by international conservation NGOs, and by other donors, and will enable the countries themselves to better use this other external support.  The project is expected to disburse up to $9.0 million of GEF resources plus co-financing through approximately 35 funding awards to country governments with a ceiling of $250,000 per country.





Programme Period:2006 - 2009


Programme Component:_________


Project Title: Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas


Project ID: PIMS 3273 Award ID: 00044805;Atlas Project ID: 00052816


Project Duration:	3 years


Management Arrangement: Agency Execution (UNOPS)





Total budget in USD:	13,436,000





Allocated resources:	


		


GEF:  		 9,400,000


Other:


TNC	4,000,000


INGOs	     36,000





Project Manager 





Beneficiary:


CBD Sec. 





Executive:


UNDP/GEF NY





Supplier:


GEFSec 





Project Board





Project Assurance:


UNDP/GEF, RBEC Task Manager


UNOPS, Portfolio Manager





 





Project Support:


UNDP/GEF, RBEC - Program Associate


UNDP, RBEC – Programme Assistant





Project Team 


Country 1 





Project Team 


Country 2  





Project Team 


Country x 





International Technical Review Committee 








�   For all consultants hired to manage project or provide technical assistance, please attach a description in terms of their staff weeks, roles and functions in the project, and their position titles in the organization, such as project officer, supervisor, assistants or secretaries.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.biodiv.org/decisions/default.aspx?dec=VII/28" ��http://www.biodiv.org/decisions/default.aspx?dec=VII/28� 


� see UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/9/5


�  Provide justifications for any major amendments in the project, including an increase of project amount exceeding 5% from the amount approved by the Council.  Justification for such amendments and the project document will be circulated to the Council for a four-week review period.   For procedures to the approval for major amendments, refer to the Council paper:  � HYPERLINK "http://gefweb.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C24/C.24.Inf.5_Project_Cycle_Update_FINAL.doc" ��Project Cycle Update:  Clarification of Policies and Procedures for Project Amendment and Drops/Cancellations, GEF/C.24/Inf.5�





� See decision VII/28 of the CBD COP-7 which states that “the establishment, management and monitoring of protected areas should take place with the full and effective participation of, and full respect for the rights of, indigenous and local communities consistent with national law and applicable international obligations.” � HYPERLINK "http://www.biodiv.org/decisions/?dec=VII/28" ��http://www.biodiv.org/decisions/?dec=VII/28�





� Please see: � HYPERLINK "http://www.biodiv.org/programmes/cross-cutting/protected/wopo.asp" ��http://www.biodiv.org/programmes/cross-cutting/protected/wopo.asp�.


� Michael P. Wells, “Supporting Country Critical Action on Protected Areas Project (Project 3273):  Report for UNDP/GEF on Needs and Feasibility Assessment,” March 10, 2005.


� Convention on Biological Diversity, UNEP/CBD/PA/DONORS/1/3, 21 July 2005, p. 22, � HYPERLINK "http://www.biodiv.org/doc/meetings/pa/padonors-01/official/padonors-01-03-en.pdf" ��http://www.biodiv.org/doc/meetings/pa/padonors-01/official/padonors-01-03-en.pdf�.





� Initially the needs assessment had followed a very narrow approach and only identified 9 eligible activities. However, during further preparation it was decided to also include those activities that do not have expressly stated deadlines of 2006/2008 but that clearly require critical action in preparation for meeting later deadlines, bringing the final total of eligible activities to 13.


� The objective has changed slightly from the PDF B Project Document which stated:  To assist eligible countries to undertake “critical action” through the implementation of a set of agreed key activities identified in the PoW by the agreed deadline of COP8 in 2006, and through this to create the enabling conditions necessary for full implementation of the PoW.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.biodiv.org/world/parties.asp" ��http://www.biodiv.org/world/parties.asp� for a list of the countries that have signed and ratified the CBD.





� Sheldon Cohen, “Summary of the CBD COP-7 Protected Areas Negotiations Financial  Resources Commitments,” The Nature Conservancy, February 2004.


� Implementing Agency is used in this document according to the GEF terminology. There are three Implementing Agencies responsible for managing GEF projects on the ground: UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank. 


� New or additional GEF monitoring requirements will be accommodated and adhered to once they are officially launched.


� Sources:  Ibid., and Convention on Biological Diversity, UNEP/CBD/PA/DONORS/1/3, 21 July 2005 � HYPERLINK "http://www.biodiv.org/doc/meetings/pa/padonors-01/official/padonors-01-03-en.pdf" ��http://www.biodiv.org/doc/meetings/pa/padonors-01/official/padonors-01-03-en.pdf�.








� Before this note is developed, reference can be made to criteria agreed in the Project Document.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.biodiv.org/decisions/default.aspx?dec=VII/28" ��http://www.biodiv.org/decisions/default.aspx?dec=VII/28� 


� see UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/9/5


� Michael Wells et al.  The Third Independent Evaluation of the Global Environment Facility Small Grants Programme, 1999-2002, Commissioned by the Global Environment Facility Unit, United Nations Development Programme, 2003.
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