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SECTION I : Elaboration of the Narrative
PART I: Situation Analysis 

1. The situation analysis is fully described in Part 3 – Programme and Policy Conformity of the approved MSP proposal (please see Section IV).  The situation analysis is described in the context of the environment, socio-economics, institutional and political and legislation
PART II : Strategy 
2. The project strategy is fully described in Part 3 – Programme and Policy Conformity of the approved MSP proposal (please see Section IV), more specifically under the presentation of the GEF Alternative.

PART III : Management Arrangements 

3. The Project will be NGO-executed. The NGO Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds (BSPB) will act as the Project Implementing Partner. BSPS is a legal entity registered in Bulgaria under the Law on the Legal Persons with Non-Profit Purposes. The Project Implementing Partner will receive managerial and technical support from UNDP.

4. UNDP Bulgaria and BSPB will sign a Project Cooperation Agreement, which shall be an integral part of this Project Document. The Project Cooperation Agreement will detail the management, financial and reporting responsibilities of the NGO vis-à-vis the present project. 

5. The project will be managed and implemented according to the UNDP rules and procedures for NGO execution. BSPS will manage the implementation of the project and will be fully responsible for the attainment of the planned project ACTIVITIES
/Outputs as per the Project Results and Resources Framework. BSPB will be responsible for the effective, efficient and timely implementation of the project activities as per the approved project work plans. It will observe the relevant UNDP and where appropriate GEF rules and procedures for project implementation. 

6. BSPB will assign a Project Director (PD) for the project (part of their co-financing), and provide its staff and network of experts as support to Project Management Unit. In connection with the PMU the project will meet the salary cost for the Project Manager and the Project Administrator. BSPB will establish a Project Management Unit (PMU) for the day to day management of project activities. Under the guidance of the PD, the Project Manager will carry out all project activities: 

· preparation/updates of project overall and annual work plans (AWP); 

· project record-keeping;

· reporting; 

· monitoring of projects funds and expenditures according to the approved AWP;

· drafting of terms of reference, technical specifications and other documents as necessary; identification, pre-screening of consultants/sub-contractors; coordination and supervision of consultants/sub-contractors/suppliers;  

· organization of duty travel, seminars, public outreach activities and other project events; 

· working contacts with project partners at the central and local levels; 

7. The PMU will also function as Agri-Environmental Policy Unit (AEPU)
 and the Project manager will also act as the AEPU Coordinator and will bear the key role of monitoring of the AES success.
8. The Executing Agency (BSPB) will subcontract specific components of the project to specialized government agencies, research institutions, as well as NGOs. 
9. All key personnel working on the project will be based at BSPB premises. Office space, facilities and offices utilities (electricity, telephones, heating, water etc.) constitute in-kind contribution of BSPB to the project. 

10. To enable project implementation by BSPB funds will be advanced to a project bank account, especially opened by BSPB for the purposes of this project, for all types of disbursements except for (1) procurement of capital items, (2) payment for fees and travel of international consultants. The latter two budget categories will be disbursed directly by UNDP. 
11. UNDP will recover the cost of providing Implementation Support Services as per the provisions of UNDP’s cost recovery policy.
12. The management of the project funds including budget revisions, disbursements, record keeping, accounting, reporting, auditing and utilization of accrued interest income in the project accounts will observe the UNDP rules and procedures in force.

13. For those operations implemented through advances of funds, BSPB will be responsible for planning, procurement, contracting, financial and reporting activities, including but not limited to:
· update of the overall and yearly project work plans as necessary;

· submission of quarterly work plans to UNDP;

· submission of monthly financial reports on spending of advanced funds and requests for advances of funds;

· project record-keeping;

· drafting of terms of reference and specifications for equipment and goods as necessary, in agreement with UNDP;

· procurement of goods and services including identification, selection, contracting of and liaison with consultants and sub-contractors; 

· monitoring and coordination of sub-contracted assignments;

14. For financial project transactions implemented directly by UNDP, BSPB is responsible for:

· preparing requests for direct payments;

· preparing requests for duty travel. 

15. The UNDP Country Office will provide to BSPB the following types of support services for the execution and implementation of the project, whenever necessary:

· management assistance / advice to the NGO in relation to the project-related activities that it performs including but not limited to observance of the project work plans and selection of sub-contractors;

· procurement and contracting;

· assistance in liaising with national partners;

· assistance for public advocacy purposes;

· project supervision for accountability, transparency, effectiveness and efficiency;

· project monitoring and evaluation.

16. Project Steering Committee (PSC) and Project Advisory Board (PAB) will be the decision making and the advisory bodies for the project. Their functions are described in the Monitoring and Evaluation section of the MSP Proposal. 
17. In order to accord proper acknowledgement to GEF for providing funding, all documents under the project should include a paragraph to explicitly require that a GEF logo appear on all relevant GEF project publications, including among others, project hardware and vehicles purchased with GEF funds. Any citation on publications regarding projects funded by GEF should also accord proper acknowledgment to GEF. The UNDP logo should be more prominent -- and separated a bit from the GEF logo.

18. Information about BSPB is provided in PART III (Capacity assessment of BSPB) of the attached MSP proposal. Terms of Reference for key PMU/AEPU personnel are presented in Annex 10.
19. Further descriptions of the collaborative arrangements with related projects, prior obligations and prerequisites, and a brief description/summary of the inputs to be provided by all partners are listed in MSP proposal, as is the description of the consultations held and coordination arrangements with other IAs and EAs. 

PART IV : Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget 
20. Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures and will be provided by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP/GEF. The Logical Framework Matrix in Annex 2 to the GEF project proposal  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 Project Director, Project Manager, and key experts will continuously report to UNDP on the progress achieved during bilateral meetings. 
21. Section C, Monitoring and Evaluation of the GEF MSP proposal provides more details on the project monitoring and evaluation mechanisms. 
22. Annual audit of project expenditure will be done in accordance with UNDP and GEF requirements. 

PART V: Legal Context 

23. This Project Document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article I of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between the Government of Bulgaria and the United Nations Development Programme, signed by the parties on 20 August 1992. The host country implementing agency shall, for the purpose of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement, refer to the government co-operating agency described in that Agreement.

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

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

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

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

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

SECTION II : STRATEGIC RESULTS FRAMEWORK

PART I : Logical Framework Analysis

25. For the objectively verifiable impact indicators, please see Annex 2 of the approved MSP proposal in Section IV of the PRODOC. 

SECTION III : Total Budget and Workplan

26. For the total budget and work-plan, please see Annex 13 of the approved MSP proposal in Section IV of the PRODOC. 

SECTION IV: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

PART I: Project documentation
1. Approved MSP proposal (Please see following page)

GEFSEC Project ID: 2730
IA/ExA Project ID: 3460, Atlas Award 00046789, Project ID 00055905
Country: Bulgaria
Project Title: Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local economy 

GEF  IA/ExA: UNDP
Other project executing agency(ies): Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds (BSPB)
Duration: 4 years
GEF Focal Area:  FORMDROPDOWN 

GEF Strategic objectives: BD 2
GEF Operational Program: OP 4
IA/ExA Fee: $ 90,000

Contribution to Key Indicators Identified in the Focal Area Strategies: The project ensures biodiversity friendly agriculture on at least 100,000 ha of productive high nature value semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria (within 10 years of project start)
	Financing Plan ($)

	
	PPG
	Project*

	GEF Total
	50,000
	950,000

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

	GEF IA/ExA
	5,000
	280,000

	Government
	     
	665,000

	Others
	14,000
	258,000

	Co-financing Total
	19,000
	1,203,000

	Total
	69,000
	2,153,000

	Financing for Associated Activities If Any: 670,000


  * If project is multi-focal, indicate agreed split between focal area allocations      
	fOR jOINT PARTNERSHIP**

	GEF Project/Component ($)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	(Share)
	(Fee)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	(Share)
	(Fee)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	(Share)
	(Fee)

	Milestones
	Dates

	Pif Approval
	n/a

	PPG Approval
	22 Feb 2005

	MSP  Effectiveness
	6 June 2007

	MSP Start
	15 July 2007

	MSP Closing
	15 July 2011

	TE/PC Report*
	15 Sept 2011


*** Projects that are jointly implemented by more                                                                                                                 than one IA or ExA

   *Terminal Evaluation/Project Completion Report
	Approved on behalf of the UNDP. This proposal has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the standards of the Review Criteria for GEF Medium-sized Projects.
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	Yannick Glemarec
UNDP Deputy Executive Coordinator 
	Project Contact Person: Adriana Dinu

	Date: March 19, 2007
	Tel. and email:+421 905 428 238
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PART 1.
PROJECT

1.
PROJECT SUMMARY

a)
Project Rationale, Objectives, Outcomes/Outputs and Activities
27. Semi-natural grasslands are some of the most valuable ecosystems in the agricultural landscape and are the result of many centuries of stable agricultural management using the grasslands for grazing animals (pastures) or making hay (meadows) or combinations of both uses. As a result of this long-term management, the ecosystems associated with semi-natural grasslands are well developed, rich in species and characteristic of their bio-geographical region. This is especially true in Bulgaria where a great diversity of environmental conditions have contributed to the widespread formation of several contrasting types of semi-natural grassland ranging from the high sub-alpine pastures of the mountain ranges to the wet meadows of the Black Sea coast – all of which: (i) are characterized by high floristic diversity; and (ii) provide important habitat for other groups of species, such as butterflies and breeding birds. Recent estimates (Meshinev et al., 2005) suggest that a total of 350,000 hectares of semi-natural grassland habitats in Bulgaria are important from a biodiversity point of view, including a rich variety of meadows and pastures. These so-called “high nature value” (HNV) grasslands are home to remarkable biodiversity that includes over 51.5% of the flora of Bulgaria (Petrova, 2002) and 198 species of plants of international conservation importance (Meshinev et al., 2005). Semi-natural grasslands are essential for: (i) maintaining the diversity and abundance of breeding birds that is characteristic of Bulgaria; and (ii) specifically supporting populations of globally-threatened species such as Corncrake, Imperial Eagle, Saker Falcon and the European Roller.
28. The project strives to preserve a number of high nature value (HNV) grassland habitats, which  provide habitat for globally important species such as: Corncrake (Crex crex), Saker Falcon (Falco cherrug), Imperial Eagle (Aquila heliaca), and a number of other species that are threatened at the European scale. Farmed grasslands and pastures are the only habitat used by European Souslik (Spermophillus citellus, Global IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable) whose colonies define the distribution of Saker Falcon and Imperial Eagle. The total of 11 predominantly grassland habitats in the selected project sites are priority for conservation. These include habitats such as: Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia), Eastern sub-Mediterranean dry grasslands, Sub-Pannonic steppic grasslands, Pseudo-steppe with grasses and annuals of the Thero-Brachypodietea and the Mountain hay meadows. It is necessary to note that significant part of these habitats in Ponor Mountain and the Bessaparski Hills are of a representative character throughout Europe and this increases their conservation value. These habitats are maintained due to the traditional grazing and mowing regimes practiced for centuries which supported the conservation of a number of high conservation value species. As an example 7.7% of the general composition of the flora in Ponor and 13.4% of the total composition of the flora of Bessaparski Hills are species of conservation significance. Within the territories of these areas there are unique localities for single species of the Bulgaria and the Balkan Peninsula – including Artemisia chamaemelifolia (Ponor) and –globally unique, Gypsophilla tekirе (local endemic, Bessaparski Hills) - which places them in the category of the areas unique for Bulgaria and the world.

29. All semi-natural grasslands need the continuation of traditional agricultural practices in order to survive. This means the continuation of: (i) traditional patterns of pastoralism (herding and grazing of sheep and cattle), including the seasonal movement of sheep and cattle to high mountain pastures for summer grazing (a form of transhumance commonly referred to as pendulation); (ii) hay-making on lowland and upland meadows for winter fodder; (iii) no use of agro-chemical inputs such as fertilizers and pesticides, and (iv) regular removal of invasive shrubs and trees from pastures and meadows, including the controlled use of fire. Abandonment of farming, over-grazing, or even simple changes in cutting dates, will lead to loss of biodiversity in the grassland community as a consequence of shrub encroachment or the emerging dominance of competitive grassland species. Available estimates indicate a decline in the area of semi-natural pastures and meadows in Bulgaria from 1.8 million hectares in the early 20th century to 1.2 million ha in the 1960s and less than 500,000 hectares in the late 1990s. The remaining grasslands are now in great danger of being further degraded and lost due to the on-going pressures that have arisen from the processes of privatisation and land reform following the collapse of communism in the early 1990s and the transition towards a market-based economy.

30. Currently, Bulgaria is in the process of formulation its agri-environmental policy. This represents the most significant opportunity for the conservation of high nature value grasslands in Bulgaria, as there is the possibility for the Bulgarian government to use the EU financing that will become available to provide support to farmers for rural development, including environmental payment services (the so-called EU agri-environment support payments).  But there are significant barriers to realizing this opportunity, notably the lack of experience, institutional capacity and a clear model to implement such environmental payment services so they are beneficial to biodiversity. In the pre-accession period the EU has allocated resources for testing agri-environmental measures in Bulgaria. However, these resources remained unused, because apart from the enabling legal environment, there is currently no EU support for capacity building, demonstration, and calibration of agri-environmental schemes beneficial to biodiversity conservation. Bulgaria currently has lots of interesting theoretical ideas, but no experience whatsoever of implementing and administering such schemes.   This project is jointly prepared by the Ministry of Agriculture’s Agri-environmental Department and the Bulgarian Society for the Preservation of Birds, to help build the capacity of the Ministry of Agriculture, create workable models for planning, disbursement, and monitoring of AES at HNV grasslands.

31. The project’s goal is to ensure long-term conservation of the high nature value grasslands of Bulgaria. The project objective is to mainstream grasslands biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy in order to reverse negative changes caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion. The project strategy is to remove barriers to conservation of high nature value grasslands by: (i) demonstrating the viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands; (ii) mainstreaming the piloted agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands into national policy-making; and (iii) disseminating the lessons and experience learned. 
b) 
Key indicators, Assumptions and Risks

32. The projects’ key indicators, risks and assumptions are presented in the logical framework. The project rests on the assumptions that: (i) the Government of Bulgaria continues with a clear commitment to the development of a national policy framework for agriculture and environment in which the conservation of HNV semi-natural grasslands is a high priority; and (ii) the EU will continue its payments for agri-environmental schemes. The risk on both assumptions is low. On the first assumption, the draft National Agri-environmental Program which is under development by Bulgaria already includes under the High Nature Value Farmland schemes five sub-measures targeting the conservation and maintenance of HNV grasslands (see Figure 2 in the document).  Based on past experience with agri-environmental schemes in the European Union as well as on the current negotiations with the new accession countries, it is estimated that the EU will continue to provide payments for agri-environmental schemes. Although this risk is estimated as low, the project mitigation strategy is to support measures to stimulate demand for grasslands products and improve profitability of pastoralism (such as grassland label and ecoproducts outlet) to ensure that products generating from grasslands are demanded by the market. 
	Risk
	Risk scale assessment
	Mitigation strategy

	The EU will continue its payments for agri-environmental schemes
	Low
	Implementation of the project will coincide with the final stages of Bulgaria’s preparation for EU accession and the early years of EU membership. EU is committed to request member countries to apply AES as one of the key instruments in its sustainable rural development programs. The project will maintain dialog, including through UNDP headquarters to facilitate exchange of information with EU on AES and discuss project replication with EU in the unlikely case of withdrawal of EU commitments for support of AES in Bulgaria beyond the project.

	Ministry of Agriculture (MoAF) is not committed to the incorporation of results and “lessons learnt” into the national policy-making process


	Low
	The project will establish a specialist agri-environment policy unit with responsibility for facilitating close links with relevant policy-makers in both the Ministry of Agriculture and Environment. This will guarantee mutual benefit from the sharing of information and other forms of co-operation and ensure that all practical experiences and lessons learnt from the Project are effectively utilized.
The role and engagement of the MAF Agri-environment Department in the Project will be consultative during elaboration of the pilot agri-environment scheme (including monitoring and evaluation procedures) and then an active partner in the mainstreaming of all practical experiences and lessons learnt into the relevant policy-making processes

Effective dissemination activities will ensure that the results and lessons learnt from the project are mainstreamed into the national policy-making process and the formulation of national policies for agriculture and environment, including those that will be implemented upon Bulgaria’s anticipated entry to the European Union (EU) in 2007

	Proposed tools for enhancing the economic viability of the traditional pastoral systems are not well prepared in design:

· there lacks sufficient number of local economic actors (farmers and other members of the local community) in the pilot HNV grassland areas to ensure full and effective uptake of, and participation in, the selected tools 

· the selected tools are not attractive to local economic actors (farmers and other members of the local community) to ensure their full and effective participation in the project

· the payment rates offered per hectare are inadequate for return (in comparison to other competing uses of land) to farmers to ensure their full and effective participation in the scheme
	Moderate
	This is an issue of key concern in this project and the solution proposed is a Mobile Advisory Centre that will function as an “outreach mechanism” to local farmers in the pilot HNV grasslands areas. The Centre will engage a team of locally-based and external experts who will maintain active and direct contact with farmers and their local communities by traveling around the two pilot areas. This will provide a focal point for high quality information, consultation and training on issues relating to local economic development and nature conservation – including the opportunities provided to local farmers by the pilot agri-environment scheme.

Secondly, the project will employ an agricultural economist specifically dedicated to calculation of agrienvironmental payment rates.

	Results and lessons learnt from pilot HNV grassland areas are not positive and therefore cannot be clearly presented for replication to range of different audiences


	Low
	The mitigation strategy for this risk is two-fold. Firstly, the design of the scheme at the PDF A and its calibration at the early stages of the MSP is drawing on best available economic and biodiversity expertise in the country. Secondly, as a prerequisite for successful project implementation, dissemination of project results, and the mainstreaming of lessons learnt from the project, a comprehensive range of co-ordinated awareness-raising activities will be organized and carried out by the Mobile Advisory Centre (at local level in the pilot HNV grassland areas) and the specialist agri-environment policy unit (at national level)


2.
Country Ownership

a) 
Country eligibility

33. The Republic of Bulgaria ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity on April 17, 1996. The country is fully eligible to receive technical assistance from the United Nations Development Program and the World Bank.

b) 
Country drivenness

34. The project contributes to the following national plans and programs promoting conservation of internationally important biodiversity through sustainable rural development:

35. National Agricultural and Rural Development Plan (NARDP). The Bulgarian government developed a National Agricultural and Rural Development Plan (NARDP) which established priorities for governmental agricultural policy in 2000-2006. The document introduced the SAPARD programme which has a separate Measure 1.3 for agricultural practices beneficial for the environment. Until now MAF has not managed to make agrienvironmental activities operational, and therefore has no practical experience in implementation of such schemes. Hence, the project will fill an important gap by demonstrating the potential usefulness of such schemes to achieving crucial priorities in the fields of environment and agriculture. 

36. National Plan for Agriculture and Rural Development (NPARD) 2007-2013. Will come in force in the next EU budget period and will set the ground for agriculture and rural development in Bulgaria in line with the reformed CAP. NPARD contains a policy framework for agri-environmental activities in Bulgaria (under its Rural Development pillar, through the expected National Agri-environmental Program, NAEP). The project will contribute to the NPARD by generating practical experience currently missing due to the unsuccessful implementation of SAPARD and the non existing national agri-environmental policy. The project will contribute significantly in an area where EU assistance is not available (such as monitoring of effectiveness of agri-environmental schemes), and in areas where the available EU assistance is limited and does not result in nationally relevant experience and capacity (such as support for pastoralism, rural development programmes linked to sustainable livelihoods, etc.).

37. Special Accession Program for Agricultural and Rural Development (SAPARD). In its current form this EU pre-accession fund provides support to the development of agricultural holdings, large farms and to a only limited extent opportunities for environmentally friendly agro-businesses. As mentioned above, funding earmarked for agri-environment and organic farming under SAPARD measure 1.3 remains non-utilized (despite of its availability since 2002), mainly because of lack of administrative capacity to manage such contractual relationships, but also because of the strong pressure on behalf of farmers and politicians in favour of intensive farming. Funding under SAPARD continues until 2009, when it will be fully replaced by the new funds under NARDP. The corresponding SAPARD component serves a key baseline for the proposed project. 

38. National Plan for Regional Development (NPRD). The Plan serves as a basis for participation of local authorities, NGOs and stakeholders in regional planning. It provides opportunities for participatory development and implementation of proposals for better agricultural practices in conservation and restoration of habitats, including grasslands and other areas under economic use. The linkage between the proposed project and the NPRD is mainly in the field of development planning. The experience generated by the project will provide opportunities for enhanced participation of farmers in community based initiatives for marketing of agricultural products, which is expected to increase engagement of local communities in the local economic development, better governance and socially and environmentally responsible regional planning.

39. National Biological Diversity Conservation Strategy. The National Biological Diversity Conservation Strategy recognizes karst regions, into which the Ponor Mountains falls, as one of 12 unique, representative ecosystems in Bulgaria dependent on the interrelationship between man and nature. The strategy recognizes karsts as habitats that maintain large numbers of endangered, vulnerable and endemic species, especially plants, invertebrates, birds and bats. On the other hand, it identifies inadequate agriculture practices as the main threat to the biodiversity of grassland habitats and their biodiversity.

40. Better integration of land, water and biodiversity management is called for in the strategy. Additionally, there are clear recommendations to “establish incentive programs to involve individual citizens and private landowners in conserving important remaining resources and habitats and restoring degraded habitats”, “encourage closer collaboration between agricultural programs and biodiversity conservation programs…”, “stimulate the adoption of sustainable agricultural systems and practices – including … improved pasture management practices, wildlife habitat restoration… through economic incentives and educational programs…”. The Strategy envisages an increased role for NGOs in habitat restoration providing that special efforts are rendered to “provide support and encouragement for nongovernmental organizations that assume a greater role in developing and implementing restoration projects at the community or municipal level”.

41. National Biodiversity Conservation Action Plan 2005-2010 (NBCAP). The NBCAP has a special line for activities directed towards “pastures in areas with rich and threatened biological diversity”, as well as actions for ensuring “sustainable use of grassland associations in agricultural lands” and “creation and supporting of specialized sheep and cattle farms in the mountain areas”.

42. National Strategy and Action Plan for the Environment 2000-2006 (NSAPE). NSAPE reflects the vision of the Bulgarian Government for the development of national environmental policy and the formulation of national long-term priorities in the field. One of the weaknesses in biodiversity conservation listed by NSAPE is the “lack of cooperation with agriculture concerning implementation of activities preserving biodiversity”. The NSAPE contains provisions for “implementation of a set of measures for preservation and enlargement of territories with good environmental conditions”. In its section “Development of ecological farming and stockbreeding” focus is placed on “training of farmers in applying nature friendly practices in agriculture and stock breeding”. Another provision deals with “financial support to farmers to implementation of nature friendly practices in agriculture”.

PEBLDS conformity

43. The project is highly relevant to implementation of Action Scheme 8 Grassland Ecosystems that will take place throughout all regions of Europe, but will be focused on the landscapes and ecosystems that are of Pan-European intrinsic value. It will contribute to the achievement of the following Pan-European objectives:
8.1 Encourage the development of action plans for natural and semi-natural grasslands, and in particular those that are of outstanding importance and under pressure at a Pan-European level. Ensure that the grassland action plans contribute to the Pan-European Ecological Network. 

8.2 Develop grassland agricultural management schemes supported by concrete measures on the basis of legal and financial opportunities, at the local, national and international level. Review grassland stewardship schemes and other opportunities to maximize land manager participation to ensure maintenance and expansion of landscape and grassland diversity. Establish case studies and exchange of expertise. 

8.3 Give special attention to monitoring data gathering policy requirements of grassland and agricultural zones into the work programmes of environmental management authorities and research agencies. 

8.4 Prioritize conservation of grasslands of high biological and landscape diversity in different types of grassland habitats as well as different biogeographic regions, focusing primarily on:

(i) great bustard habitats in Iberia and eastern Europe; 

(ii) wet and dry calcareous grasslands in Atlantic, central and eastern European regions (directly relevant to the project); 

(iii) extensively managed meadows/calcareous dry grass in the Alpine region (partly relevant to the project, because the selected project areas do not belong to the Alpine region, but the experience generated can be replicated there); 

(iv) steppe of central and eastern Europe and eastern Mediterranean (directly relevant to the project); 

(v) grassland landscapes in the Dehesas of Iberia; 

(vi) steppe of regions with indigenous conifers. 

8.5 Request the development of an outline EU-vision and action plan for semi-natural grasslands, integrating regional development, agriculture, social and environmental policies; this vision, linked to Natura 2000, could be the basis for future options on CAP reform, trade policies such as the next WTO round and accession for new EU members. Furthermore request the development of a vision on land use in the EU in view of agricultural surpluses and production and change in afforestation needs. 

8.6 Develop concrete action to apply successful mechanisms for maintaining extensively managed grasslands, using EU ESA-type tax incentives and land stewardship initiatives in the wider landscape. 

8.7 Consider methodologies for the application of cross-compliance in the framework of the CAP reform to support biological and landscape diversity values. Prepare reports for the CAP revision process. 

8.8 Develop public and private participation schemes in the privatization programmes of agricultural areas of the Central and Eastern Europe and also in core areas to be protected; promote as case studies. 

3.
Programme and policy conformity

a) 
Program Designation and Conformity

Fit with GEF Focal Area Strategic Objectives and Operational Program 

44. By mainstreaming the requirements for conservation of high nature value grasslands into the agricultural policy of Bulgaria, the project approach is fully consistent with the GEF Biodiversity Strategic Objective 2. The project has been designed to address the key considerations of SO2 Mainstreaming Biodiversity in Production Landscapes, Seascapes and Sectors. The project is focused on mainstreaming concerns for internationally important species, dependent on temperate grasslands into agricultural practices. This fits with the priority sectors and priority biomes identified in the GEF 4 Biodiversity Strategy. The project is “sectoral mainstreaming” type, and is focused on “improvement of production practices through demonstration and promotion efforts; strengthening capacity at the systemic level through policies, legislation (in case of the proposed project in Bulgaria through helping validate and calibrate the National Agri-Environmental Plan), and awareness”. More specifically, the project will:
(ii) Facilitate mainstreaming of biodiversity within production systems through strengthening the systemic and institutional capacities, management procedures, relevant knowledge and partnership building. The project targets the globally significant high nature value temperate grasslands which represent key agricultural production systems in Bulgaria very important for the dairy and meat industries. By building the capacity of the Government and farmers to design and pilot an agri-environment scheme which will provide an appropriate reward to farmers for modifying their current farming practices which are detrimental to biodiversity, the project will mainstream grasslands biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy in order to reverse negative changes caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion. By facilitating increased collaboration between the policy makers in the Ministry of Agriculture and Environment through the proposed agri-environment policy unit, the project will ensure that all practical experiences and lessons learnt from the Project are effectively utilized. 

(iii) Developing market incentive measures: The project will support innovative demand and supply side interventions to catalyze market forces by facilitating partnership with private sector and small and medium enterprises. Agrienvironmental scheme, which is the main instrument this project is based on, is an innovative mechanism which has an impact on the supply side of dairy and meat products. By targeting the supply side, the project will contribute to the maintenance of the integrity of the grassland high nature value ecosystem. Cost-effectiveness and analysis of alternatives for other instruments to impact the supply side is discussed in the corresponding sections with a conclusion that agri-environmental support (Output 1.2), combined with secondary instruments such as certification and marketing assistance (Outputs 1.3) is best suited to Bulgaria’s current policy context.

(iv) Demonstration: providing support to projects with high replication value. The project stems from the assumption that absence of clear models so far was a key obstacle in launching agrienvironmental support to high nature value grasslands. The project aims to mainstream practical experiences and lessons learnt from the pilot agri-environment scheme into the on-going policy-making process, including the design and/or modification of future/existing grassland measures. The project has high replication value both in terms of its potential biological outreach (please see Annex 11 of the technically cleared MSP), as well as institutional and policy context, as the Government is relying on it for finalization and launch of its national agrienvironmental program.

45. The project is consistent with Operational Program 4 Mountain Ecosystems of the GEF: it follows the principle of “sustainable use management of mountain ecosystems” by promoting an approach (agri-environmental scheme) that combines “productive, socio-economic, and conservation goals”. The project is guided by the OP4 complementarity principle, as its design builds on the “expected policy changes”, namely elaboration and adoption of the National Agri-environmental Program. The size of the project area and its mid term and long term replication potential (100,000 - 350,000 ha) are large enough to justify a conservation effort to be supported by the GEF. By incorporating the mountain grasslands conservation concerns into the agricultural sector and by strengthening the institutional capacity to develop and implement innovative agri-environmental schemes aiming at addressing the key threats to the mountain grasslands biodiversity in Bulgaria, the project fully addresses the guidance of the OP4.

46. This project is designed to support the primary objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD): the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable-use of its components. The project follows the guidance and decisions provided to the financial mechanisms by the Conference of the Parties to the CBD. 

	CBD Articles
	How the Articles of the CBD are supported by project. 

	Article 6 (b): General Measures for Conservation and Sustainable Use. Each Contracting Party shall, in accordance with its particular conditions and capabilities: Integrate as far as possible and as appropriate, the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity into relevant sectoral or cross-sectoral plans, programmes, and policies 

and

Goal 3 of the Strategic Plan for the CBD
: “Integration of biodiversity concerns into relevant sectors serve as an effective framework for the implementation of the objectives of the Convention.”
	Supported by integrating conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity into agricultural policies in Bulgaria. 

	Article 7: Identification and Monitoring and Article 8: In-situ Conservation 
	Supported through targeted management of internationally important species and habitats, as well as through a scientifically grounded monitoring program. 

	Article 10: Sustainable Use of Components of Biological Diversity and Article 11: Incentive Measures. 
	Supported through the development and demonstration of an agri-environmental scheme as alternative model of sustainable livelihoods that avoid or minimize adverse impacts on biological diversity, providing incentives for sustainable use of high nature value grasslands by Bulgarian farmers. 

	Article 12: Research and Training and Article 17: Exchange of Information. 
	Supported by promoting scientific research on priority biodiversity in high nature value grasslands, providing training to farmers in technical and managerial areas, and developing linkages for exchange of information and replication of experience. 

	Article 13: Education and Awareness Raising
	Training and awareness raising is an important component of the project strategy. 


Relevance to other focal areas of the GEF

47. The project is highly relevant to implementation of OP15 (Sustainable Land Management). Sustainable pastoralism, through delivering advice and technical assistance, and creating incentives to farmers is identified as one of the primary vehicles to combating land degradation. The project promotes an integrated approach to land-use by building habitat conservation requirements into productive grassland management. The project may establish a replicable model of sustainable pastoralism in high nature value temperate (European) grasslands which can be valuable for the multi-country Sustainable Pastoralism program managed under OP 15. In addition, by promoting “green” production, the project’s solution would trigger organic agriculture (i.e. less input of pesticides) at habitats located within the Danube river basin, minimizing input of nutrients to this watercourse flowing into the Black Sea. 
b) 
Project Design (Including Logframe and Incremental Reasoning)

Environmental context

48. Semi-natural grasslands are some of the most valuable ecosystems in the agricultural landscape and are the result of many centuries of stable agricultural management using the grasslands for grazing animals (pastures) or making hay (meadows) or combinations of both uses. As a result of this long-term management, the ecosystems associated with semi-natural grasslands are well developed, rich in species and characteristic of their bio-geographical region. This is especially true in Bulgaria where a great diversity of environmental conditions have contributed to the widespread formation of several contrasting types of semi-natural grassland ranging from the high sub-alpine pastures of the mountain ranges to the wet meadows of the Black Sea coast – all of which: a) are characterized by high floral diversity and b) provide important habitat for other groups of species, such as butterflies and breeding birds.

49. Recent estimates (Meshinev et al., 2005) suggest that a total of 350,000 hectares of semi-natural grassland habitats in Bulgaria are important from a biodiversity point of view, including a rich variety of meadows and pastures that are distributed in the lowlands, hilly regions and on the mountain slopes. These so-called “high nature value” (HNV) grasslands are home to remarkable biodiversity that includes over 51.5% of the flora of Bulgaria (Petrova, 2002) and 198 species of plants of international conservation importance (Meshinev et al., 2005). No full inventory of the HNV grasslands fauna has been made so far, but available data clearly indicates that semi-natural grasslands are essential for a) maintaining the diversity and abundance of breeding birds that is characteristic of Bulgaria and b) specifically supporting populations of globally-threatened species such as Corncrake, Imperial Eagle, Saker Falcon and the European Roller.
50. The project strives to preserve a number of HNV grassland habitats with high conservation value by focusing on several globally important species associated with them. The total of 11 predominantly grassland habitats in the selected project territories are priority for conservation habitat types. These habitats are maintained due to the traditional grazing and mowing regimes practiced for centuries. These include habitats such as: Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia), Eastern sub-Mediterranean dry grasslands, Sub-Pannonic steppic grasslands, Pseudo-steppe with grasses and annuals of the Thero-Brachypodietea and the Mountain hay meadows. It is necessary to note that significant part of these habitats in Ponor Mountain and the Bessaparski Hills are of a representative character throughout Europe and this increases their conservation value.

51. The maintenance of the HNV grassland habitats by continued pastoral activities supports the conservation of a number of high conservation value species - rare, endemic, relict and protected ones. As an example 7.7% of the general composition of the flora in Ponor and 13.4% of the total composition of the flora of Bessaparski Hills are species of conservation significance. Within the territories of these areas there occur unique localities for single species of the Bulgaria and the Balkan Peninsula – including Artemisia chamaemelifolia (Ponor) and –globally unique, Gypsophilla tekirе (local endemic, Bessaparski Hills) - which places them in the category of the areas unique for Bulgaria and the world.

52. This project focuses on conservation of those internationally important species that are dependent on the HNV grassland habitats. The target species are Saker Falcon (Falco cherrug, Global IUCN Red List category: Endangered, European IUCN Red List category: Endangered), Imperial Eagle (Aquila heliaca, Global IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable; European status: Rare), Corncrake (Crex crex, Global IUCN Red List category: Near-threatened; European status: Depleted) and species that are threatened at European scale such as Long-Legged Buzzard (Buteo rufinus, European IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable), Eurasian Thick-knee (Burchinus oedicnemus, European IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable), Grey Partridge (Perdix perdix,  European IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable) and European Roller (Coracias garrulus, European IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable). Farmed grasslands and pastures are the only habitat used by European Souslik (Spermophillus citellus, Global IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable) which colonies determine the distribution of Saker Falcon and Imperial Eagle for which it is the staple prey. Another predator that is closely associated with European Sousliks is the Marbled Polecat (Vormela peregusna, IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable) whose distribution and habitat requirements in Bulgaria are not well known, but which potentially largely overlap with HNV semi-natural grasslands. 

53. Two pilot grassland areas were selected to validate the project approach – Ponor grassland (total area of 29,000 ha; grasslands, pastures, meadows and transitional woodlands is 19,949 ha) and Bessaparski Hills grassland (total area of 14,960 ha; grasslands, pastures, meadows, and transitional woodland is 6,123 ha), which host significant populations of globally significant species, and have no protected status
. Annex 1 provides the maps of the project areas and Annex 7 provides a detailed description of the project sites and their globally significant biodiversity. Having two rather than one pilot area was driven by: (i) the importance of ensuring an adequate number (i.e. minimum “adsorption capacity”) of farmers to participate in the pilot activities and thereby create the optimum conditions for “learning-by-doing”(the number of farmers in the Ponor Mountain Region alone was considered sub-optimal); and by (2) the need to have demonstration effect in grasslands with contrasting basic natural features (e.g. low mountain/high mountain grasslands), agricultural activities and farming systems, and the socio-economic type/motivation of farmers – all of which will influence the potential efficacy (uptake, administration and impact) of the agri-environment measures implemented, and have a wider replication potential. The current cattle and sheep stocks at project sites are at least 100% less than needed (sheep equivalent) to prevent semi-natural grassland habitats from degradation, but the feasibility study showed that the potential to expand the stocks was present in sufficient quantity in the pilot areas.
Socio-economic context

54. Historic perspective: HNV semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria, and the uniquely valuable ecosystems associated with their open landscapes and rich grassland communities, have been under increasing pressure during the last 50-60 years. Available estimates indicate a decline in the area of semi-natural pastures and meadows in Bulgaria from 1.8 million hectares in the early 20th century to 1.2 million ha in the 1960s and less than 500,000 hectares in the late 1990s. The remaining grasslands are now in danger of being further degraded and lost due to the on-going pressures that have arisen from the processes of privatisation and land reform following the collapse of communism in the early 1990s and the transition towards a market-based economy.

55. The first major change in the management of semi-natural grasslands in Bulgarian agriculture occurred with the adoption of a centrally-planned communist economy from 1945, including the nationalization and collectivization of all privately-owned farmland to create new State and Collective farm structures. These farms were encouraged to expand, intensify and specialize their production activities – consequently the majority of available land was brought into production, fields were made larger, agrochemical inputs were greatly increased and huge animal breeding “complexes” were constructed. That period was the start of a trend towards the under-utilization of mountain and semi-mountain pastures due to (i) decreased use of traditional pastoral practices (e.g. summer grazing of sheep on high mountain pastures); (ii) the increased use of more productive, but less hardy, sheep and cattle breeds that were not suited to mountain grazing, and; (iii) the prohibition of traditional nomadic systems of mountain cattle and sheep farming. The second major change in the management of semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria occurred when the process of post-communist agricultural reform began in the early 1990s. This reversed the previous process started in 1945 and involved the de-collectivization and privatization of the huge agri-industrial complexes that had come to dominate Bulgarian agriculture leading to a major re-structuring of agriculture and the creation of almost 4 million new landowners. 

56. At the same time, there was also a significant decline in livestock production due to: (i) the liquidation of the state-controlled farm enterprises; and (ii) a drop in the purchasing power of consumers and the loss of traditional export markets. For example, sheep-breeding has always been very significant in Bulgaria, mainly for the production of milk for cheese and yoghurt. Total numbers of sheep peaked in the 1980s reaching 10-11 million, but current numbers are estimated at less than 3 million and continuing to decline due to the low market prices for wool, meat, milk and milk products. The number of farmers practicing traditional pastoralism is gradually falling due to the social, economic and political changes in Bulgaria. Many villages, especially in mountain areas, suffer from ongoing depopulation due to the poor economic conditions. Patterns of land ownership have changed due to privatization and land restitution, and conflicts between shepherds responsible for large flocks of sheep and private landowners are more common. Much of the infrastructure associated with mountain grazing (stables, huts and mountain trail-ways) is also derelict and breeders cannot afford the investments necessary for its maintenance.

57. It is becoming increasingly difficult to sell the traditional products of milk, yoghurt and white cheese when produced in the primitive way characteristic of small-scale pastoralism – consequently attractiveness of traditional livestock breeding is diminishing. With falling economic returns from keeping grazing animals on HNV grasslands many farmers in lowland areas and on more mountainous fertile soils resort to the conversion of grassland to arable crops, vineyards or orchards.

58. Current situation: general socio-economic outlook: The Ponor Mountain area falls into two municipalities – Svoge and Godech. 85% of its territory falls within the Svoge municipality. Godech Municipality is bordering on Serbia. Svoge municipality borders on the capital city of Sofia. The Svoge municipality has a total of 23,690 residents. There are two villages that belong to Godech municipality in Ponor – Gintci and Brakiovtzi. Gintsi has 300 permanent inhabitants. Brakjovtsy - 80 inhabitants. The migration from the area of Ponor started back in the 1920s and became even bigger during the communist regime after 1944 and accelerated further after the democratic changes in 1989. For example: the inhabitants of one of the villages in the area - Zanoge Village were 820 in 1939 and 110 in 2005.
59. The area of Ponor is characterized by a twice higher rate (25 – 30%) of unemployment than the average among the neighbouring settlements. This is caused by the physical remoteness of the villages from the economic centres, as well as the very underdeveloped infrastructure, communication network and transportation. As a result, there are very limited job opportunities in the villages and none of the inhabitants of the Ponor settlements are employed in the only three big businesses in the area - Svoge Craft-Sushard (300 people) chocolate factory, the Purshevitsa Dairy and the state owned Istra ltd. (250 people). The majority of the HNV grasslands in the Ponor Region falls into the categories of “municipality managed” or “municipally owned” (together 49.9%). Most of this is the “municipally managed” land, which was private in the past and hasn’t been restituted since 1989 because many of the owners didn’t claim them yet. For the time being municipalities lease out this land (sometimes at nominal fees) as well as some of the “municipally owned” land to unemployed people and farmers. This is a big share of land, which together with privately owned land (31.8%) is eligible for agrienviornmental support under EU policies, and hence these two groups are the target of the project
. Public lands (state, religious, schools, etc.) are 19.3% and are not presenting threat to the habitat in their current state. 
60. The Bessaparski Hills lies in the South Central Region of Bulgaria which is the second in Bulgaria by density of the population - 70.7 persons/km2. Settlements around the area are lively with an average of more than 2,100 inhabitants per village which indicates a more stable local population and human resource. The Bessaparski Hills have a good mixture of well-preserved nature and traditional agricultural practices. The Bessaparski Hills area is quite intensively used in terms of agricultural practices. The vegetables and plants cultivation is well developed there, as well as livestock breeding. There are several agricultural market initiatives that stimulate vegetable green house production as increasing interest to organic farming and agriculture. Pazardjik municipality (which encompasses most of the area of Bessaparski Hills) is part of the Central Planning Region of Bulgaria. This region provides the second largest GDP - 20.3% in country. There are persistent efforts of the local authorities to stimulate agricultural production using market tools and meeting the quality standards of EU. 
61. Farmers as potential requesters of agri-environmental assistance: Bulgarian grassland areas have a long history of stock-breeding and dairy production. For example, until the beginning of the forced collectivization of land in 1947 in just one of the villages in the Ponor grassland (the village of Breze) around 28,000 sheep of a local breed and 1,000 dairy cows of the local cattle breeds were raised. Around 700-800 hectares of pastures were also mown. Collectivization after the socialist revolution in 1944, and the democratic change in 1989 followed by the restitution of the land led to dramatic decrease of number of animals as well the amount of arable land. Currently, private cattle breeding on grasslands is either stagnating or is showing the first signs of recovery
. Despite of the small size of the average farm in the region, nearly 60% of the produced milk is sold on the market and this is often among the only sources of income for the farmers. Local people do not have other alternatives than stock-breeding as the mountainous land does not allow them to turn to other economically effective agricultural activities. The available alternatives to livestock farming in the selected project areas are analysed in detail in Annex 15, but the general conclusion is that there are no attractive economic alternatives for farmers in mountainous regions such as Ponor, proven by the high level of emigration from the region. In lowland areas, such as the Bessaparski hills, the available economic alternatives are higher and it has been taken into account in the design of the project.
62. Carefully controlled level of grazing by sheep, cattle, goats and horses is considered to be beneficial for the maintenance of good ecological conditions of the grasslands. Sheep are among the most commonly raised animals on Bulgarian grasslands and in the current economic circumstances are considered to be the economically most feasible option for the local farms. In the territory of the municipalities of Svoge and Godech there are 11,105 ewes and young breeding sheep in total
. As is characteristic of the whole country, sheep breeding in the region is very fragmented and it is mainly for meeting the personal needs of the farmers’ families. Most of the farms raise less than 10 animals and only 9% of the farms raise more than 50 animals. The current dynamics for stock extension of the last few years are: around 45% of the farms have increased the number of animals by approximately 10% because of the stabilization in raw milk prices,  25% have kept the same number; 25% have decreased the number of animals. Around 15% of the farms which have raised both cows and sheep have reduced to only one animal species. The total quantity of the sheep milk produced last year accounted for 1.5% of the total milk produced in the country which constitutes a good volume for the current number of animals. (Territory of Ponor area is 2.7% of the total territory of the country.). 

Figure 1 Number of sheep per farm in two key municipalities of the Ponor Grassland 
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63. Over the last years goat breeding has become more economically and socially important. Goats are extremely versatile and are able to graze on sloping grounds that are inaccessible to other animals. They also eat almost all shrubs and grasses. They eat around 84% of the plants growing on the pastures while for the sheep and cattle this percentage is respectively 78% and 69%. Goats eat over 50% of the shrubs growing on the pastures. Thus their productivity is increased almost without making additional expenditures, and at the same time they leave fodder for the cattle and sheep. Goats have higher reproductive capacity compared to cattle and a shorter gestation period which allows very efficient selection to be carried out. The percentage of twinning animals is high. Goat milk has proven healing qualities and demand for it is rising.

64. Grazing is carried out on the pastures close to the villages. Around 70% of the animal fodder is provided through grazing in the summer and hay in the winter. Pastures are used on a simple rotational basis - those which are used for grazing in one year are mowed for hay in the following year. Pastures further away from settlements are not used completely because of the smaller number of animals today compared to the past. Nonetheless, the hundreds of hectares of unused pastures are a good basis for stock extension and profitable animal breeding. The climatic conditions in the region allow from the beginning of May until the end of September for the animals to be raised in fenced pastures with shelters (one of the proposed areas of agri-environmental support). Local people mow just as much as they need for feeding the animals in the winter. Mowing of difficult-to-reach lawns in the region of Ponor Mountain is done manually as it was done in the past. In this region the mechanized mowing is possible only in the flat areas. Due to the rough terrain, around 1/3 of the pastures used are mowed manually, and the rest by means of mowers.

65. In the region of the Bessaparski Hills because of the different climatic conditions, the low altitude and large number of fields only 10% of the animal feed is provided through grazing and haymaking from natural pastures. There are 510 sheep and goats in the villages of Sinitovo and Ognyanovo. Mother sheep and young animals for breeding are raised in 58 farms. 100% of the mother sheep and goat sheep are raised in farms with capacity of up to 50 animals. In the village of Trivoditsi there are 252 sheep and 109 goats, again the share of the sheep and goats raised in farms of up to 50 animals is equal. The target areas are characterized by high unemployment (e.g. Ponor is 25 – 30%). There are very limited job opportunities in the villages apart from agriculture. Almost all inhabitants of Svoge and Godech municipalities are coming from families with agricultural backgrounds and still keep knowledge and skills necessary to start such kind of initiatives. Nowadays most of the offsprings live in the near towns of Sofia, Svoge, Berkovitsa, etc. However, they still keep their properties and connections to the area. Some local people who left long time ago, come back after retirement, settle down in the villages and start small farms. The reasons for this tendency are: clean and beautiful environment, lower prices of food, heating, etc., better opportunities to add to their incomes through agricultural activities or use of natural resources. The standard of living of local people is quite low and agricultural and rural tourism development activities in grassland areas seem to remain the only alternative they have. In terms of cattle breeding, many people cannot afford to buy cows and rely on sheep and goats instead. During the interviews and focus groups conducted under the PDF A phase, most of the local people declared an interest to get involved in agri-environmental support schemes for grazing the high nature value grasslands, considering the option of their private business extension as lucrative additional income opportunity. In the Bessaparski Hills, the agricultural background is combined with Bulgaria’s second highest population density (70.7 persons per sq. km), which reflects good potential for the start-up of rural initiatives.

66. Approx. 70% of the farmers in the Ponor region are retired people who have returned to the villages due to the expensive life in the towns. The share of the farms using hired labourers in the region is 10%. Until two years ago around 70% of the farmers used their profit to invest in long-term assets, but now because of low prices for milk and dairy products the profit received is only enough to cover the current family expenditures. In Ponor there are four registered agricultural entrepreneurs and additionally five potential applicants for registration. However this number does not mean that the farms are not viable. The reason for such small number of registered farmers is the complicated procedure for registration which - although a prerequisite for obtaining financial assistance - is still a long process. This project intends to work with unregistered producers and to help with registration through the Mobile Advisory Center. Such support would stimulate increase of the number of animals in the region to become big enough to sustain the integrity of the habitat.

67. The registered farmers are among the most enterprising and have good potential. They all are men with an average age of 45 years. They raise 6-9 cattle in their farms and cultivate over 10 ha. Half of them raise more than 100 sheep. The ratio between owned and rented land used in their farms is 50:50. Almost one third of natural pastures and meadows that they use are their own. The rest are rented, and one third of them are municipality property. All registered agricultural entrepreneurs possess and use milking units for milking the cows. Currently there is no milking equipment for sheep and goats in the region, and this is where small investment type of agri-environmental support can be operational. Around ¾ of the farms have mowers, but they are obsolete and of low productivity.
68. Already at the PDF A stage, at least 15 farmers were identified who would be interested and capable of applying for agri-environmental support, while for the life of the project it is expected that the agri-environmental scheme will have on average 20 farmers participating. Overall, the PDF A interviews and assessment concluded that introduction of agri-environmental schemes in pilot areas was viable because farmers had great interest in participation in schemes that will provide additional support for their traditional occupation, and there were more than enough of them present in the areas to: a) absorb the project’s agri-environmental assistance; and b) help to achieve an increase in the habitat size of the globally threatened species. Many of the owners of bigger (more than 10 animals) farms claim that they would increase the number of stock if they were to get technical and financial support to continue their traditional practices
. An important objective of the project’s feasibility study was assessment of profitability of the proposed incentive payment system, in order to make it financially attractive to farmers compared to the available livelihood alternatives. The outcomes of this analysis are presented in Annex 15.
69. Demand for grassland products, and pricing: Bulgarians have historically been consuming large quantities of milk products mainly in the form of cheeses, yogurt and fresh milk, but due to the economic crisis during the transition period of last 10-15 years the current level of consumption has dropped significantly. The current level of average annual consumption
 are: milk – 24 l, yogurt - 26 l; cheeses – 12.4 kg, etc. During 2005, there are indications that the market for traditional dairy products from grazing systems – namely milk, yellow cheese (kashkaval), curds, sour milk, sour-cream, and yogurt - has been on the rise and far from mature, which means that there is now good time to influence the size of the green
 milk products’ market share. Sales of more specialized dairy products, such as non traditional cheeses, curds, cream and fruit yogurts has also grown impressively (nearly four times for cheeses, 85% for curds, 20.9% for cream, 13.8% for fruit yogurts, etc). New domestic small-enterprise labels appear regularly, and there is tough competition within the domestic market, as well as with outside investors (Danone, Kraft
) who in many cases rely on powder milk and/or imported raw materials for production. Despite that, for milk products as of 2005 there were only few dairies
 that were fully meeting “green” processing requirements. Another sign for the growing strength of the milk and dairy sector is the increasing exports of dairy products mainly to USA and EU countries with expected rate of 7.7% in 2005.

70. Recently, studies of people’s attitude to “green” products have confirmed a strong rise in preferences for them. The trend of preferences for green products among Bulgarian consumers follows the industrially developed countries’ trend
. In Switzerland organic and biologically safe products has a 3.5% niche, and Bulgaria had approximately 3% (all organic products counted) in 2003, and the trend was on the rise. The Institute of Economy studied the internal market of consumers interested in green products. Of those people who are interested in green products, 50% want to buy in superstores in their neighborhoods, 37% would like to see special shops (ecoproducts outlets), and 35% are ready to buy from open market
. Bulgarians have a traditional trust in home-made products, which creates a very special market niche. The traditional way of production of dairy products is preserved in the project regions of Ponor and Bessaparski Hills. Local people produce yogurt and cheese from cow and sheep milk, butter from cow milk and curds from yogurt by traditional technologies.
71. Around 35% of the farms in the project areas already sell these products on the free market and thereby avoid dealing with “middlemen” companies. Since demand on the free market is greater than supply and all products are sold, indications are that its capacity is far from full. The price at which farmers offer their products on the free market is the same as the average price for the country – in other words, the lack of “middlemen” in the marketing chain provides them with good value added and guarantees good incomes. The EU SAPARD Program is currently financing construction of a new dairy in the region and this is expected to substantially enhance the demand for milk products from the Ponor grasslands. Detailed information on the new dairy cannot be obtained at present since it is confidential. The SAPARD requirements, however, are that the approved dairies must have a capacity for processing over 3 tonnes of milk per day. Therefore the new dairy will have the capacity to process the milk produced in the region, while the GEF project (through agri-environmental payments to farmers) should create leverage for higher milk production volumes and better milk collection capacity. Helping to avoid multiple middlemen in the purchase chain for milk products and facilitation of establishment of biodiversity outlets/shops that would directly buy products from farmers are project interventions that are expected to contribute to raising the purchase price of raw milk. The key markets targeted by this project are local and those in the Sofia region. Eventually, once the eco-label is fully developed, grassland products may be even considered for export, but this is beyond the scope of the direct project impacts. 

Institutional context

72. The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) is responsible for formulation and implementation of all governmental policies for agriculture and rural development. The MAF has a well-organized system for operational information gathering in different fields of the agriculture. In 2001 MAF established a specialized department of “Agri-environment” responsible for: (i) implementation of the national policy in the field of agri-environment through elaboration of National and Regional agri-environmental programmes, including NAEP; (ii) elaborating an appropriate methodology for the calculation of payment rates for beneficiaries of agri-environment and rural development projects; and (iii) development of a framework of indicators for monitoring and control of agri-environmental activities. The department has 7 staff, 2 of which have been appointed recently. So far, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests has not managed to practically implement environmentally-friendly farming as on-the-ground action, nor establish a basis for monitoring of the agri-environmental schemes. The department has limited experience in programming, and suffers from capacity limitations in the implementation related issues. The Ministry of Agriculture and Forest has therefore expressed an urgent need, confirmed by the State Fund for Agriculture (SAF, the future ‘paying agency
’ for European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development funds), to implement agri-environmental measures on a pilot basis as soon as possible. The proposed project is welcomed by both institutions
 as a useful opportunity to gain experience through a process of “learning-by-doing” and to contribute with lessons that could be incorporated into the future NAEP for Bulgaria. 

73. National Agricultural Advisory Service (NAAS) is affiliated to the MAF. NAAS provides information, experts help and consultancy in all aspects of agricultural productivity to the farmers, aiming at effective and competitive agricultural development in Bulgaria. In the environmental area, it is mandated to focus primarily on soil conservation techniques (i.e. techniques leading to higher productivity), not habitat maintenance or nature conservation. The NAAS includes Head offices in Sofia, an analytical laboratory and 28 Regional Agriculture Advisory Services. These 28 regional offices are situated in the 28 Regional Administrative Centers in country. The consultancy is provided for free to the farmers as the Service is financed by the State Budget through MAF. 
74. National Plant Protection Service (NPPS) is an entity under the MAF based in Sofia with 14 regional offices in the country, as well as a Central Laboratory of Plant Quarantine; Central Laboratory for pesticides, nitrates, heavy metals and fertilizers control, and; Plant Protection Institute. The National Plant Protection Service has obligations in carrying out some monitoring activities. 
75. The Ministry of Environment and Water (MoEW) has within its mandate the protection of biodiversity. The MEW is the political focal point for UNCBD implementation and hosts the national focal point of the convention. The MEW’s Regional Inspectorates of Environment and Water carry out control, enforce the national environmental legislation and conduct the monitoring programs at the regional level. There is a focal point for agri-environment in the MEW, responsible among other things for the implementation of regulations on certification of environmentally friendly products, development of agri-environmental measures and organic farming.

76. Pursuant to the Environmental Protection Act, the national system for monitoring of the environment is realized with the leadership of the Executive Environmental Agency (EEA) under the Minister of Environment and Water. The EEA is responsible for: (i) the creation and functioning of a national, automated system for environmental monitoring; and (ii) coordinating a National Program for Monitoring of Biodiversity and Protected Areas. The EEA must also provide for the methodological guidance of all environmental monitoring activities.
77. Monitoring of the quality of the principal environmental components (air, soils and waters) - observation, measurement, and testing is performed on a regional level by the Regional Inspectorates of the Environment and Waters (RIEW). The EEA and the RIEWs support the national system for monitoring of the environment, which encompasses a set number of data gathering points throughout the country. The RIEWs are staffed with biodiversity experts and perform also some biological diversity monitoring. As an umbrella organization supervising and coordinating all activities on biodiversity monitoring, the EEA participates in the discussions and the development of the monitoring system for the needs of NAEP implementation. 

78. Ministry of Economy has extensive experience and substantial results in strengthening micro- and small enterprises and jobs creation in the country. During 2005, the Bulgarian Ministry of Economy has been implementing through the JOBS Project a programme helping Bulgarian milk processing enterprises to introduce control systems in order to meet international quality and food safety standards. This Center is not attached to high nature value grasslands, and it is just one element important in the milk products’ market chain. Nevertheless, it has been discussed and agreed that the knowledge and experience will be transferred to the project’s pilot areas, since it is critical information for determining the future of traditional pastoral systems. 
79. The Bulgarian Academy of Sciences (BAS) is an amalgamation of some 30 individual scientific research institutions. Research and monitoring of the environment are undertaken by the following institutions: the Institutes of Botany, Zoology and Ecology; the Forestry Institute and the National Hydrology and Meteorology Centre. BAS institutes compile and maintain specialized databases on biodiversity, as well as specimen collections that can be used as a source of basis information. BAS employs qualified specialists capable of supervising and providing expert assistance in the development and setting up of a monitoring system for the NAEP. Specialists in different fields will therefore become involved on a long-term basis together with the government authorities in data collection and processing as part of the monitoring effort. 

Policy and legislation context

80. Bulgaria’s policy and legislation context is driven almost entirely by its anticipated accession to EU in 2007. The current Strategic document for agriculture in Bulgaria is the National Plan for Agriculture and Rural Development 2000-2006. One of its objectives is “sustainable rural development consistent with the best environmental practices by introducing alternative employment, diversification of economic activity and establishment of the necessary infrastructure. This in turn will improve the living conditions and standards of rural communities, generate fairer income and open up employment opportunities.” The achievement of this objective relies on the integrated rural development approach, i.e. the implementation of common economic, infra-structural, environmental and cultural policies in all rural areas.
81. In 2003 the European Union introduced a wide reform in the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) that includes a new Rural Development Regulation for the period 2007-2013. The proposal re-organizes existing measures funded through CAP, creating a single instrument aimed at simplifying support for rural development. The new funding instrument for this is called European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and it will commit Member States to spending a minimum amount of their funding allocation according to three policy ‘axes’. Agri-environment and animal welfare will be the only compulsory measures, while Member States can choose from 33 others, grouped under the headings: (i) Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector (minimum of 10% of budget); (ii) Improving the environment and the countryside (minimum of 25%); and (iii) Quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy (minimum of 10%). Additionally there is a so-called LEADER axis (minimum of 5% of budget) for promoting bottom-up, area-based, partnerships for the delivery of locally-defined rural development objectives. 

82. In line with EU requirements, for the period following its accession to EU (2007-2013), Bulgaria has started preparations for a new National Strategic Rural Development Plan (RDP, part of NPARD) and National Agri-environmental programme (NAEP, part of RDP). Agri-environmental measures will specifically be introduced through a National Agri-environmental Program (NAEP), part of the overall RDP. The first draft of the Bulgarian NAEP was approved by the Collegium of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry in April 2005. Currently the NAEP is being finalized taking into account the proposal of different stakeholders (ministries, NGOs, agencies). 

83. During preparations for accession the piloting of agri-environmental measures for the purpose of “learning-by-doing” was proposed as part of the SAPARD programme. However, the Bulgarian government failed to launch the SAPARD-funded pilot agri-environmental measure due to administrative and capacity limitations. As a result, there is currently no practical experience of implementing such policy instruments in Bulgaria and, very significantly, no understanding of: (i) the influence of such measures upon the day-to-day management decisions taken by farmers; and (ii) their potential impact upon biodiversity conservation, especially species of global importance. 

84. Formulation of agri-environmental policy in Bulgaria continues, and the GEF intervention will serve as a valuable basis for finalization of this framework, testing its operation and subsequently rolling-out implementation on a country-wide basis. The EU does not provide capacity building, advisory and technical assistance to the Government in the area of promotion and deployment of agri-environmental schemes on HNV grasslands. For grasslands of international significance specifically, not a single project was financed from SAPARD so far. Acting as leverage for EU resources expected in the future, the proposed GEF project is going to remedy the lack of demonstration, advisory and capacity development skills, and ensure that agri-environmental measures for HNV grasslands are going to be sustainably demanded and absorbed by Bulgarian farmers after the NAEP becomes available. 

85. Programming for agri-environmental activities is completed by regulations promoting organic production in Bulgaria, which are:

· Regulation № 22/04.07.2001 about the organic production of plants, plant products and foods of plant origin and their labelling (promulgated in State Gazette, issue 68/3.08.2001)

· Regulation № 35/30.08.2001 about the organic production of animals, animal products and food of animal origin and their labelling (promulgated in State Gazette, issue 80/18.09.2001)

Threats, root causes and barriers

86. All semi-natural grasslands need the continuation of traditional agricultural practices in order to survive. This means the continuation of: (i) traditional patterns of pastoralism (herding and grazing of sheep and cattle), including the seasonal movement of sheep and cattle to high mountain pastures for summer grazing (a form of transhumance commonly referred to as pendulation); (ii) hay-making on lowland and upland meadows for winter fodder; (iii) no use of agro-chemical inputs such as fertilizers and pesticides, and (iv) regular removal of invasive shrubs and trees from pastures and meadows, including the controlled use of fire. If the semi-natural grasslands are not managed in the proper way, for instance by land abandonment, over-grazing or use of inappropriate cutting dates, the biodiversity of the grassland community will decrease by development of shrub encroachment or dominance of competitive grassland species.

87. Available estimates indicate a decline in the area of semi-natural pastures and meadows in Bulgaria from 1.8 million hectares in the early 20th century to 1.2 million ha in the 1960s and less than 500,000 hectares in the late 1990s. The remaining grasslands are now in great danger of being further degraded and lost due to the on-going pressures that have arisen from the processes of privatisation and land reform following the collapse of communism in the early 1990s and the transition towards a market-based economy. Currently, there are three main threats to grassland biodiversity associated with the management of HNV grasslands by farmers in Bulgaria:

(i) Unsustainable grazing loads: under-utilisation or over-utilization. Under-utilization of semi-natural pastures and meadows occurs normally where the grassland continues to be utilized by the owner or occupier, but with a lower level of management such as grazing pastures with a reduced number of animals or only mowing meadows intermittently (e.g. due to the reduced demand for hay because of reduced livestock numbers). Under-utilization commonly allows the commencement of a process of ecological succession beginning with the intrusion of shrubs and trees (typically Juniper (Juniperus communis) in higher altitudes and\or Rosa sp. and other shrubs in lower altitudes) into the grassland and the dominance of more competitive grassland species. As succession proceeds the intrinsic value of the semi-natural grassland ecosystem is gradually lost due to decreasing species diversity. Undergrazing is the main threat to grassland habitat in areas represented by the Ponor grassland. Over-grazing occurs normally at communal pastures close to the villages and ends up in destruction of the upper layer of vegetation and subsequent loss of grassland biodiversity. In Ponor, overgrazing by sheep, cows and goats resulted in some areas in dominance at present of species of a low forage quality tolerating trampling such as Nardus stricta that out competes other grass species on nearly 7% of the grassland territory. Plant species of a high forage value, which do not tolerate trampling, disappeared as well as the overall species richness of the grasslands dropped down. In Bessaparski Hills overgrazing and trampling has been a significant threat in the near past, also expressed in localized soil erosion coming from trampling. At present, both areas are grazed at levels below optimal, but recovery of the overgrazed grassland is a slow process. 

(ii) Permanent abandonment of semi-natural pastures and meadows – where the grassland is no longer used at all by the owner or occupier. This is often a progression from under-utilisation or semi-abandonment and obviously allows succession to proceed more quickly. The rate and extent of succession actually depends upon abiotic factors such as climate and soil fertility, but there are two main patterns of succession observed on Bulgarian HNV grasslands – shrubs and trees may be scattered in the grassland due to the uncontrolled growth of seedlings or if there is adjacent forest there may be a gradual invasion of tree seedlings from the edges of the grassland towards the center. In Ponor, grasslands intensively managed in the past are increasingly being abandoned, providing conditions for enlarging the territories of the bushes especially Juniper. The result is overgrowing and reduction of the grass communities and the overall species diversity in these areas. Permanent abandonment is less of a threat for low-mountain and lowland grasslands (e.g. Bessaparski Hills).

(iii) Conversion (destruction) of semi-natural pastures and meadows by ploughing to create cultivated land for the establishment of more productive and profitable arable and perennial crops (e.g. potatoes, cereals and vineyards). On the national scale, grassland conversion is the primary threat resulting in massive loss of biodiversity. Increasing the conversion of the grasslands into arable lands for potatoes and cereals growing is a threat affecting the grasslands in Ponor. Ploughing of the meadows and pastures and their use as arable lands has a negative effect on natural vegetation, birds, mammals, reptiles, insects etc., including globally threatened species like the European Souslik, especially vulnerable to the changes on its habitats. The overall species diversity in the arable fields is much lower and abruptly changes the ecosystem equilibrium, often leading to accelerated distribution of invasive species. The plowing of the grass communities and their transformation into arable lands, vineyards and gardens sharply intensified in the Bessaparski Hills area, driven by the recent financial incentives for creation of large scale private vineyards. This changes and destroys the natural habitats and has a strong negative effect on the species diversity of the native fauna and flora in the HNV grass communities.
Root causes and barriers

88. The three main threats to semi-natural grasslands listed above (unsustainable grazing loads, abandonment, and land conversion) are rooted in the economic background and current policy handicaps. The two main root-causes and barriers which need to be overcome, are listed below:

Root-cause 1. Low purchase price and low competitiveness of traditional pastoralists 

89. Overall, traditional pastoralism in Bulgaria is bringing limited financial returns and few opportunities to develop bigger and better businesses because of the lack of access to capital investment. With the poor economic returns from keeping grazing animals on HNV grasslands many farmers in lowland areas and on more mountainous fertile soils resort to the conversion of grassland to arable crops, vineyards or orchards. The profit margins of these activities may be higher than profit margins of selected traditional pastoralism unless the latter is big enough to combine a multitude of livestock activities. Under business as usual, economic land use alternatives lead to irreversible loss of plant diversity and the subsequent disappearance of the associated invertebrate and vertebrate communities.

90. It is becoming increasingly difficult to sell the traditional products of milk, yoghurt and white cheese when produced in the primitive way characteristic of small-scale pastoralism. A considerable number of farmers in grasslands (35% and more) sell their end products at free markets (bazaars) or off-road, where prices are competitive. The problem is that such free market is in many cases unreliable because sale is done in uncertain local shops and at farm gate, or on the road which is not allowed by the veterinary service. The rest of the farms sell milk to processing plants
 or use it for own consumption or trade in products. Selling to milk processors has been very widespread, but is diminishing: While the ultimate price of milk products at stores remains competitive, farmers are suffering because processing plants in a monopolistic manner force down the initial purchase price for raw products; and overall because of scarcity of processing plants and milk collection points, there is big uncertainty for local farmers about whether their raw milk products will be purchased or not (sometimes the buyers terminate milk collection for several months and the producers find themselves in a cul-de-sac). Farmers’ margins are therefore squeezed by low prices, the uncertainty of selling or not and the monopolistic tendencies of the processing companies who intentionally keep the highest margins for themselves. In Ponor, local farmers declare that they need “Guaranteed minimal purchasing price of the milk and meat or additional cost incentives/subsidies. The bigger stock-breeding farmers share disappointment of the low prices of milk - US$ 0.19 per liter (in summer months going even to US$ 0.16). With no cost incentives, and no way to by-pass the monopolistic processing plants, farmers downscale their production
. In addition, there is growing competition with outside investors (Danone, Kraft
) who in many cases rely on powder milk and/or imported raw materials for production. 

Barrier associated with Root-Cause 1. The inherent failure of the classic free market to compensate farmers for management practices beneficial for biodiversity

91. This is a well-known problem observed in many productive landscapes where land use is the result of market activities. Traditional farming practices often create areas of high nature value (HNV) farming, but with changing socio-economic circumstances this high nature value cannot be sustained without some form of external intervention that ensures the viability of the farming system that created it. In the last decade, there was a significant decline in livestock production due to liquidation of the state-controlled farm enterprises, and a resulting drop in the purchasing power of consumers and the loss of traditional export markets. For example, sheep-breeding has always been very significant in Bulgaria, mainly for the production of lamb meat, wool and milk for cheese and yoghurt. Total numbers of sheep peaked in the 1980s reaching 10-11 million, but current numbers are estimated at less than 3 million. Reversing the trend of the decline of traditional pastoralism is difficult unless this barrier is overcome through building pricing and non-pricing competitive advantages for pastoralists’ access to the market.

Root-cause 2. Price intervention for traditional commodities and production subsidies for agriculture are given higher priority by Bulgaria and EU than support to biodiversity friendly pastoralism
92. Within EU, there is an ongoing debate between the proponents of the classic vs. green subsidy packages in Europe’s agriculture, and so far EU has been weak in advocating the greener lobby, to which agri-environmental schemes belong. The bulk of CAP budget is spent on price interventions and subsidies for growing particular crops, mainly arable ones. Agri-environment schemes have to be implemented in all Member States of the European Union, but the degree of attention dedicated to their elaboration and enforcement is incomparable to the scope and level of detail of classic production support subsidies. The general wording of the agri-environmental regulations of the EU means that the form and scale of agri-environment scheme is left to the national/regional government Member State (depending upon how agricultural policy is implemented) to decide upon. Consequently a patchwork of agri-environment schemes has developed across the EU addressing a range of objectives in a variety of ways. The quality of these schemes varies enormously and in many cases is manifestly failing to deliver the Regulation’s objectives. There are no EU requirements and no assistance provided by EU regarding capacity building, demonstration, and calibration of agri-environmental schemes, which prevents or significantly delays conservation of internationally important species (lessons learned and examples are discussed in Annex 14). 
Barrier A associated with Root-Cause 2. Agri-environmental policy-making at central level (NAEP preparation) is decoupled from on-the-ground implementation: EU pre-accession farmer outreach and support programs on their own do not result in a critical mass of farmers interested to request assistance from agri-environmental schemes.

93. Prior to the beginning of 2005 the concept of HNV farming was not applied in Bulgaria (it is still not yet fully and effectively introduced), so there have been no clear criteria for the definition of HNV farmland - although given the predominantly extensive agriculture and high degree of biological diversity, Bulgaria is well-suited to the application of the HNV concept. Within the agricultural lands in the country 7% are semi-natural grasslands, which is a sub-category of HNV. In the pre-accession period the EU has, within SAPARD program allocated resources for testing agri-environmental measures. However, the Government of Bulgaria failed to use SAPARD to pilot agri-environmental measures, despite them being considered extremely important and the only obligatory rural development measure within the EU context. The allocated resources were not demanded and remained unused, because apart from the enabling legal environment, there is currently no EU support for and no experience of implementing such a policy instrument in Bulgaria. Consequently, there is no understanding of the influence of such measures upon the day-to-day management decisions taken by farmers. 

94. Within the framework of the PDF A, an inquiry was carried out among local farmers on their awareness of the agri-environmental opportunities. The results from it do not claim to be representative or comprehensive, but they allow identifying almost precisely the needs of information. 80% of the farmers who have the potential to apply were not acquainted with the opportunities for financing under the SAPARD Program as a whole. More than 90% for the agricultural producers in the region do not know the investment credit opportunities which were available from State Fund Agriculture. Over 80% do not know what kind of support they can expect after Bulgaria’s accession to the EU
. None of the local farmers operate the level of book-keeping that is necessary for claiming support payments after EU accession. Farmer registration procedure is terra incognita for most farmers. Lack of outreach mechanisms and access to professional consultations in the region was one of the reasons most often referred to.
95. Although the forthcoming EU Rural Development Regulation (applicable in Bulgaria after accession in 2007) will contain some provision for supporting local advisory services, it is unlikely that pastoralism, internationally important biodiversity conservation or the delivery of integrated advice will be a high priority. Learning from past pre-accession countries of the EU, GEF funding will be used in Bulgaria to add a significant value by funding innovation in the short-term and developing an alternative advisory model for which financing is not provided by EU now, but which will define how EU financing of agri-environment is absorbed in Bulgaria in the long-term. A similar argument applies to the promotion of a vision for “local rural partnership”, preparation of the Local Development Plan and local labelling/marketing scheme – these are all innovative approaches for which EU establishes a legal overall framework, but does not provide guidance nor resources regarding their effective deployment.

Barrier B associated with Root-Cause 2. Designers of Bulgaria’s HNV support to farmers are decoupled from scientists capable to develop a set of scientifically grounded biodiversity requirements.

96. Agri-environment schemes attempt to deliver environmental gain through introducing changes in agricultural land management. Ensuring environmental benefits requires an understanding of the relationship between land management and the environment. Absence of that from the design of Measure 1.3 of the SAPARD program in Bulgaria resulted in its non-disbursement. Experience from biodiversity conservation projects so far suggests that scientific justification and proper scientific evaluation of project impact becomes a common weaknesses. There is experience of the World Bank-GEF project in Slovakia, suggesting that “Agri-environment measures should be based on good ecological research so that management requirements for farmers deliver real environmental benefits and are practical to implement”. Schemes that are not based on good science will often not deliver on their promises. There is an example from the Netherlands, where a scheme aims to benefit meadow bird populations by protecting nests from farm operations. However, the management requirements do not benefit them as they fail to combine nest protection with chick protection; for example, there is no scheme available that includes prescriptions for groundwater level, which has been shown to affect abundance of meadow birds. Bulgaria will have to establish an effective monitoring, evaluation and reporting system for all agri-environmental measures that are co-financed by the European Union. However, experience from other Member States suggests that this obligation is often neglected both by countries and EU, leading to delayed and poor quality data collection and evaluation procedures.

Baseline Scenario
 
97. Despite of the positive experience Bulgaria gained in the application of CBD, there is very limited experience available in habitat conservation through voluntary mechanisms, contractual arrangements and economic incentives. Biodiversity conservation has been done primarily through “classic” approaches through designation of protected areas and restrictions. Therefore, the record of successful biodiversity conservation projects in the farmland, which is predominantly privately owned, is not only limited, but extremely challenging for the government. It is a declared priority for the next years for the Government such mechanisms to be introduced. The policy tools available for that purpose are mainly defined by the EU accession process through designation of Natura 2000 network, development of agri-environmental programs and integration of biodiversity concerns into the economic sectors. However, the effective utilization of these tools (because of the EU subsidiarity principle and nationally driven programming approach) is largely dependent on the available in country experience. Hence, conservation of HNV farmland, including grasslands under the current EU accession process is problematic and limited to the available in country experience.

98. Conservation of HNV farmland and grasslands in Bulgaria is not covered in full by any strategic document or plan in operation in Bulgaria. Different aspects of conservation of grassland biodiversity are dealt with under a number of programs and plans in Bulgaria, but there is no one single document putting them together.

99. Activities under the National Biodiversity Conservation Plan:  provides for the following activities, relevant to biodiversity conservation in HNV grasslands:

I. Habitat restoration and management

· Restoration of open grasslands through reintroduction of native flora; 

· Establishment of model farms for sustainable biodiversity friendly farming; 

· Implementation of conservation measures for HNV grasslands and farm land;

II. Development of legislation for conservation of biodiversity:

· Regulation on financial incentives for the environmentally responsible business in the forest and agricultural sector; 

III. Development of strategies, programs, plans and methodological guidelines for biodiversity conservation:

· Strategy and Plan for development of organic farming; 

· Designing of National Agri-environmental Program; 

· Methodological guidelines for assessment of HNV farmland and HNV grasslands;

IV. Capacity building for the implementation of NPBC

· Development of the human and technical capacity of the MAF units responsible for agri-environment; 

· Capacity building and training of MEW and MAF units responsible for management of funds for compensatory payments for Natura 2000; 

VI. Development of the National Ecological Network

· Designation and management of network of Natura 2000 sites (protected zones); 

VII. Monitoring of biodiversity

· Development of a monitoring system for the sustainable use of grassland habitats in the forests and farm lands; 
VIII. Research of biodiversity

· Mapping and research of habitats included in Annex I of the Biodiversity Act. Development of Atlas; 
· Inventory and GIS mapping of pastures and meadows; 
· Identification and ecological assessment of traditional farming systems and assessment of the feasibility to introduce best practices from abroad.
100. Activities under SAPARD Pre-accession Programme In accordance with the requirements of preparation for EU membership, the Bulgarian government developed a National Agricultural and Rural Development Plan (NARDP) which clearly established the priorities for governmental agricultural policy for the period 2000-2007 and made provision for the use of EU co-financing to fund a number of priority rural development measures. The NARDP measure with potential for direct impact on biodiversity conservation and sustainable land management practices is Measure 1.3 Development of environmentally friendly practices and activities. The first draft of the measure was presented together with the NARDP in 2000, but was updated in 2001 following the circulation of ‘Guidelines for Development of Agri-environment Measures for the Candidate Countries’ by the EC commission. Based on these guidelines Measure 1.3 was further elaborated and the concept of pilot areas was introduced. Measure 1.3 can support five main activities: organic farming, preservation of local breeds endangered of extinction, maintenance of semi-natural habitats and support to anti-erosion practices and activities, demonstration and training activities. Organic farming and preservation of local breeds sub-measures are proposed for supported on the whole territory of Bulgaria for a limited number of organically produced crops and local breeds. Money in the other two activities (including Management of semi-natural habitats) has been earmarked for certain areas following a number of criteria: 

· be contrasting with respect to a) the basic natural factors (e.g. lowland or mountain) which shape the landscape and influence the environmental conditions in the area; b) agricultural activity and farming systems, and; c) the type of farmers 

· have the prevailing environmental problems and priorities.

· be easily defined with clear boundaries such as the administrative borders of local communities or municipalities, the boundaries of well-defined eco-systems, the borders of protected areas or a special landscape region with a clear identity.  

· have a large proportion of land used by private farmers e.g. it should not have a large proportion of abandoned land nor should it be owned predominantly by the state; 

· have local organisations (or local offices of national organisations) that are willing and interested to collaborate in the pilot project;

· have good sources of environmental/biological data and information available for establishing an effective monitoring system;

· be of a size that is easily managed (although this will depend to some extent upon the characteristics of the area).

101. Those were nationally driven criteria, and they did not have a focus on globally important species and habitats, nor were not as much focused on areas with limited local capacities. Areas, such as Ponor and Bessaparski Hills were not included in the list. Measure 1.3 was approved by the Commission in April 2002. However it has not yet been implemented because the so-called SAPARD Paying Agency (State Fund Agriculture) has not yet been accredited to implement it, so there are no specific results what the uptake of the measure will be and how the activities proposed in the measure will be accepted by the farmers. So far, the biggest interest has been indicated to organic farming. The activity management of semi-natural habitats is going to be implemented in 3 pilot areas (all protected areas), covering 9 municipalities. Criteria for site selection were nationally driven, and they did not have a focus on globally important species and habitats, nor were not as much focused on areas with limited local capacities. Areas, such as Ponor and Bessaparski Hills were not included in the list. 

102. Consequently, although there is some capacity in the design of agri-environmental schemes in the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF), there is no experience in implementing, monitoring and evaluation of such schemes. Even if the SAPARD Agri-environment measure is accredited soon (e.g. in the first half of 2006), the time remaining for its implementation will be extremely limited (applications could be submitted only till the end of 2007). 

103. Apart from the SAPARD program, farmers can currently benefit from the following support mechanisms: (i) support of the farms under the programs of State Fund Agriculture; (ii) subsidies from State Fund Agriculture for first grade cow milk, supplied for processing, amounting to USD 0.03 per liter, and sheep milk amounting to USD 0.042 per liter; and (iii) use of credit concessions amounting up to USD 12,000 for purchasing of breeding animals, milking equipment and milk cooling facilities and repair of the sheds.

104. Extremely low awareness and decoupling of central program designers from farmers currently results in almost zero uptake of those opportunities
. The EU SAPARD Program is currently financing construction of a new dairy in the region, which is a substantial baseline element for enhancing demand for milk products from Ponor grassland. Detailed information on it cannot be obtained as it is confidential. The SAPARD requirements, however, that the approved dairies must have a capacity for processing over 3 tonnes of milk per day, are well known. 
105. Farmer cooperatives, associations, product certification in organic farming: According to the national strategies and plans it is recognized that Bulgaria has big potential in environmentally friendly agriculture based on organic (biological) production, low input extensive farming, semi-natural livestock grazing and high quality food products, that can be promoted through agri-environmental measures. However, the national capacity in practical implementation is very limited
. Until 2005 only 12,284 ha of arable land was managed in organic way. The existing in country experience in environmentally friendly farming so far has been generated mainly through initiatives of NGOs and through the support of international donors and development programs. The most notable initiatives are supported by the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) through its program for sustainable management of natural resources. Its projects cover mainly preservation of rare breeds of farm animals (Bioselena Foundation) and promotion of organic production of crops, medicinal and aromatic herbs and lamb (Bioselena Foundation, Bio-Bulgaria Cooperative). Balkan Biocert Ltd. is an independent certification and control agency for organic products established in partnership between Bulgarian and Swiss organizations. Agrolink is another NGO with activities in policy development and practical implementation of environmentally friendly farming through the support of Defra and Arecol. It has activities with private farmers in several municipalities on development of whole-farm agri-environmental plan, promotion of organic production of berries and vegetables.
106. Bio-Bulgaria is a cooperative which was founded in 1999 by farmers wishing to work according to the principles of organic farming, applying them to their family-based, small and medium farms. In April 2001, it was registered as a legal entity with 21 members. Today the cooperation has 35 members (and 9 applicants), mainly based in the Central Balkan region of Bulgaria. They also create a label, which mark their products and enabled consumers easy to recognize them. In 2001 five producers were inspected and initiated the process of conversion from conventional to organic farming and Bio-Bulgaria was able to produce and export its first certified Organic products (5 tons of dried Peppermint). On the next year producers another 21 producers started the process of conversion to bio-production. Today the cooperative promotes and sell a number of products also on the local Bulgarian market and to the Embassies in Sofia (jams, goat cheeses, honey, nuts, dried mint leaves, dried rose and lavender). 

107. The main objective of the cooperative is to support members' efforts in marketing their organic products. Members of Bio-Bulgaria benefit from the regular technical advice and training of the Foundation for Organic Agriculture “Bio-Selena" and process of control and certification is made by “Balkan Biocert”. Currently the members of Bio-Bulgaria produce: Dried cultivated herbs, (peppermint, lavender, Melissa officinalis); Eteric oils (rose and lavender); Dried wild herbs and fruit, (Rosa canina, walnuts, lime-tree-flowers); Dairy products from cows, sheep and goats (fresh milk, white cheese); Meat (lambs, baby-beef); Honey; and Raspberry. 

108. In 2001 a number of farmers from a couple of villages around Troian town (Central Balkan region) decided to turn their farms to bio-farm and to cooperated their efforts with a small dairy from a neighboring village called “RIMA”, which processing the row milk by authentic technology. They produce milk, yogurt and cream. The process of production of milk and its processing is certified and control by “Balkan Biocert” and IMO Switzerland. The certificate is a guarantee that products meet all requirements of bio-production and processing. The small cooperative of producers, dairy and consultants are members of Bio-Bulgaria cooperative and their products are marked with Bio-Bulgaria label.

109. Chemernik farm. Mountain farm “Chemernik” is situated 62 km away from Sofia in the area of the Iskar gorge on 1150 meters above the sea level in the ecologically clean area of Izdremec peak (the village of Bov, the municipality of Svoge). The farm is situated on 6.2 ha own land in the territory of the village of Bov. The farm itself is built on 1,4 ha. The necessary hay for fodder per year is about 100 tones. From 12,0 ha of meadows (own and on lease) are produced 250 kg of hay per 1000 square meters. The rest is bought from local producers in the region. Apart from hay, “Chemernik” farm buys additionally fodder, grain, corn, barley, grain siftings, mess and oats from proven producers from the area of the city of Montana with Certificate of quality and environmental standard of the cereals. The farm is an independent stockbreeding compound. “Chemernik” has 12 cows and calves of the breed brown Bulgarian and brown American cattle, all registered in the selection center in Bistrica. The sheep are 141 from the so-called milk crossbreed and are also registered in the selection center in Bistrica, and for expert opinions are held consultations with specialists from the Institute of mountain stockbreeding in the town of Troyan.  For the period from October 2003 to October 2004 the yield of cow milk is 22 376 liters. As far as sheep milk is concerned, for the same period it was 4 250 liters. The farm possesses 2 sows, 1 boar and offspring. Apart from the above-mentioned animals in the territory of “Chemernik” farm are bred geese, ducks, turkeys and other birds. The farm has available 2 saddle horses. All animals are bred in isolated and well-maintained premises, in conformity with the requirements of the sanitary and hygiene services. The sheep-pen is located on an area of 500 square meters and is furnished with the necessary troughs and racks for the sheep. The cow-pen is built on 500 square meters and all cows have separate premises with number and data sheets. The pigsty is on area of 80 square meters.

110. For the normal functioning of the cattle-breeding compound and the farm as a whole, “Chemernik” has the following equipment and facilities available: 2 trucks, 1 light-weight truck “Nisa”, 1 jeep “Niva”, 1 caterpillar tractor, 1 wheeled tractor, 1 straw baler, 2 mowing machines, 1 fodder mill, 1 dryer, 3 milking machines, 1 cart, 1 motor sledge, 1 sledge. The “Chemernik” farm is a property of “Chemernik” Ltd. Chief Manager is Mr. Lubomir Ivanov, and the Managing Director of the farm is Mr. Ivan Gatsev. Two shepherds and two cowherds take care for the animals.

111. The Chemernik farm has its own dairy where Bulgarian Roquefort cheese is produced and the farm consumes exclusively and fully its own dairy products. The capacity of the dairy farm is small and depends entirely on the daily yield of milk. Its personnel comprises two men - one of them a technologist. “Chemernik” farm and the products produced there have a certificate of ecologically clean products #000010/22.07.2000 issued by Agro-Ecological Center of the Higher Institute of Agriculure - Plovdiv. The monitoring process is all-embracing and includes not only the ready products, but also all components leading to generation of the sub-product (soil, air, water, fodder, state of the cattle-sheds, care of the animals, veterinary control etc.).

112. There is a number of on-going initiatives in the country financed by bilateral donors and NGOs which limit themselves to one important function: provide information and education services for agricultural producers. One good example is the Association of Milk Producers. It has committed already technical and financial support for the registration of two producers associations in Ponor region– one in each of the two villages that represent natural economic and geographic Centres of the region – Zimevitza and Breze. The Association is willing to co-finance the project with series of specialized lectures and visiting consultants. 

113. Baseline activities on the policy development and advice level: In addition to the efforts of the Agri-environmental Department of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests, described in the policy context section of the main text, there are number of initiatives which strive to link rural policy development at the central level with on-the-ground implementation. The National Agricultural Advisory Service (NAAS) provides useful information for farmers and has well prepared experts. The National Agricultural Advisory Service (NAAS) was established by law in 1999 after its separation from the former Agricultural Academy. Its main purpose is to support the Bulgarian agricultural sector during the process of accession to the European Union and to assist agriculture to compete on world markets. 
114. The National Agricultural Advisory Service (NAAS) is the successor to the National Agricultural Advisory System which was established during the period 1995-1998 in the framework of the two projects of the PHARE - Agriculture programme. NAAS implements on-the-ground state policy in the agricultural sector giving up-to-date information, special advises and other services to agricultural producers. It carries out extension activities and provides expert assistance to farmers in their efforts to realize an effective and competitive agriculture and it moves to achieve EU standards. Specifically, NAAS:
· organizes extension assistance to farmers, cooperatives, associations and other structures related to agriculture, 

· provides free advice, information, training and other services in the sphere of agriculture, 

· assists with the transfer of scientific and practical knowledge into agricultural practice, 

· makes chemical analyses of soil, plants and forages, irrigation water and fertilizers and makes recommendations, 

· takes part in solving ecological, economical, informational, social, demographic, infrastructural and other problems. 

115. The NAAS structure includes Head Office, Analytical laboratory and 28 Regional Agricultural Advisory Services (RAAS) in each of the regional centres in the country. 
116. Relevant baseline in research and monitoring: In the years following 2000, birds in Ponor were studied further and as a result the whole project territory is included in the list of IBAs that meet the criteria for Natura 2000 designation because of their importance for the EU. The official designation of IBA status of the whole territory is on the way in 2006. The site will be included in the European Union ecological network Natura 2000 after Bulgaria joins the EU
. Under a project funded by the Dutch Government the EEA develops National Biodiversity Monitoring System (NBMS) (http://chm.moew.government.bg/iaos/indexE.cfm). The Project is on-going (2004-2005) and the adoption of the NBMS by the MEW is expected by the end of 2005. Functioning of the National Biodiversity Monitoring System will be operated by the Executive Environment Agency and will involve data collection, management and analysis system that aims to monitor long-term changes in the biodiversity of Bulgaria. It is the main instrument supporting decision-making related to many elements of biodiversity conservation in Bulgaria and serves the information needs of many different users. 

117. Several NGOs in the country conduct monitoring activities mainly on regional level. The biggest national non-governmental organisation dedicated to the biodiversity conservation is the Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds (BSPB). One of the major activities of BSPB is ornithological monitoring. A Common birds monitoring programme started with the aim to cover the territory of the whole country in 2004. It is using standardized methodology. 

The GEF Alternative

118. The project’s goal is to ensure long-term conservation of high nature value grasslands in Bulgaria. The project objective is to mainstream the requirements for conservation of HNV grasslands into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy. The project’s logframe is presented in Annex 2. The project aims to achieve its objective through of the following 3 outcomes:

Outcome 1 
Viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated
Output 1.1 
Biodiversity management plans as a basis for pilot agri-environmental scheme. Analysis of the ecological condition of HNV and socio-economic context made it clear that the agri-environmental measures on high nature value grasslands are going to be centered on support to farmers that maintain ecologically healthy stocking densities of cattle and sheep, which is the main ecological requirement of the high-nature value semi-natural grasslands
, along with the range of activities supporting livestock farming such as mowing, clearing of shrubs, maintenance of watering holes, etc. Based on PDF A feasibility analysis, at present the grasslands are underutilized by grazing livestock. Due to the low number of animals, pastoral movements of livestock, grazing rotations and seasonal migration of herds is no longer practiced. Grazing nowadays is confined mainly around the villages, which leads to localized degradation by overgrazing. Although precise data for the past is not available, historic data reveals that in the first half of the XXth century the size of sheep herds exceeded the present numbers by tens of times
. The negative effects of overgrazing in the past are still found on some parts of the grassland in Ponor. Therefore, when deciding on ecologically sound levels of grazing pressure the vulnerability of the grassland has to be taken in mind. Since there are no Bulgarian studies on the ecological and nature conservation side of this problem (only on its agronomic aspects), the PDF A assessment recommended that initially the target grazing density for the project should be considerably low, e.g. 0.25 livestock units per hectare (LU/ha)
. At present a rough estimation of the current grazing pressure in Ponor based on the baseline data collected is 0.12 (LU)\ha for sheep and 0.06 LU\ha for cows. Therefore a proposed target for increase in the numbers of grazing animals for the target areas is between 100 and 150%. The following activities will be undertaken as part of this output.

1.1.1 Subcontracting national experts and eligible organizations for elaboration of biodiversity management plans for pilot sites (including field work and desk studies for data gathering and processing). Specialized expertise will be hired to develop biodiversity management plans for pilot sites in close collaboration with the Project Management Unit, MoEW and BAS. This activity will rely mostly on non-GEF financing (MEW) and it is a priority for the Ministry as part of the implementation of the Biodiversity Act and the NPBC 2005-2010. The management plans will serve as blueprints for maintaining the sites’ ecological integrity and internationally important biodiversity. Biological requirements of the sites and measures to maintain or restore them, are going to be the key elements of the plans, and guide the fine-tuning of agri-environmental measures as currently proposed in Annex 16. Baseline and mid- and end-project impact indicators (biological status) are presented in Annex 2. Logical Framework and in Annex 12. Specific Clause about the AES M&E. Their refinement and detailed elaboration will happen through biodiversity management planning at the outset of the project, but no substantial deviations are expected. Preparation of management plans will also take into account: (i) the mosaic character of project sites, defining what areas should be managed, what should be grazed as now, where grazing should increase, which areas should be left aside, etc.; (ii) select areas for direct targeting by AES (areas for expansion of pastoralism) based on biodiversity response to grazing; (iii) identify economic multiplication and replication effects nested in the relationship between flat-rate support and numbers of cattle; (iv) define replication and synergy potential through NAEP post 2008; and (v) finalize the AES monitoring plan to make sure that link between hectarage covered and cattle density is maintained once established.

1.1.2 Consultations with local stakeholders (farmers, regional inspectorates of environment, municipalities, BAS, MoEW, MoAF, on draft biodiversity management plans through a workshop and bilaterial/multilateral meetings.

1.1.3 Adoption of plans by Ministry of Environment and Water

Output 1.2 
A pilot agri-environmental scheme for encouraging farmers to adopt more biodiversity friendly land management practices in the selected HNV grasslands. These financial instruments will be available to farmers whose current economic activities are detrimental to grasslands, and the idea is to shift farmers from those activities to biodiversity-friendly grassland management by providing a compensation to farmers for additional labor and transaction costs, as well as for income they may forgo as s result of participation in the AES. The following activities will be undertaken as part of this output:
1.2.1. Writing a detailed Agri-environmental plan for each site. The agri-environmental measures will be finalized by the PMU and MAF based on the refined biological indicators set by biodiversity management plans and data on the optimal grazing loads. The plan will be developed in discussions with local stakeholders, MoAF, SFA, whereupon it will be approved for implementation.

1.2.2 Disbursement of the agrienvironmental payments to farmers through Agri Environmental Policy Unit (AEPU)/Mobile Advisory Center (MAC). The procedure for disbursement of support to local farmers is described in activities under Output 2.1 below.

Cost-effectiveness and incremental cost analysis during the PDF A Feasibility Study, as well as conclusions of the study on the potential farmers interested in the scheme, enabled identification of the following proposed mix of agri-environmental measures in line with the EU-accepted patterns: 

(i) сompensation of farmers to undertake additional labor associated with specific HNV farmland activities. Farmers will be contracted to undertake habitat management measures, for which they will receive payments. Activities eligible for assistance will include: meadow management (time bound hay mowing on meadows), rotational grazing of livestock (ensuring sustainable levels of grazing loads to pastures), mechanical clearing of shrub and trees to restore grassland habitats lost to shrub invasion, re-creation of watering holes and use of droves to facilitate conditions for pastoral grazing, re-seeding of pastures to support regeneration of previously overgrazed pastures. Transaction costs associated with farmers’ participation in the scheme will be also factored in. 

(ii) for farmers whose economic activities are especially detrimental to the habitat and its globally significant biodiversity value, but where incomes are comparatively higher than livestock, an income forgone compensatory payments will be negotiated, initially per ha in order to stimulate avoidance of the current practice and a change for a more environmentally sustainable one. Such detrimental activities include herb and rose cultivation, and in some areas also a combination of those with vegetable production and arable farming. 
Compensatory payment rates will be calculated per ha with the average amount available US$ 150/ha per year (in mountain areas such as Ponor) and US$ 250/ ha per year in lowland areas (such as Bessaparski Hills) for a combination of measures. Payment rates have been calculated following an economic analysis of the attractiveness they present to farmers in comparison to other available alternatives. (For details please refer to Annex 15). At least 20 farmers capable of and willing for absorbing the assistance within the project are present in the area. There are many smaller farmers who are ready to invest into expansion of their pastoral activities provided there could be a small compensation scheme available. Initial selection of agri-environmental measures has been made during the PDF-A feasibility study, while the cost of the different packages, described above and in Annex 15, has been based on calculations for the currently designed National Agri-environmental Program, and remains flexible. This selection will allow for testing the effectiveness of the proposed measures in real situations in two contrasting areas, an approach strongly proposed by MAF. Further details on the economic viability of the scheme and its biological impacts are presented in Annex 15. Access to support and assistance to farmers in implementation of agri-environmental measures will be facilitated by AEPU/MAF, and the Mobile Advisory Center. Programming and disbursement procedures for the project’s AES are described in Output 2.1. Monitoring of implementation and impacts is considered a significant element of the project. 

Output 1.3 
Grassland eco-label and eco-products outlet to stimulate demand for grassland products. It has been discussed in the barriers analysis that difficulties of competition force farmers away from traditional pastoralism. In order to help market grasslands products “more directly” the project proposes to employ two instruments: a grassland label
, and a grassland eco-products outlet. The Ponor region especially has high potential for development of a biodiversity friendly image, so these tools would serve additional incentives to farmers to participate in the agri-environment scheme by “adding value” to their livestock products. The above two demand-side activities will complement the activities of MAC (see Output 2.1) of the project which will help farmers resolve issues around unscrupulous milk processing businesses and middlemen, and establish better relations with new milk collection plants (such as those constructed with SAPARD budget). 
Grassland eco-label. The Grassland Eco-label will be a simple “process-based” 
 certificate promoting traditional livestock products produced by farmers participating in the pilot agri-environment scheme as being “biodiversity friendly”. The scope of the brand will extend to the labelling all traditional livestock products commonly associated with pastoral grazing systems, namely (1) sheep products (fresh liquid milk; yogurt; fresh white cheese; ripe white cheese; kashkaval (ripe yellow cheese); lamb meat); and (2) cow products (fresh liquid milk; yogurt; ripe white cheese; kashkaval (ripe yellow cheese); curds; curds made of yogurt with added herbs, paprika, etc. (specific for the region); veal; beef).

The eligible users of the scheme will be those farmers participating in the pilot agri-environment scheme together with their family members and associated small businesses actively involved in manufacturing traditional livestock products at a local level. Larger food processing businesses might be eligible to participate provided that they are exclusively processing livestock products sourced from farmers participating in the pilot agri-environment scheme.

The following activities will be undertaken as part of the development of a grassland eco-label:

1.3.1 Finalization of ecological and production process standards for the grassland eco-label, to which participating farmers will have to comply. This is the first step in the process. Project’s AEPU/MAC will work on that to ensure the eco-label covers: a) the basic standards of good farming practice (corresponding to the governmentally approved good agricultural and environmental conditions - GAEC); and (b) environmental restrictions and employment of biodiversity friendly habitat management practices as prescribed by the biodiversity management plans developed for project areas’ AES under Output 1.1. Additional quality inspection processes standards will also be established for any processed products involved, in order to ensure that they are manufactured exclusively from the outputs of livestock grazing grasslands in the pilot agri-environment scheme. These standards will need to address issues such as mixed grazing (i.e. grazing of some grasslands not in the agri-environment scheme), the length and period of grazing on semi-natural grasslands, multi-ingredient products (i.e. including from other sources) etc. In this respect there will be many lessons to be learnt from the development of organic food and farming standards in Bulgaria. The experience of the official green certification agency such as Balkan Biocert will be used in this exercise.

1.3.2 Development of monitoring protocols. This is the second stage of the process and will be undertaken by AEPU in partnership with Balkan Biocert. Mechanisms will need to be put in place to assure that the traditional livestock products purchased by consumers do actually live up to the promises of the “biodiversity friendly” brand. Project MAC (with assistance or participation from Balkan Biocert, t.b.d.) will assume the monitoring function
. 

1.3.3 Finalize the business and marketing plan for the eco-label – is the third stage of the process, once the scope of the brand is finalized and ecological and process standards and monitoring protocols are in place.  The process will be coordinated by AEPU and Balkan Biocert. This is a key element for the identification of: (i) the potential market niche for the “biodiversity friendly” livestock products (currently believed to consumers serviced by local and Sofia region outlets and supermarkets); (ii) what distinctive, superior benefits /comparative advantages the ecolabel will offer to the products; here different approaches will be investigated, addressing issues such as competition/coordination with the accredited organic farming labels and fair trade labels; (iii) ensuring the consistency of supply and achieving a critical mass of participating farmers and small businesses. This point is critical since the infrastructure and distribution systems for food products are not highly developed in the pilot areas. The development of an appropriate supply chain and marketing channels will therefore be a key task and particular attention will have to be given to issues of storage and transport according to national and EU hygiene standards; (iv) design of the label, trademark issues, stamping requirements and procedures; and (v) promotion and awareness raising plan.

1.3.4 Development of an accreditation plan based on the ecological standards, monitoring protocols, and the business plan is the forth stage of the process and will be undertaken by the AEPU. In the current legislation, there are two possibilities: (i) the label is accredited, in which case AEPU will link farmers that have the potential to obtain official green certification to an accredited agency; and (ii) have a label that does not require accreditation. These options will be studied and the cost-benefit analysis will produce the best way forward. 

1.3.5 Training and further road-map. Having ecological standards, business plan, and accreditation in place, and before certification of products and processing can start, it is paramount to train farmers and processors on the application of the label and its advantages. This is the fifth stage of the eco-label road map, and it will be handled by AEPU together with the accreditation agency. Following the training, and as the operation of the AES gains critical mass, participating farmers will for the first time undergo inspection and obtain permissions for entering into the conversion period which is a period given by the inspector to the applicant to meet all the standards of the scheme, before they can get the certificate. In Bulgaria, the expectation is that such a conversion period can last from 1 to 2 years, so only very few farmers can actually obtain certificates within project life. For the duration of the project those undergoing conversion will enjoy assistance available from AES, and those who would come close to certification will then enjoy assistance of MAC in marketing their products. 

However, what has been described up to now is the project’s initial leverage, which is going to be materialized within MSP budget and an approximate 3 years period: Despite the perceived simplicity of the scheme, the conversion periods, the marketing activities and the supply chain development will all require careful long-term support, as well as significant time and funding to maintain, which is beyond the time-scale and funding of the present MSP. Since tangible benefits may only be accrued in the medium- to long-term, the grassland eco-label will therefore require long-term support and commitment from a number of different sources if it is going to succeed. 

The long-term success of the eco-label will depend on the ability of farmers to organize into community-based producer organizations (such as those supported by the EU LEADER program from 2007 onwards) and farmer associations (such as those supported by the Bulgarian Rural Development Program 2007-2013). The latter will provide assistance on: 

· Improving the small-scale processing and marketing of agricultural products

· Taking advantage of new market opportunities through the development of new products

· Encouraging farmers to participate in quality assurance schemes

· Helping farmers to adopt to more modern and demanding food hygiene standards 

· Encouraging the setting up of producer groups

From the outset, the project works in partnership with the emerging LEADER groups (such as those promoted through the UNDP project), as well as with the development team of the Bulgarian Rural Development Program (i.e. the Ministry of Agriculture’s Sustainable Rural Development Directorate and Agrienvironmental Department). These partnerships are the guarantee of the feeding-in of the project’s eco-label into the vast sea of financial and institutional EU support mechanisms available from 2007 and onwards. One specific bridge in moving from the project’s leverage to the long-term sustainability of the eco-label is participation of the Balkan Biocert (an official green certification agency) in all stages of setting up the eco-label. Examples from EU countries show that such an approach is successful as demonstrated in the lessons learned section in Annex 14. Closer to the end of the project, the AEPU will jointly with Balkan Biocert, Ministry of Agriculture and Forests, and LEADER develop an action plan for development of the brand after the end of the project.

Eco-products outlet. The feasibility study showed that if the project was to meet its objective of improving the conservation of the HNV grasslands by increasing stock density between 100 and 150% (sheep equivalent), the corresponding increase in production of milk products would be absorbed by the market. In order to make sure that it is the organized market channel which absorbs it (which is the most sustainable track), the demonstration eco-products outlet idea is proposed
. Indicative activities for the eco-product outlet include:

1.3.6 Finalize business plan for eco-products outlet.

1.3.7 Present and discuss business plan with EBRD and commercial banks who have shown interest during the PDF A stage. 

1.3.8 Obtain financing and start implementation of the business plan (GEF resources are NOT to be used for this).

A draft business plan for the idea was prepared at the PDF A stage. The draft business plan for the eco-products outlet demonstrated that a small stand/corner in a larger food store to promote HNV products would be the most appropriate start for this type of business. Business analysis came to a conclusion that creation of a separate stand-alone shop, the diversity of products on sale has to be very high from the start, which is currently not feasible, and requires further business-planning. The range of products currently available for sale in both regions does not present any opportunities for marketing of products from a designated region, because with a few exceptions they are typical for the whole country and cannot be certified under a regional scheme. However, if combined with an environmental brand, their marketing potential is expected to become higher in line with the existing trends in Europe and in country. As a business idea, the creation of market outlets, either locally or in the city will be further explored and proposed for financing from sources other than GEF, such as bank micro-credit lines. GEF support is requested for finalization of a business plan which will then be presented for funding under the existing credit opportunities form small and medium size enterprises in Bulgaria. 

The GEF funds will support finalization of the business plan for the ecoproducts outlet and its advancement with financiers and outlet owners, to ensure there is financial capital and infrastructure for the start up of the business. Bulgaria has a very well developed banking system capable of supporting such an initiative, and a very consumer-close outlet distribution, which therefore makes it possible to believe in the success of the idea. The outlet most probably will be developed as a cooperative between a farmers association/NGOs/outlet owners. However, before the business plan is finalized it would be premature to fix any financial or institutional arrangements, or concrete institutions (banking or trade) as co-financiers for this project component. 

Outcome 2
Agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgarian mainstreamed into national policy-making

Output 2.1
Management model for agri-environmental schemes: establishment of an Agri-Environmental Policy Unit and Mobile Advisory Centre. The establishment of an agri-environmental scheme for local farmers represents the core of the project. Indicative activities under this output include: 
2.1.1 Establishment of the AEPU/MAC 
 - advertise and select staff. Identify offices and equip them. 

The Project Management Unit has to be more than just a project-running body, if the Scheme is to meet quality standards and be absorbed by farmers, and if it ultimately is to be integrated into the National Agri-Environmental Program. Planning, disbursement, and monitoring of the scheme have to meet not only the GEF and UNDP requirements, but also be closest to the future modus operandi of NAEP upon accession, which is the only workable replicability mechanism. The link between the project’s agri-environmental scheme and its policy integration is made by enabling the project PMU to act as an Agri-Environmental Policy Unit. Thus, the Project Management Unit will be designed to function as Agri-Environmental Policy Unit. As a local outreach mechanism it will have a Mobile Advisory Center (MAC). 

The Agri-environmental Policy Unit and Mobile Advisory Center add some operational and financial load onto the classic project PMU structure in the first 3 years of project implementation before the Unit and its Center become sustainable. The AEPU team will have permanent staff of three people, a coordinator (during the project combining with project manger’s functions), a technical specialist on agrienvironment, and an administrative assistant (during the project combining these functions with those of project’s administrative assistant), and part-time consultants (including PR specialist, etc.)
. It will also use the capacity of visiting experts. The permanent staff will work in the capital city of Sofia and will travel to the project sites as required. Short-term experts are going to be mainly focused on work in the regions. 
The PMU/Agri-Environmental Policy Unit will: 
(i) have specific responsibility for piloting the disbursement of the project’s agri-environmental scheme, monitoring and evaluation of its success
. Agri-environmental payments from accession onwards will be managed by the so called Paying Agency – State Fund for Agriculture. Legislation to set-up the Paying Agency (PA) for the administration of national and EU support to agriculture and rural areas was adopted in February 2006. However, the unit is not yet fully operational and so not technically capable of disbursing the project’s agri-environmental scheme. The PMU/Policy Unit will take up this function, which is the most adequate scheme to be operational. The procedure for the disbursement of support to local farmers is as follows: local farmers with support from MAC develop applications. MAC ensures that they meet the ecological requirements and economic viability and sends over to AEPU for review and approval. PMU\AEPU in bilateral discussions with MAF and SFA review and approve proposals and ultimately disburse assistance. This has been analyzed at length at the PDF A stage, and it has been agreed that senior representatives of both agencies will be part of the steering committee PSC for assessing, planning, disbursement, and monitoring of the agri-environmental scheme of the project, and will work with the Policy Unit to incorporate the project’s scheme lessons into NAEP from 2008. The Unit will also organize extensive training for both Government agencies. Once the Paying Agency will be fully operational and with the adequate capacity the disbursement function will be transferred from the AEPU to the PA.

(ii) facilitate close links with the relevant policy-makers to ensure that all practical experiences and lessons learnt from agri-environmental scheme are effectively mainstreamed into the currently developing national agricultural and environmental policy. This is particularly important since the Agri-Environment Scheme is an important contemporary policy instrument that Bulgarian policy-makers (specifically MAF) currently have no practical experience of implementing; 

(iii) support the direct dissemination of results and lessons learnt from the pilot area to other selected HNV grassland areas in Bulgaria. All areas proposed for further dissemination of project results will be assessed using criteria and methods based on the experience gained in the two pilot regions
; and

(iv) implement national public awareness-raising activities about the biodiversity value of HNV semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria. As a prerequisite for dissemination of project results and the mainstreaming of lessons learnt from the project, the specialist agri-environment policy unit developed by the project will organise an awareness-raising campaign at national level. This will focus upon a) developing awareness and understanding of the importance of conserving the value of semi-natural grasslands and their biodiversity; b) the widespread distribution of these grasslands in Bulgaria and the growing number of threats to them, and; c) the range of available policy instruments for conserving HNV grasslands (including reference to Bulgaria’s forthcoming membership of the European Union).

For the MAC there will be two permanent staff – a biodiversity specialist, and agriculture/livestock specialist. The Center will need small offices in the most convenient for both areas villages, and a minibus to be used as a mobile office. MAC will act as a mobile task-force covering the whole of the pilot areas and will facilitate the use of all other available external sources (including the above mentioned NAAS and JOBS centers), making the link with them, providing for their input of expertise to the area. A special list of requests and needs will help the team to involve external experts effectively. The sustainability strategy of the MAC has been considered in close relationship to AEPU as it will act as its local arm in the field. Therefore, after the project MAC will be responsible to promote its services (in combination with AEPU) to farmers in these and other areas, and will charge consultancy fees in return to assistance with farm planning, application of agri-environmental schemes and improving the marketing performance of farms. Sustainability is discussed in more detail in the respective section of the document.
2.1.2 Advertising Agrienvironmental Plan to local farmers, soliciting proposals from them for participation in the scheme. (Please note this is a continued process through the life of the project and it envisages close work with local farmers, as prescribed by TOR of relevant staff of AEPU/MAC).

As a local outreach mechanism, the PMU/Agri-Environmental Policy Unit will coordinate activities of the Mobile Advisory Center (MAC). The Mobile Advisory Center (an extension of the Policy Unit) is proposed as a “split-site” unit and will divide its working time between the two pilot sites and the main settlements in them. This will allow all agricultural farms in the regions to be covered by its services. The primary function of the Center is to work directly with local farmers to ensure their absorption of the agri-environmental scheme, and compliance with environmental requirements. The Center’s modus operandi is going to be direct advice to each farmer. By travelling around the pilot areas and maintaining active contact with the local communities, this team will become the local point of reference in the provision of high-quality information, consultation and training on issues relating to local economic development and nature conservation. Advice will be concentrated on (but not limited to): (i) application process and requirements of existing farmer support programme; (ii) biodiversity conservation requirements; (iii) agri-environment actions; (iv) opportunities for investments and credit lines; support to farmers on product diversification, sales and marketing which will build their capacity to provide products to the eco-shop or other market outlets as well as the ability to better manage these new business opportunities; (v) on-the-farm book-keeping; (vi) productive qualities of the animals and breed selection; (vii) quality of the produced raw milk and milk products; and (viii) access to veterinary measures. The project intends to work with unregistered producers, and help in registration through the Local Advisory Center. Such support would stimulate increase of the number of animals in the region to become large enough to sustain the integrity of the habitat. 
The Center will also facilitate the formation of associations of agricultural producers in the region to promote group applications to compensatory payments and marketing of local products
. The Mobile Advisory Centre is considered a key to the establishment of a local “rural partnership” in the pilot areas between community representatives, local businesses, local authorities and relevant governmental agencies. The Center will support preparation and implementation of a local strategy for supporting traditional pastoralism in the project areas in Ponor and Bessaparski hills. It will also back up farmers in negotiations with milk collectors and processing plants to avoid price dumping practices. It is anticipated that in time this process will become a driving force for the formation of additional local community organizations and business initiatives which will contribute to further social development and economic growth in the pilot HNV grassland areas. This will further be driven by the so-called LEADER approach to community-led rural development that is promoted by the European Union and is currently piloted in Bulgaria by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) in the UNDP project entitled “Sustainable Development of Rural Areas”. There is rich UNDP experience to be shared with (and among) sister projects - Teams on Wheels (UNDP Bulgaria project under the same name), and Mobile Teams (UNDP/GEF Sustainable Land Management Project, MSP).
2.1.3 Disbursement of the scheme according to the procedure described below. This activity bridges with Activity 1.2.1. It is indicated here to show the link. The budget for the agrienvironmental support is included in Output 1.2.

2.1.4 Monitoring of the scheme as prescribed by the Biodiversity Management Plan (see also the special clause on Monitoring and Evaluation in Annex 5). 

Output 2.2 
Direct dissemination of results and lessons learnt from the two pilot areas to selected HNV grassland areas in Bulgaria. The specialist AEPU will also have responsibility for facilitating close links with the relevant policy-makers in the Ministries of Agriculture and Environment to ensure that all practical experiences and lessons learnt from the project are fed into NAEP. The specialist AEPU will support the direct dissemination of results and lessons learnt from the pilot areas to other selected HNV grassland areas in Bulgaria
. All areas proposed for further dissemination of project results will be assessed using criteria and methods based on the experience gained in the two pilot regions
. As already explained, the pilot areas selected represent two contrasting examples of HNV grassland with different sets of threats and the different results achieved from the different areas will inform the replication strategy of the project. GEF support under this output will be used to ensure that high quality expert work will contribute to the replication of the project’s experience in the national policy through effective advocacy. The activities under this output include:
2.2.1 Present outcomes of the work of the AEPU/MAC and the project’s agrienvironmental scheme to MoFA and SFA. Amend NAEP to incorporate project’s lessons as necessary. Present project outcomes to MoEW for incorporation of lessons learnt into Natura 2000 development.

2.2.2 Present outcomes of the agrienvironmental scheme to farmers and municipalities at areas potentially suitable for replication. 

Outcome 3
Adaptive management and monitoring ensured, lessons learned and experience disseminated outside Bulgaria

Output 3.1
Adaptive project management enabling effective project implementation and proper monitoring and evaluation of its outcomes and impacts. The day-to-day management of the project will be the responsibility of the Project Management Unit that will be established immediately after the project start. Premises for the PMU/AEPU will be co-financed by the BSPB. The detailed Terms of Reference for the key officers of the PMU are attached in Annex 10. The activities of the PMU will include: (i) launch and manage the project effectively (establishment of the Project Management Unit, Steering Committee, etc.)
; (ii) conduct monitoring, including completion of the BD2 tracking tool. The monitoring and evaluation approach is described in detail in the corresponding section below. The activities under this output include:

3.1.1 Setting up PMU in line with UNDP procedures

3.1.2 Inception workshop, regular steering committees, monitoring and evaluation in line with Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.

Output 3.2
Local public awareness-raising activities in support of the piloting of policy instruments for promoting the improved management of HNV semi-natural grasslands. 

A comprehensive range of awareness-raising activities will be organized and carried out by the Mobile Advisory Centre. These activities will be an essential prerequisite for successful project implementation and will begin the process of activating and animating the local agricultural community in the pilot area towards the opportunities for local economic development and the need to effectively integrate this with nature conservation. This will include raising awareness of the principles, practice and opportunities associated with: (i) the concept of a “rural partnership” and the development of a vision for supporting traditional pastoralism in the pilot areas; (ii) raising awareness on conservation value of pilot areas and measures to preserve them; and (iii) the development and implementation of the pilot Agri-environment Scheme.

Output 3.3
National public awareness-raising activities about the biodiversity value of HNV semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria. 

As a prerequisite for dissemination of project results and the mainstreaming of lessons learnt from the project, the specialist agri-environment policy unit developed by the project will organize an awareness-raising campaign at national level. This will focus upon: (i) developing awareness and understanding of the importance of conserving the value of semi-natural grasslands and their biodiversity; (ii) the widespread distribution of these grasslands in Bulgaria and the growing number of threats to them; and (iii) the range of available policy instruments for conserving HNV grasslands (including reference to Bulgaria’s forthcoming membership of the European Union).

Output 3.4 
Lessons learned are shared for replication within Europe and with UNDP/GEF. The project will support a set of activities to exchange experience and lessons learned with European countries and the GEF. The activities under this output include: 

3.4.1 Hosting a regional UNDP/GEF workshop on agrienvironmental projects

3.4.2 Two technical reports published in peer-review journals

3.4.3 One booklet on lessons learnt published.

Benefits

119. This project will generate global, national and local benefits. Global benefits will include securing of long-term protection for globally significant species occurring at high nature value grasslands. Lessons learned through this project will contribute to the growing global knowledge on sustainable pastoralism and agri-environmental instruments. National benefits accruing from the project include demonstration of an innovative approach for Bulgaria potentially replicable to 350,000 ha of similar habitats in the country. National capacity to develop and manage agri-environmental schemes is going to be improved. Links between decision makers, scientists, and farmers are going to be strengthened for maximum effectiveness. High-level policy documents (NAEP) will be well informed and well grounded, achieving maximum possible environmental effect in a cost-effective manner. At the local level, the project, primarily through activities of MAC will set up a model for formation of farmer associations, which will contribute to further social development and economic growth in grassland areas. Reversing overuse of grasslands, which this project is focused on, is also important from local economic point of view as well, because it results in reduction of their productivity and economic qualities. 
Innovation

120. The project will support innovative demand and supply side interventions to catalyze market forces by facilitating partnership with private sector and small and medium enterprises. Agrienvironmental scheme, which is the main instrument this project is based on, is an innovative mechanism which has an impact on the supply side of dairy and meat products. By targeting the supply side, the project will contribute to the maintenance of the integrity of the grassland high nature value ecosystem. Cost-effectiveness and analysis of alternatives for other instruments to impact the supply side is discussed in the corresponding sections with a conclusion that agri-environmental support (Output 1.2), combined with secondary instruments such as certification and marketing assistance (Outputs 1.3) is best suited to Bulgaria’s current policy context.

c)
Sustainability (including financial sustainability)

121. Ecological sustainability. The main habitat type and vegetation cover of sites hosting globally important species targeted by the project are high nature value semi natural grasslands that evolved together with the traditional land-use of extensive breeding of sheep and cattle. The existence in time of the natural value of the area is dependent on continuation of traditional land-use in order to survive. Botanic and ecological studies undertaken during the PDF A stage have indicated that in order to maintain or increase populations of the globally threatened species associated with grasslands, the following maximum figures for cattle density needs to be maintained: 0.5 – 1 cows per ha equal to 1-2 or goat per ha equal of grassland area
. However, for reasons described earlier, it is recommended that initial target for density of grazing livestock should be set at 0.25 LU\ha for both areas. The design of the agri-environmental payment scheme is going to reflect in its maximum the biological needs of habitats. Assistance provided to farmers is going to be monitored for compliance to the biological impacts sought. The comprehensive monitoring system, which is proposed under the project, is going to make sure this link is maintained to achieve its maximum impact. Thus, if implemented successfully, the project will contribute to the improvement of the conservation status of Corncrake, Imperial Eagle, Saker Falcon and European Souslik, laying the basis – through replication – for long-term preservation of the full Bulgarian habitat range of the above species, which is approximately 350,000 ha throughout the country. In addition, a more detailed set of impact indicators is also proposed to measure the response of the grassland habitat through analyzing the processes of plant and animal species composition and quantities (see Annex 12). The monitoring system of the project will be incorporated into the NAEP monitoring system, and further monitoring of biological indicators of agri-environmental schemes will be financially ensured by this incorporation.
122. Financial sustainability of AES. The project’s demonstration and policy advisory niche would not be sustainable if the Government was not committed to allocating significant amounts of funding for long-term preservation of high-nature value grasslands through agri-environmental payments. Fortunately this commitment is available, and the resources for support of high nature value grasslands have been identified. This project is a request from the Government, specifically the Ministry of Agriculture’s Agri-environmental Department, to help build its capacity, create workable models for planning, disbursement, and monitoring of AES at HNV grasslands. Without the project, the absorption capacity of AES by farmers will continue to be nascent in the period of 2007 and onwards. This project is needed to bring about a boost to the use of resources for preservation of biodiversity through agrienvironmental measures in Bulgaria. After the project, agri-environment payments are going to be administered within the framework of a so-called National Agri-environment Programme (NAEP), with clearly defined objectives pursued through the implementation of a range of specific sub-measures that are often organised and promoted to farmers as national, regional or local schemes. For the NAEP to bring economic and ecological benefits, it is paramount to implement one or more pilot agri-environment schemes with a limited number of pilot measures applied on a restricted geographical basis. The project’s strategy is to lift the barriers associated with the lack of demonstration, advisory and capacity development skills, and ensure that agri-environmental measures for HNV grasslands are going to be demanded and absorbed by Bulgarian farmers after NAEP comes into force. Further financing of agri-environmental schemes at high-nature value grasslands will be undertaken within NAEP. Based on the current status of negotiations between Bulgaria and the EU (as of early 2006), the agrienvironmental budget of Bulgaria (contributions both of the EU and Bulgaria) will amount to approximately USD 200,000,000 per year. HNV grasslands are expected to account for at least 20% of that budget, which is USD 40,000,000 per year. The project operates with the average annual per hectare payment of USD 150 to 250 USD, with the expectation that at least 70% of payments will be closer to the former figure. The weighted average payment of USD 180 per ha, therefore, will allow Bulgaria to cover at least 220,000 ha of grasslands annually. (See Annex 11 and Annex 16).  

Figure 2 Summary diagram of the Draft National Agri-environmental Programme (2007-2013)
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123. Financial sustainability of AEPU/MAC. The specialist agri-environment policy unit, proposed under the project, will facilitate the establishment of close links with the relevant policy-makers in the Ministries of Agriculture and Environment to ensure that all practical experiences and lessons learnt from the project’s outcomes are effectively utilized. The Policy Unit and its MAC will be financed by the GEF programme in the first 3 years of its existence. Opportunities for co-financing of office space have been discussed and agreed on a preliminary basis with the BSPB. The establishment of the Unit and Mobile Centre to serve the pilot regions is realistic from administrative, political and financial point of view. The Unit’s financial sustainability requires that about USD 50,000 mobilized annually to cover administrative resources, retain permanent staff and be able to mobilize paid short-term consultants. Upon the end of the third project year, 20% of that amount will start to be collected from fees charged for Center’s services, which is going to be feasible as the Unit/Center starts to expand into other areas in Bulgaria (about USD 50 for each of the expected minimum of 200 clients from the core and neighboring areas). The outstanding amount will be mobilized from projects financed by RDP
. In addition, it has been discussed on the preliminary basis
 with the MAF that the project’s AEPU, if it is successfully established with GEF support, would be considered for administration of certain measures under NAEP
. Continuously, the amount provided to the Center by the local community and authorities, and the Government will grow, and the GEF funding will withdraw. In the future implementation of the Rural Development measures farmers will be granted funds for advisory services. 
124. Financial sustainability of ecoproducts outlet and ecolabel. On the demand side measures, sustainability of the ecoproducts outlet is going to be ensured through its full self-sufficiency
. Currently, the EBRD is assessing the feasibility of developing a soft-credit/grant scheme to support businesses in high-nature value areas
, in Bulgaria. Discussions with EBRD representatives during their joint (with EC, RSPB, BSPB) mission in Bulgaria (17 – 21 April) have taken place with initially positive reaction. This will be targeted as a primary source of financing of the ecoproducts outlet. Secondly, the draft business plan was also discussed with 2 commercial banks and 3 potential outlet owners who all showed interest subject to finalization of the business plan. This will be targeted as a primary source of financing of the ecoproducts outlet. Secondly, the draft business plan was also discussed with 2 commercial banks and 3 potential outlet owners who all showed interest subject to finalization of the business plan. All business assumptions and risks were assessed carefully in the Bulgaria’s context. For the grassland brand the project considers most cost-effective to create a grassroot-driven and not necessarily registered brand that would further be operationalized (including financing for its launch and promotion) and formalized by LEADER and similar EU programs at later stages. As has been noted in the viability section above, a more mature stage local partnerships is needed before the brand will be formalized. Hence, in the short-term (the project horizon) it is important to concentrate on setting up such partnerships, and undertake all the preliminary work (as mentioned in the description of Output 2.1 above), while for the long-term horizon the project will work with EU and specifically LEADER program to ensure full operationalization of the grassland label. Similar experience available from EU countries shows that such an approach may be successful.

d) 
Replicability

125. The replication strategy of the project is described in Table 2 below and in Annex 11. 

Table 2. Replication Strategy

	Project Component 
	Replication Strategy
	Locus for replication
	Cost (US$)

	Agri-environmental schemes to conserve high-nature value grasslands

	In Bulgaria: incorporation of lessons learnt into NAEP, and into Natura 2000 development. Activities 2.2.1, 2.2.2 as well as activities under Outputs 3.2 and 3.3 
	Short-term replication (within 4 years of project implementation): 26,000 ha

Medium-term replication (within 10 years from project start): 100,000 ha.

Ultimate objective for long-term replication is 350,000 ha of HNV grasslands in Bulgaria.

	At least 40,000,000 allocated from NAEP in Bulgaria annually in the mid-term.



	
	For other countries: sharing lessons learnt through project’s outreach outputs

Please see activities 3.4.1, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3
	According to Veen at al. (2001) there is estimated to be a total of almost 7 million hectares of semi-natural grassland in central and eastern Europe where the continued survival of the characteristic populations of endangered flora and fauna depends upon the maintenance of traditional grassland farming systems involving grazing and/or mowing. Successful lessons from Bulgaria have the potential to be replicated in all of these grassland areas particularly within the framework of forthcoming EU rural development programmes for the period 2007-1013 which must promote sustainable natural resource use, including the "preservation of high nature value farming systems" (EC, 2005).

In addition to the 350, 000 ha of HNV grassland in Bulgaria, two important priorities for targeting replication efforts will be a) Romania - where 66% of the globally-threatened species that occur nationally are found in 2.3 million hectare of semi-natural grassland (19.7% of total agricultural area); and b) Turkey - which has the richest flora of any country in Europe, the Middle East and North Africa, but an on-going problem since the 1950s of declining areas of semi-natural grassland (primarily due to the conversion of steppic grassland to non-irrigated cereal crops and fallow)
	At least EUR 50,000,000
 allocated from agri-environmental programs in other countries

	Monitoring of agri-environmental activities
	Sharing lessons learnt through project’s outreach outputs

AEPU/MAC specialists have in their TOR functions for reaching out to local stakeholders on the one hand, and to MoAF and MoEW on the other, sharing best practices of monitoring of AES and incorporating them into national policy - specifically see Activity 2.2.1)
	Experience from the monitoring and evaluation of agri-environment activities in Bulgaria will be broadly relevant to: a) existing GEF grassland projects (e.g. Lithuania, Czech Republic and Slovakia), and; b) all other Member States of the European Union with significant areas of semi-natural grassland - in particular, lessons learnt can be communicated within the framework of the so-called EU Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework that will be developed for all rural development programmes in consultation with national experts for application in the period 2007-2013.  Experiences in the establishment of an agri-environment monitoring system will be particularly relevant to those other countries that in preparation to join the European Union - notably Romania (2007), plus Croatia and Turkey.
	At least USD 100,000


e) 
Stakeholder involvement

126. Table 3 presents the main stakeholders and how were they involved in project preparation and will be involved in project implementation. 

Table 3. Key stakeholders and their involvement in preparation and implementation

	Stakeholder

	Involvement in project preparation
	Role and responsibility in project implementation

	Local farmers
	- 143 interviews with local people involved in economic activity at project sites;

- more in-depth on-the-ground discussions and bilateral consultations with the most interested farmers

- involvement of the local farmers in two PDF A technical group meetings

- dissemination of information materials about project scope and objectives at the local level


	The primary beneficiary of project’s assistance. Interested local farmers will be consulted during the preparation of the biodiversity management plans, and agri-environmental measures. With assistance from MAC, they will apply for, implement and monitor success of the project’s agri-environmental scheme. Assistance in farmer registration provided by MAC is an important element local farmers are expected to benefit from.

	Municipal administrations
	- personal meetings with Mayors and their staff

- dissemination of information materials about project scope and objectives at the local level,

- transfer and processing of municipal information

- involvement of municipal staff in two PDF A technical group meetings
	Secondary beneficiary of the project. Will be consulted during preparation of the biodiversity management plans, and agri-environmental measures. They will benefit from advice and training provided by AEPU, and be able to use data and experience generated by the project for improvements of their economic and social sections of the Municipal Development plans. 

	Key project partners in the Government

	The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF), department “Agri-environment”


	- Direct participation of MAF staff in project preparation meetings;

- 8 consultations (bilateral and multilateral meetings) with key experts of the Agri-environmental department. 

- Free of charge presentation of land cadastre data;

- Full support to the proposed project implementation arrangement, providing co-financing, and agreeing to incorporate lessons learnt from the project into the national policy making process. Support letter for the project.


	MAF is a member of the Project Steering Committee. It is a key authority for consideration of the biodiversity management plans, and consideration and adoption of agri environmental scheme. It is primary decision maker together with AEPU on approval of applications from farmers requested from project’s AES. Through project’s working group and activities of AEPU it absorbs lessons learnt from the project and finalizes NAEP. It considers possibilities for involvement of AEPU in agri-environmental activities in Bulgaria beyond the project.

MAF is co-financing the project
.

	The State Fund Agriculture 
	- participation of experts of SFA in project formulation, presentation of data for project formulation,

- one high-level meeting in with Deputy Executive Director and Environmental officer;


	SFA is sitting on Project Steering Committee. It is a key authority for approval of disbursements to farmers requesting assistance from project’s AES. Through project’s working group and activities of AEPU it absorbs lessons learnt from the project in the area of disbursement of agri-environmental assistance, which is an important project sustainability and replication mechanism. 

	National Agricultural Advisory Service (NAAS)
	- bilateral consultations on farmer outreach programs
	Through information sharing, NAAS will benefit from lessons generated by the project in the area of farmer interest mobilization and implementation of AES.

	The Ministry of Environment and Water (MoEW)
	- 4 meetings with MEW Focal Point on Agrienvironment to discuss project development

- data made available for project preparation,

- Project mentioning in a meeting between Minister of Environment and UNDP Resident Representative, and expression of support for it,

- 2 discussions with GEF OFP on the project, GEF PFP and OFP support letter 


	The Ministry is a key stakeholder for expert participation and co-financing of compilation of biodiversity management plans for the project sites. 

The project will continue to involve the Focal Point on Agrienvironment, through information sharing and involvement in the process of approval of the biodiversity management planning and monitoring, to make sure that lessons learnt are incorporated well into the biodiversity conservation strategies of Bulgaria

	Executive Environmental Agency (EEA)
	- bilateral consultations on the project’s monitoring system
	EEA, through information sharing, will benefit from project’s lessons on monitoring of biodiversity conserved through agrienvironmenal schemes. Possibly, EEA experts maybe involved in implementation of some of the project’s monitoring activities. 

	Key non-government partners and associations

	Association of Milk Producers (Bulgaria)
	- Numerous bilateral meetings,

- Involvement of key experts as consultants during PDF A for project formulation;

- Sharing of information, 

- Support letter for the project
	The Association has committed already technical and financial support for the registration of two producers associations in Ponor region– one in each of the two villages that represent natural economic and geographic Centres of the region – Zimevitza and Breze. The Association is willing to co-finance the project with series of specialized lectures and visiting consultants.

	Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB, UK)
	- assistance rendered to project development team in elaboration of relevant project sections, especially on experience of AES in Europe 

- consultations on biodiversity values of the project and biodiversity management planning procedures
	RSPB remains committed to the project. It will support PMU both technically and financially, especially focusing on biodiversity management planning and monitoring of AES.

	Academia

	Institute of Botany and Institute of Zoology of Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Sofia University Faculty of Biology,
	- direct involvement of experts in development of biodiversity justification for the project, through on-the-ground research or desk studies  


	Specialists in different fields will become involved on a long-term basis in data collection and processing as part of the project’s monitoring effort. (Institute of Botany experts to monitor plants and vegetation related indicators; Souslik population monitoring is appropriate to be conducted by Sofia University Faculty of Biology or Institute of Zoology)

	International Public Organizations

	Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation
	- consultations on coordination of project activities
	Will coordinate with UNDP and provide technical and financial support to local cattle breeds at high-nature value grasslands, which is an important element of the overall strategy to ensure preservation of the habitat. 

	JOBS project of UNDP and Ministry of Economy

Teams on Wheels project of UNDP and MAF
	- consultations on coordination of project activities
	JOBS Provides support to quality standardization of milk products which is paramount to country-wide promotion of grassland milk products. Teams on Wheels reaches out to local farmers and small scale entrepreneurs informing them about current and foreseen options for support in rural areas. As such it is an important element for the project’s farmer outreach mechanisms. Coordination or related activities will be ensured through UNDP Country Office.


f) 
Monitoring and Evaluation

127. Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures. M&E will be provided by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP/GEF, or by Independent Evaluators in the case of the Mid-Term and Terminal Evaluations. The Logical Framework Matrix in Annex 2 describes performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. The Workplan and Budget in Annex 5 provide delivery and disbursement targets. The Tracking Tool presented in Annex 6 will be conducted at mid-term and end of the project. These elements form the basis on which the project's Monitoring and Evaluation system will function. Taking into account the significance of the project for national policy-making in the area of agri-environment in Bulgaria a special add-on monitoring system for AES is going to be implemented in the project. It is described in more detail in Annex 12. The following sections outline the principle components of Monitoring and Evaluation. The project's Monitoring and Evaluation approach will be discussed during the Project's Inception Report so as to fine-tune indicators and means of verification, as well as an explanation and full definition of project staff M&E responsibilities. 

Monitoring and Reporting

Project Inception Phase 

128. A Project Inception Workshop will be conducted with the full project team, Project Director, relevant government counterparts, co-financing partners, the UNDP-CO, and representation from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit 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 goals and objectives, as well as finalize preparation of the project's first annual work plan on the basis of the project's log-frame 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.

129. Additionally, the purpose and objective of the Inception Workshop will be to: (i) introduce project staff to the UNDP-GEF expanded team which will support the project during its implementation, namely the CO and responsible PMU staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-CO and PMU 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 combined Annual Project Reports - Annual Project Implementation Reviews (APR/PIRs), Steering Committee Meetings, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the Workshop will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP project related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget re-phasing. The Inception Workshop will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference for project staff and AEPU/MAC, 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 

130. The Inception Workshop will present a Schedule of M&E-related meetings and reports. This will have been developed by the Project Manager (PM) in consultation with UNDP. Such a schedule will include: (i) tentative time frames for Steering Committee Meetings, sittings of Working Group on Policy Incorporation, which serves as an advisory mechanism to ensure that project’s lessons are incorporated into the national policy-making process, and (ii) project related Monitoring and Evaluation activities. 

131. Day to day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the PM based on the project's Annual Work Plan and its indicators. PM on behalf of the PMU will inform the UNDP-CO 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 PM 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-CO and assisted by the UNDP-GEF. 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. Targets and indicators for subsequent years would be defined annually as part of the internal evaluation and planning processes undertaken by the Project Team, and agreed with the Executing Agency and key project partners sitting on the Steering Committee.

132. Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP-CO through the provision of quarterly reports from the PM. Furthermore, specific meetings can be scheduled between the PMU, the UNDP CO and other pertinent stakeholders as deemed appropriate and relevant (especially the Steering Committee members). Such meetings 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. Period monitoring of AES will be done by the Coordinator of AEPU, through contracting field studies and gathering of relevant information. 

133. Annual Monitoring will occur through the Annual Steering Committee Meeting (SCM). This is the highest policy-level meeting of the parties directly involved in the implementation of a project. The project will be subject to Steering Committee meetings at least twice per year. The first such meeting will be held within the first twelve months following the Inception Workshop. For each year-end meeting of the Steering Committee PM will prepare Annual harmonized Project Report (APR) / Project Implementation Reviews (PIR) and submit it to UNDP-CO, the UNDP-GEF regional office and all Committee members at least two weeks prior to the meeting for review and comments. 

Terminal Review 
134. The terminal review meeting is held by the Steering Committee, with invitation to other relevant Government and municipal stakeholders as necessary, in the last month of project operations. The PM is responsible for preparing the Terminal Report and submitting it to UNDP-COs, GEF's Regional Coordinating Unit and all participants of the terminal review meeting. It shall be prepared in draft at least two months in advance of the terminal review meeting, in order to allow review, and will serve as the basis for discussions. The terminal review considers the implementation of the project as a whole, paying particular attention to whether the project has achieved its stated objectives and contributed to the broader environmental objective. It decides whether any actions are still necessary, particularly in relation to sustainability of project results, and acts as a vehicle through which lessons learnt can be captured to feed into other projects under implementation of formulation. The terminal review meeting should refer to the Independent Terminal Evaluation report, conclusions and recommendations as appropriate. UNDP-CO in consultations with UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinator and members of the Steering Committee has the authority to suspend disbursement if project performance benchmarks are not met as per delivery rates, and qualitative assessments of achievements of outputs. 

Project Monitoring Reporting 

135. The PM 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)

136. A Project Inception Report will be prepared immediately following the Inception Workshop. It will include a detailed First Year 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 will include the proposed dates for any visits and/or support missions from the UNDP-CO or the Regional Coordinating Unit (RCU) or consultants, as well as time-frames for meetings of the project 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. 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, including any unforeseen or newly arisen constraints. 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. 

Annual Project Report (APR) and Project Implementation Review (PIR)
137. The combined APR is a UNDP requirement and part of UNDP’s Country Office central oversight, monitoring and project management. It is a self-assessment report by project management to the Country Office and is a key input to the year-end Project Steering Committee meetings. The PIR is an annual monitoring process mandated by the GEF. It has become an essential management and monitoring tool for project managers and offers the main vehicle for extracting lessons from ongoing projects. These two reporting requirements are so similar in input, purpose and timing that they have now been amalgamated into a single APR/PIR Report. An APR/PIR is prepared on an annual basis by June, but well in time to be considered at the Steering Committee Meeting. The purpose of the APR/PIR is 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 APR/PIR is discussed by the Steering Committee, so that the resultant report represents a document that has been agreed upon by all of the primary stakeholders. A standard format/template for the APR/PIR is provided by UNDP GEF. This includes the following: 

· An analysis of project performance over the reporting period, including outputs produced and, where possible, information on the status of the outcome; report under BD-2 tracking tool
;

· The constraints experienced in the progress towards results and the reasons for these;

· The three (at most) major constraints to achievement of results;

· Annual Work Plans and related expenditure reports ;

· Lessons learned;

· Clear recommendations for future orientation in addressing key problems in lack of progress.

138. The UNDP/GEF M&E Unit analyse the individual APR/PIRs by focal area, theme and region for common issues/results and lessons. The Reports are also valuable for the Independent Evaluators who can utilise them to identify any changes in project structure, indicators, workplan, etc. and view a past history of delivery and assessment.

Quarterly Progress Reports

139. Short reports outlining main updates in project progress will be provided quarterly to the local UNDP Country Office. UNDP CO will share the report with GEF RCU. Format is available in GEF guidelines for  quarterly operational reports.

Technical Reports / project publications

140. The project team will ensure that lessons learnt from the project are widely replicated. Specific Thematic Reports or papers, focusing on HNV grassland management through agrienvironment will be produced in the course of the project and proposed for publishing through GEF or in international magazines. This is considered an important indication of the lessons sharing exercise. The project team will determine which two Technical Reports merit formal publication, and will also (in consultation with UNDP, the government and other relevant stakeholder groups) plan and produce these Publications in a consistent and recognizable format. Project resources have been defined and allocated for these activities as appropriate. AEPU will be producing regular reports on the progress under AES. These can be considered as independent technical reports, but will form annexes to APR/PIR.

Project Terminal Report

141. 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. 

Evaluation

142. The project will be subjected to at least two evaluations as follows. A Mid-Term Evaluation will be undertaken at the end of the second year of 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 UNDP CO based on guidance from the Regional Coordinating Unit and UNDP-GEF.

143. An independent external 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 UNDP CO based on guidance from the Regional Coordinating Unit and UNDP-GEF.

Audit Clause

144. PM on behalf of the Project will provide the Resident Representative with certified periodic financial statements, and with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of UNDP (including GEF) funds according to the established procedures set out in the Programming and Finance manuals. The Audit will be conducted by the legally recognized auditor of UNDP Bulgaria. 

Learning and Knowledge Sharing

145. Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the project intervention zone through a number of existing information sharing networks and forums, and among other things through the above mentioned project technical reports and publications. The project will participate, as relevant and appropriate, in UNDP/GEF sponsored networks, organized for Senior Personnel working on projects that share common characteristics. UNDP/GEF shall establish a number of networks, such as Integrated Ecosystem Management, co-management, etc, that will largely function on the basis of an electronic platform. 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 analysing 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. To this end a percentage of project resources will need to be allocated for these activities.

4.
Financing

146. The tables below show the project costs by Outcome for GEF and for co-funding/parallel financing. Please see breakdown of co-financing by source in Subsection 3. Co-financing. Breakdown by Outputs and Total Budget and Workplan is presented in Annex 13.
a)
Project cost 
	Project Components/Outcomes
	Co-financing ($)
	GEF ($)
	Total ($)

	1. Viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated
	630,000
	304,000
	934,000

	2. Agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgaria mainstreamed into national policy-making
	380,000
	251,000
	631,000

	3. Adaptive implementation and monitoring ensured, lessons learned and experience disseminated outside Private sector Bulgaria
	83,000
	300,000
	383,000

	4. Project management budget/cost*
	110,000
	95,000
	205,000

	Total project costs
	1,203,000
	950,000
	2,153,000


*   This item is the aggregate cost of project management; breakdown of the aggregate amount should be presented in table c) below.
b)
Outcome budget for GEF and Co-financing

	OUTCOME
	BUDGET (US$)

	
	GEF
	MAF
	UNDP
	BSPB
	RSPB
	Private sector
	TOTAL

	1. Viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated
	304,000
	630,000
	0
	0
	0
	0
	934,000

	2. Agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgaria mainstreamed into national policy-making
	251,000
	30,000
	250,000
	0
	100,000
	0
	631,000

	3. Adaptive implementation and monitoring ensured, lessons learned and experience disseminated outside Bulgaria
	395,000
	5,000
	30,000
	148,000
	0
	10,000
	588,000

	TOTALS
	950,000
	665,000
	280,000
	148,000
	100,000
	10,000
	2,153,000


c)
Project Management Budget/Cost
	Component
	Estimated Staff weeks
	GEF($)
	Other Sources ($)
	Project Total ($)

	Locally recruited personnel*
	288
	49,200
	40,000
	89,200

	Internationally recruited consultants*
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Office facilities, rent and communications
	48 months
	25,300
	50,000
	75,300

	Travel
	
	12,000
	0
	12,000

	Miscellaneous
	
	8,500
	20,000
	28,500

	Total project management cost
	
	95,000
	110,000
	205,000


* 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.

d) Consultants working for technical assistance components:

	Component
	Estimated staffweeks
	GEF($)
	Other sources ($)
	Project total ($)

	Personnel
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Local consultants and subcontractors
	1,017
	223,300
	188,000
	411,300

	Biodiversity and agrienvironmental plan preparation
	66
	19,000
	30,000
	49,000

	Grassland brand development
	44
	13,000
	
	13,000

	Finalize business plan for eco-products outlet
	10
	7,000
	
	7,000

	Support to Agrienvironmental Policy Unit and Local Advisory Center
	806
	135,800
	100,000
	235,800

	Local public awareness activities
	74
	7,500
	58,000
	65,500

	National public awareness campaign
	17
	41,000
	
	41,000

	International consultant: Assistance in development of agrienvironmental model and grassland brand
	120
	18,000
	100,000
	118,000

	Total
	1,137
	241,300
	288,000
	529,300


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

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

	
	
	
	
	Confirmed
	unconfirmed

	Ministry of Agriculture and Forests
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	30,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	635,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	BSPB
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	90,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	58,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	RSPB
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	70,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	30,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	Association of Milk Producers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	10,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	UNDP
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	30,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	
	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	250,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	Sub-total co-financing
	1,203,000
	     
	     

	Associated financing

	Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation (SDC)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	410,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	UNDP
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	260,000
	Confirmed by letter
	     

	Sub-total associated financing
	670,000
	     
	     


* Please see co-financing letters in Annex 14

Cost Effectiveness

147. There are a wide range of different policy instruments, with varying biological impact and cost-effectiveness, that may be used to influence land management by farmers – either to overcome the negative environmental impacts associated with agricultural activities (such as water pollution) or to encourage the positive environmental impacts (such as the maintenance of semi-natural habitats). These policy instruments may be categorised as
: 

· Persuasion – commonly through the provision of effective agri-environmental advice; 

· Incentive – involving the use of market mechanisms and other financial incentives, including the use of public money to pay for environmental services via agri-environment schemes;

· Compulsion – the classical regulatory approach, commonly involving the designation of protected areas; and 

· Public ownership – purchase of land by governmental or non-governmental organisations specifically to apply a prescribed land management regime.

148. Analysis of their cost-effectiveness and biological impact is presented in Table 5 below.

Table 5. Analysis of biological impact and cost-effectiveness of land management options

	Solution
	Biological impact 
	Cost-effectiveness
	Overall assessment

	Persuasion:

Agri-environmental Advice

There has been a steady evolution and improvement in the environmental advice available to farmers and land managers – this includes technical publications, on-farm visits by advisers and demonstration sites


	Impact is highly dependent upon the quality and quantity of the advice offered to farmers – the effectiveness of advice provided will depend upon a) the practical feasibility of the advisory message and b) the method of delivery

Linking agri-environmental advice to economic benefits for farmers can be very effective
	Can be very cost-effective – but unlikely to deliver significant or complex environmental benefits without being linked to other policy instruments 
	It is often said that sustainable agriculture is “input extensive, but information intensive” – good agri-environmental advice should be considered as complementary mechanism to all other policy instruments and in some cases is essential to ensure that farmers make best use of other policy instruments (e.g. choosing appropriate options in an agri-environment scheme)

	Incentive:

Market Mechanisms
Public policy intervention in support of market-linked quality assurance schemes has been increasing as a means of promoting distinctive regional or other forms of production – including those which are nature-friendly .
	This depends upon the standards developed as the basis of the quality assurance scheme – unfortunately there are many examples of poorly developed standards which although easy for farmers to comply with deliver very little public benefit
	Can be very cost-effective, but depends upon the quality of environmental standards versus the cost of control
	Potentially a very effective policy instrument, but dependent upon the use of well-developed standards that are accepted as practicable by farmers and credible by consumers.

Effectiveness can be enhanced greatly by combining with other policy instruments e.g. agri-environment schemes.

	Incentive:

Agri-environment Schemes

Agri-environment schemes are compulsory across the whole of the EU. However, development and implementation is left to the Member State which means they vary in form and effectiveness greatly.


	Can be highly targeted to deliver management prescriptions essential for the maintenance of  habitats of specific threatened species
	Europe’s experience so far (see Annex 15 - Lessons Learned)  indicates that incentive payments and forgone income compensation schemes, if properly designed, are the most cost-effective policy instrument available.
	Has the highest overall potential to achieve greatest biological impacts at the least economic cost – but they do require a sizeable budget to fulfill their potential (including a budget for monitoring and evaluation to optimize and enhance their on-going effectiveness)

	Compulsion:

Protected Areas

Establishment of protected areas without change in land-ownership and without agri-environmental schemes, but with management planning 
	May target well selected species or landscape on paper (i.e. in the PA Management Plan), but without the agri-environmental scheme, financing of conservation will have to be done by the state and that does not necessarily mean achieving the sought biological impact
	It may be cheap to officially set up a protected area, but its maintenance costs will have to be budgeted in state budgets every year, and they normally would ensue no economic effect for local people, and be therefore less cost-effective than the agri-environmental scheme 
	Legislation and the designation of protected areas is essentially a “negative” tool that only restricts undesirable activity.  It is better at enforcing ‘don’ts’ than encouraging ‘do’s’ and this limits the extent to which it can achieve more complex environmental benefits, particularly in relation to the active management of landscapes and habitats to achieve specific biodiversity benefits  

	Public Ownership:

Land Acquisition

The purchasing and leasing of land as a means of securing environmental objectives can be split into two main groups: a) compulsory purchase by Government or its agencies and b) open-market acquisition by public-interest (conservation-minded) bodies.
	Can be well targeted and highly effective (including small areas of HNV farmland) via well-designed management plans for the conservation of vulnerable species and habitats 


	This is the most expensive of the available policy instruments requiring both significant public investment and having high on-going management costs – this management may or may not be undertaken by farmers (e.g. on small areas volunteer labor may be used to ensure appropriate management).

 
	This policy instrument can deliver significant conservation value, but with its very high cost it has limited potential for replication and sustainability – especially in the Bulgarian context. 




149. Given the above analysis, the Project proponents consider the Agri-environment Scheme (with associated mechanisms for policy integration and wide replication) they are proposing to be the most cost-effective way for achieving the sought biological impacts. 

150. Development of a proper eco-label takes time and resources. In a pre-EU country such as Bulgaria a substantial asset is the anticipated technical assistance instruments, such as EU Leader, which can finance innovative environmental instruments based on preparatory work carried out by projects such as this. For example, the project team has considered a possibility of implementing a full-cycle (i.e. starting from setting of standards and ending with issuance of certificates and help with project marketing) eco-labelling initiative purely from GEF funds. The assessment ended in the need for a substantial project duration (at least 7 years, including the so-called conversion period explained in Output 1.3) and a budget exceeding that of MSP (nearing USD 2,000,000). This option is considered much less cost-effective than the one proposed for the project in this document, i.e. preparing ecological, marketing, accreditation and monitoring grounds for the eco-label (see description of activities in Output 1.3), to leverage resources of EU Leader program and Sustainable Rural Development Program for full scale impacts. In brief, given the timeliness of the proposal, it is more cost-effective to spend less time and resources now to leverage more effort from EU programs later, rather than for GEF to concentrate on full-cycle coverage of such instruments as eco-labels. The same applies also to the AES as a tool for providing incentive payments to farmers for providing public benefits. In the frame of the MSP the GEF funds will be used for development and optimization of an effective grassland scheme, at a relatively small area, that will be further maintained by EU and national funds. Going for a larger area produces a similar policy effect, but the risk of failure is higher and hence cost-effectiveness falls. 

151. The project team has also analyzed if within a limited time-frame and limited MSP resources it would be cost-effective to introduce more than one eco-products outlets. For arguments similar to those about the eco-label, it has concluded that more than introduction of one eco-products outlet is not cost-effective, and a risky strategy for the project to promote.

5.
Institutional Coordination and Support

a) 
Core Commitments and Linkages 
152. A merger of environmental, social and economic objectives through on-the-ground work with local stakeholders is the key mandate of UNDP in Bulgaria. The objective of the UNDP Bulgaria environmental portfolio is to integrate into economic and social development, while one of the aims of the economic and social portfolios, especially designed for rural areas, is to integrate as much as possible concerns for environmentally sustainable development. There are a number of non-GEF and GEF initiatives which directly or indirectly are affiliated with the project.

Non-GEF projects

153. UNDP JOBS project has extensive experience and substantial results in strengthening micro and small enterprises and jobs creation in country. During 2005, the Bulgarian Ministry of Economy is implementing through the JOBS Project a programme helping Bulgarian milk processing enterprises to introduce control systems in order to meet international quality and food safety standards. Knowledge and experience of this initiative will be transferred to project areas via the MAC since it is critical information for determining the future of traditional pastoral systems. Since the JOBS Project in Bulgaria ends in the spring of 2006, the human capacity developed in the project will be available for other initiatives and may be utilised by the proposed MAC. Therefore, UNDP JOBS will serve significant co-financing for the proposed GEF project.
154. A LEADER approach is currently piloted by MAF in the UNDP project entitled “Sustainable Development of Rural Areas” (2003-2006). The objective of the project is to enhance the sustainable development of rural areas in the Regions of Pernik, Montana, Blagoevgrad, Kurdjali and Haskovo through support to participatory strategic planning and environmentally-friendly job creation in eleven pilot municipalities. Activities are focussing on sustainable agriculture, forestry and “alternative” forms tourism. Similar approach will be employed in the development of programs for the proposed MAC.

GEF projects

155. The UNDP/GEF Sustainable Land Management project is a joint initiative of Ministry of Environment and Water and UNDP, operating since summer 2005. As immediate objective the project will build capacity for sustainable land management and development and implementation of a coherent land policy. It will focus on mainstreaming, institutional and technical capacity building, and establishment of financial mechanisms and resource mobilisation for sustainable land management. The Project includes elaboration of National Strategy and Action Plan (NSAP) for Sustainable Land Management and Combating Desertification; bulding capacity of regional environmental inspectorates and regional agricultural advisory services and improvement of coordination between and collaborative action by a number of ministries; and enhancing municipal development planning process, establishing participatory and consultative mechanisms and procedures for land use and management related decisions. The project links to grassland conservation mainly through achieving sustainable regimes of utilization, avoidance of degradation of habitats and soil erosion.
156. The goal of the UNDP/GEF Rhodope Project is to protect globally significant biodiversity and to promote its sustainable use in the Rhodope Region. The project is implemented within two distinct regions – the Eastern Rhodope and the Western Rhodope – comprising 28 priority municipalities. The project focuses on establishment of management structures for Eastern and Western Rhodope Nature Parks based on landscape planning; identification and sustainable management of priority conservation areas, strengthening institutional capacity to integrate biodiversity in to forestry, tourism and farming to support conservation while improving livelihoods. The Bessaparski Hills project area is located on the border with the Western Rhodope mountains and represents important habitat for biodiversity targeted by the Rhodope project. Links between both projects can be explored in the development of contracted arrangements for habitat management between nature conservation bodies and private land owners. Particularly relevant links can be traced in the GEF Rhodope objective to preserve traditional breeds on grazing livestock as a tool to preserve biodiversity in protected areas in the Rhodope region. The project has been developed in close collaboration with the UNDP/GEF “Mainstreaming concerns for globally threatened migratory birds into key areas of economic activity in Bulgaria”, which was submitted by Bulgaria for consideration under Pipeline 21. Relevant experience in project design has been shared between the two projects, as the BSPB is project proponent for both of them. During the project implementation it is expected that representatives of the Migratory Birds project will sit into the Project Steering Committee for the Grasslands project and vice versa to ensure cross-fertilization. 
157. The Small Grants Program will start operations in Bulgaria in early 2006. It will provide grants of up to USD 50,000 to community-based and non-government organizations for environment and sustainable development projects. The program is expected to dedicate substantial efforts to promotion of green farming practices, which in high nature value grassland may be an activity positively contributing to their long-term preservation, hence coordination with possible small projects under SGP will be established. 

158. Bulgaria is proposed as a participant of the Global UNDP/GEF Project on strengthening sustainability of protected areas. There are 6 countries from different parts of the world, and Bulgaria represents Europe in the project. The project’s objective is to ensure that the foundations, structures and processes are in place to achieve the financial sustainability of national systems of protected areas in up to six countries; and increase the likelihood to achieve financial sustainability in additional protected area systems. This projects relies on the promotion of payment for ecosystem services as a tool for sustainable financing of site conservation.The habitat conservation mechanisms created by the project will become important conservation management tool for also for protected areas where conservation regimes allow (or even encourage) grazing of livestock. Such areas are for example Nature Parks (43% of the existing protected areas territory) and Natura 2000 sites established on agricultural land (ca. 40% of the proposed IBA network). 
159. UNEP/GEF “Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands Required by Migratory Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian Flyways” aims to improve, on a sustainable basis, the conservation status of African/Eurasian migratory waterbirds, by enhancing and coordinating the measures taken by GEF-eligible countries to conserve key critical wetland areas that these birds require to complete their annual cycle, including their stop-over sites during migration and their stay in their "wintering grounds".  The project will thus be a catalyst for integrating best practices into conservation efforts throughout the flyway, using existing coordinating mechanisms and commitments, particularly those of the Ramsar Convention and the Agreement on the Conservation of the African-Eurasian Migratory Watebird Accord of the Convention on Migratory Species (AEWA/CMS), and a number of international and local NGOs. The Grassland project team will collaborate with the UNEP/GEF project team to ensure that the lessons learned in integrating best practices into bird conservation efforts will be shared between the two projects through the proposed communication and exchange of know-how/best practices (of UNEP/GEF project) and the Output  3.4. of the Grassland project.
160. Finally, the Grassland project will cooperate with the Integration of Global Environmental Conventions into the developmental planning process in Bulgaria project implemented by MRDPW, with engagement of relevant officials of MEW in its training activities. The project will promote a proactive integration of global environmental issues into the very process of regional and local development, as well as spatial planning, both of which are managed by MRDPW. This would be achieved by developing the capacity of MRDPW, municipalities and relevant departments of other ministries such as MEW. The link with the proposed project is mainly in the opportunity to mainstream biodiversity needs (including grassland habitats and species) into the municipal and regional planning process by making those needs more explicit and relevant to the livelihood of farmers and livestock pastoralists.

161. Institutional links and cross-fertilization will continue to be ensured by the UNDP CO during project’s implementation. 

b) 
Consultations, Coordination and Collaboration between and among IAs, and IAs and ExAs if appropriate 
162. Extensive consultations with UNDP/GEF projects in Lithuania (wetlands conservation) and Czech Republic, as well as with the WB/GEF Grasslands project in the Slovak Republic took place to coordinate project development and establish links for knowledge sharing. In addition, experience of non-GEF projects in implementation of agri-environmental schemes in Europe was studied at length. Annex 14 presents the outcome of the cross-agency communications, in a table summarizing key lessons learnt so far.

163. The general conclusion is that the other relevant GEF projects so far have either focused on using agri-environmental schemes to catalyze sustainability of protected areas (Carpathian grasslands), or focused on completely different habitats (such as Lithuanian wetlands). None of the projects so far has explicitly focused on conservation of such globally threatened species as Saker Falcon, Corncrake, Imperial Eagle. Importantly, all of the GEF projects so far started when countries (such as Slovakia, World Bank project) have already had their NAEPs in place, so they missed to capitalize on the link to the national policy-making process: the policy at the time of their start was largely already in place. In contrast, this project’s initial drive is to produce lessons to be incorporated into the national policy-making process at the time of its development. Please see Annex 15 for more details. This project will also closely coordinate with the UNDP/GEF project (developed jointly with Forest Trends) on Institutionalizing ecosystem payments. Project management budget has considered exchanges with sister initiatives, including possible participation in the annual meetings of the Katoomba Group (PES specialists).

c) 
Project Implementation Arrangements 
164. UNDP will act as the GEF Implementing Agency for this Project. As Implementing Agency, UNDP brings to the table a wealth of experience working with governments in the arena of reform, and is well–positioned to assist in both capacity building and institutional strengthening. As always, the UNDP Country Office will be answerable as the agency responsible for transparent practices, appropriate conduct and professional auditing. Staff and Consultants will be contracted according to the established Rules and Regulations of the United Nations and all financial transactions and agreements will similar follow the same Rules and Regulations.

165. BSPB is the proposed Executing Agency for the project. For this purpose, BSPB will assign a Project Director (PD) for the project (part of their co-financing), and provide its staff and network of experts as support to Project Management Unit. BSPB will establish a Project Management Unit (PMU) for the day to day management of project activities. In addition, PMU will function as Agri-Environmental Policy Unit (AEPU)
. The Executing Agency will subcontract specific components of the project to specialized government agencies, research institutions, as well as NGOs. 
166. The project proponents have demonstrated active involvement in the development of Bulgaria’s agri-environmental policy. BSPB has been the main partner of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests in designing of measures for high nature value grasslands. BSPB is well established NGO with over 25 staff and high reputation among the national stakeholders. As part of BirdLife International, a global network of nature conservation organizations, it can benefit from others experience and this opportunity has been used extensively in formulation of the project. In Bulgaria BSPB has managed successfully complex conservation projects and operates the two most successful nature conservation and visitor’s centres. Core part of BSPB’s work is the implementation of biodiversity monitoring schemes, including a generic scheme that monitors trends in populations of common bird species that is used to produce Europe-wide index for farmland sustainability. BSPB has permanent seats on two Permanent Working Groups of the Monitoring Committee of SAPARD Measure on Agri-environment and the vocational training measure. BSPB participates in the overall development of NAEP and was specifically invited by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests to take part in the design of agrienvironmental measures for high-nature value grasslands and monitoring system development. BSPB is well appraised by the Ministry of Agriculture for this, and is committed to continue playing a role in the implementation of the NAEP. BSPB owns a herd of indigenous cattle in the Eastern Rhodope which it manages for natural grazing in protected areas.

167. The project will establish a Project Steering Committee (PSC) consisting of representatives of: MAF, UNDP, MOEW, BSPB, SFA and the Project Coordinator of the UNDP/GEF Migratory Birds Project. The PSC bears a major function in evaluating project progress and ensuring incorporation of its lessons into the national policy-making process. The PSC will meet once every 6 months to assess project’s progress towards achievement of the planned project outputs and to review and provide guidance for further implementation. The PM will act as a Secretary to the PSC. Monitoring and Evaluation functions of the Project Steering Committee were described in the corresponding section of the project proposal. 

168. The AEPU Coordinator will bear the key role of monitoring of the AES success, and reporting to Project Manager. 

169. The Schematic Structure of the Project is presented in Figure 3 below. Terms of Reference for key PMU/AEPU personnel are presented in Annex 10.

170. In order to accord proper acknowledgement to GEF for providing funding, all project’s documents should include a paragraph to explicitly require that a GEF logo appear on all relevant GEF project publications, including among others, project hardware and vehicles purchased with GEF funds. Any citation on publications regarding projects funded by GEF should also accord proper acknowledgment to GEF. The UNDP logo should be more prominent - and separated a bit from the GEF logo.

Figure 3. Core stakeholders and the general overview of the project implementation structure
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6.
Required Attachments

a)
Report on the Use of Project Preparation Grant (if used)
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b)
Country Endorsement letter
[image: image11.jpg]REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA

52 MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND WATER

[Ly——

S Bt e R it Comercton of g Ipurst Wty i
e e e T oo o B ] o ey
[ e

O i o e Qo o 0 b of B s, i e ey s GEF
Pt el Fo B, 1 ety s e o S P et
e b o o b e e s Natons Besiop
P o G o 2y (OE7) This o A
e g g i 1 Tt e e 30634 GHF By Kneges
frist st asciint i

Bl ot sogsics e s o e pst i g i
b ol 4 et i i, T et i e i
Sy G s oann i oy e

Weoge el Bvimnt by mokd i o s stk
o i o o 85 GE

S, // St

ity M of Ericvamentand W
f At

P e oo

00 ok
i —
S T
T

DT Rt Rpemive

0050, €7 Wil G, ekl 40617 B8t 10





c)
Confirmed letters of commitment from co-financiers.

[image: image12.png]REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY

DEPUTY MINISTER

TO MR. NEIL BUHNE
RESIDENT REPRESENTATIVE,
'UNDP OFFICE IN BULGARIA

Subject: Letter of support for project Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high
nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local economy,

DEAR MR. BUHNE,

The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry herewith states its full support to the above mentioned
project.

The Ministry of Agriculture and Forests has been involved in the development of the above
mentioned project throughout the preparatory phase. Through our Department of Rural
Development and Agri-environment we have provided guidance to the project development team
in assessing the project feasibility, setting the objectives and designing the project activities.
MAF has contributed to the project also by providing free of charge digital land models of the
project areas.

As a result of this good cooperation with the Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds as
Pproject proponents, the proposal entirely reflects the MAF priorities in Rural Development and
agri-environment, which is fully in line with the currently prepared National Strategic Plan for
Rural Development (2007-2013) and the EU accession obligations of Bulgaria.

Therefore, I am happy to confirm that the MAF will ensure the requested co-financing of
665,000 US dollars as described in Appendix 1 to this letter.

I am sure that this project will help the development of agri-environmental instruments in
Bulgaria. I am looking forward to strengthening our cooperatlon with the UNDP and wish you
success in securing funds from the Global Environpnent

Yours sincerely,

Mr. Dimiter Peychev L
Deputy Minister of Agrn nd
Republic of Bulgaria :




[image: image13.png]Appendix 1

Co-financing from the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests, for the period of 2006-2009.

‘Amount (USS) Type Details
30,000 In-kind support Staff time of experts from Directorate Rural
Development and Agri-environment for
consultation and expert guidance
5,000 High-nature value Information campaign of the Ministry in
areas promotion relation to high-nature farmland as included
campaign in the National Plan for Biodiversity
Conservation
30,000 Support through Training, capacity building and information
twinning project with | exchange through the twinning project with
Austrian Ministry of | the Government of Austria.
Agriculture
600,000 Agri-environmental | This figure is the most conservative estimate
funds leveraged for | of the expected budget available for agri-
high-nature value environmental schemes in grassland areas
grasslands in 2008- within the expected National Agri-
2009 Environmental Program after accession
665,000
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UK Headquarters
The Lodge, Sandy
Bedfordshire SG19 2DL
Tel: 01767 680551
Mr. Neil Buhne, Fax: 01767 692365
Resident Representative DX 47804 SANDY
UNDP Bulgaria www.rspb.org.uk
Dear Mr. Buhne

Subject: Co-financing for project Conservation of globally important biodiversity
in high nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional
local economy

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) is working closely with the
proponent of the above mentioned project the Bulgarian Society for the Protection of
Birds (BSPB). In this lasting relationship RSPB is providing substantial expert and
financial support to BSPB in realization of its conservation and development
programmes. This support has been particularly relevant during the EU accession
preparations of Bulgaria. It has contributed to the development of BSPB’s Important
Bird Areas programme and the related policy and advocacy work. In the next years
the emphasis will be shifted towards site conservation and habitat management and
creating capacity in BSPB to continue to influence successfully the main land-use
policies such as agriculture and forestry. In the next 5 years RSPB will support the
further development of BSPB’s Common Birds Monitoring scheme as a system to
measure the response of birds to land use practices, including agriculture and agri-
environment.

The proposed GEF project Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high
nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local
economy is highly relevant to our shared priorities with BSPB. I am therefore happy
to confirm that RSPB is in position to provide the required co-financing both in-kind
(USS$ 70,000) and in cash (US$ 30,000) during 2006-2009 for the successful
implementation of the project.

Yours sincerely,

|+ Dy

r. Norbert Schiiffer
Head of European Programmes
RSPB

Patron Her Majesty the Queen President Julian Pettifer Chairman of Council Professor lan Newton OBE FRS Chief Executive Graham Wynne CBE
Registered charity no 207076 640-1436-05-06
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Mr. Neil Buhne,
Resident Representative
UNDP Bulgaria
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[image: image16.png]BULGARIAN SOCIETY FOR THE PROTECTION OF BIRDS
P.O. Box 50, 1111 Sofia, Bulgaria

telephone (+359 2) 971 58 55, fax (+359 2) 971 58 56

e-mail: bspb_hq@bspb.org, www.bspb.otg BULSTAT 121244539

Mr. Neil Buhne
Resident Representative
UNDP, Bulgaria

01 March 2006

Dear Mr Buhne,

Subject: Co-financing for project Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high nature value
semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local economy

In the last year BSPB has been working with UNDP Bulgaria and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forest
on the above mentioned project proposal to be funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF)

This project is of strategic importance and value to BSPB as it has the potential to become the first ever in
Bulgaria Agri-Environmental Scheme (AES) designed for conservation of globally important biodiversity
such as Imperial Eagle, Saker Falcon, Corncrake as well as a long list of the Birds Directive Annex [
species. We believe it will therefore be of significant value to the policies of the Government of Bulgaria
and will contribute to the development of sustainable management mechanisms for Natura 2000 sites.

I am happy to be in position to confirm that BSPB will ensure the required co-financing for the project as
follows:

Staff time, offices, | US$ 90,000 | Represents staff time of BSPB experts working on agri- |

monitoring, in-kind environmental scheme design and rural development

Species US$ 58,000 | programme, development of Common Bird monitoring

conservation, cash system and indices, IBA conservation measures and ‘
threatened species (Saker, Imperial Eagle, Corncrake).

Tam looking forward to continue our fruitful cooperation.

BSPB is the Partner of BirdLife International in Bulgaria BirdLife’

INTERNATIONAL





[image: image17.png]United Nations Development Programme

15 February 2006
FradC
Dear M}/{inw,

Subject: Contribution of UNDP Bulgaria core program to the proposed GEF project
Conservation of High Nature Value Grasslands in Bulgaria

For the last year the UNDP country office in Bulgaria has been developing a medium-size
project proposal to the Global Environment Facility on conservation of globally important
biodiversity in high nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local
cconomy. The proposal, to which this letter serves as an attachment, defines the scope of the
project, its global ecological impact, as well as other parameters traditionally required by the
GEF. With this letter, I would like to emphasize the value of the proposed GEF intervention
given synergies with a number of UNDP projects in Bulgaria.

One of the envisaged UNDP/GEF project components is focusing on helping farmers to have
wider access to the market of products originating from high nature value grasslands. For that
UNDP/GEF is planning to interact with the UNDP JOBS project. Over a number of years,
'UNDP has been working closely with the Government of Bulgaria in that project, establishing
40 business centers all over the country to facilitate employment generation and small-and-
medium size business development. One of the recent new components of the UNDP JOBS is
focusing on helping Bulgarian milk processing enterprises to introduce control systems in order
to meet international quality and food safety standards. By linking local farmers producing milk
and milk products, to processing enterprises, in and around the project target areas, the
'UNDP/GEF and UNDP JOBS project hope to achieve a substantial impact on the market of
“green” milk products. In addition, information exchange and cooperation for registration of
farmers, joint training sessions, and sharing databases on local service providers and producers,
is envisaged. The Mobile Advisory Center of the UNDP/GEF project will interact with the
relevant UNDP JOBS officers to materialize this link. The value of the contribution of the Milk
Processing component of the JOBS project to the UNDP/GEF initiative is assessed to be at
least USD 260,000 over the course of 5 years.

Mobilization of communities to improve their municipal developmental plans and get access
for financing of employment generation at local level is the key idea promoted by the LEADER
project of UNDP and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests. Some USD 250,000 will be
disbursed in 2006-2007 for employment generation in sustainable nature resource management
in sensitive areas, and this is a direct support to the ideas promoted by the UNDP/GEF project,
such as support to local farmer associations and establishment of local environmental brands
for better market access.

..

Mr. Frank Pinto
GEF Executive Coordinator

25,Khan Krum Str, Sofia 1040, Bulgaria Tel: (359 2) 9696 100 Fax:(359 2) 9813184 www.undpbg




[image: image18.png]Finally, UNDP Bulgaria is prepared to support the UNDP/GEF project with at least 30,000 in
in-kind staff costs and administrative services.

1 very much hope that the outlined ways for cross-fertilization of various projects of UNDP in
the area of sustainable rural development and natural resource management, would strengthen
our proposal to the GEF, and make it possible to undertake the much needed capacity building,
demonstration, and policy-making activities in a timely and effective manner.

Sincerely yours,

b=

™~

Neil Buhne
UN Resident Coordinator
'UNDP Resident Representative
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Mr Neil Buhne
UNDP Resident Representative

Hainz Kaufmann

805.2-1 UNDP/ GG

Sofia, 13 March 2006

Subject: Co-financing for project Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high nature
value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local economy addressed in
your letter from 20.02.2006

Dear Neil,

As you know the strategic goal of Swiss cooperation in Bulgaria is to assist the country in providing
its citizens with a decent standard of living, to open up individual and collective prospects for the
future and to ensure that Bulgaria has the respect of its neighbors and the international community.
Promotion of responsible and sustainable use of natural resources is one of the focuses of
Switzerland's development assistance in Bulgaria. Al these are the strategic aspects part of Swiss
— Bulgarian cooperation for the period until the end 2007.

In pursuance of the above the Swiss Cooperation Office in Bulgaria welcomes the above
mentioned UNDP/GEF project, and notes its programmatic linkage to the initiatives supported
within our active country programme.

Specifically, the UNDP/GEF project is coherent with our current areas of involvement, such as:
bottom-up planning using the LEADER approach in relation to natural habitats use, and promotion
of sustainable and organic agriculture as an incentive mechanisms on the cross point between
agriculture, rural development and nature conservation. We do see the above UNDP/GEF project
as basis for capitalization of SDC cooperation approaches in know-how transfer, capacity building,
awareness raising and advocacy, as well as demonstration of innovative financial mechanisms.

Specifically, the proposed project is particularly relevant to the operation of Balkan Biocert, recently
the only entirely Bulgarian accredited organic certification agency as it is expected that farmers
from the project regions are potential applicants for its services. SDC is looking forward to
coordinate this with its support to Balkan Biocert Ltd development (budget commitment of USD
80,000 until the end of 2008). Swiss Cocperation Office therefore welcomes the approach selected
by the project proponents to work towards achievement of organic certification through Balkan
Biocert services.

Secondly, SDC is happy to coordinate its Leader project with the proposed UNDP/GEF project.
The budget of the SDC/MOAF Leader project is USD 170,000 and includes process facilitation
costs as well as demonstration project fund amounting to up to USD 70'000 for community based
project in at least one of the regions to be addressed by UNDP/GEF project. The Leader project of
SDC helps local communities to organize themselves into associations to be able to request




[image: image20.png]assistance available under the upcoming EU schemes, including the National Strategic Plan for
Agriculture and Rural development 2007 - 13. In that respect it is paramount that a strong
experience sharing link is maintained between the project teams.

Finally, we hope that the organic agriculture project of SDC can be linked to the investigation and
assistance in conversion to organic agriculture and exploration of agri-environmental opportunities
in the region of Pazardjic and specifically in Bessaparski Hills mentioned in the UNDP/GEF project,
where one of the problems is cultivation of herbs and vegetables. SDC, in the next 2 years, will
contribute at least USD 160,000 to policy change, promtion of organic farming and assistance to
farmers in conversions, and this will hopefully serve a valuable contribution to the work of the
UNDP/GEF project in Bessaparski Hills.

Indeed you have to consider all above mentioned amounts totaling to up to USD 410'000 as
parallel contribution to UNDP project "Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high nature
value semi-natural grassiands through support for the traditional local economy” that shall be
disbursed until the end of 2007, when the present Swiss development assistance mandate will
expire.

While looking forward to more concrete discussions on our coordination mechanisms once the
project is finalized and launched please accept my best regards

Singerely Yours,
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Annex 2
Logical Framework

	Project Strategy
	Objectively verifiable indicators

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	Sources of verification
	Risks and Assumptions

	Goal
	The project’s goal is to ensure conservation High Nature Value grasslands of Bulgaria.

	Objective of the project:

To mainstream requirements for conservation of HNV grasslands into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy 

	Density of Corncrake at project sites


	0.7 pairs/km2 at altitude over 1100 m and 0.3 pairs/km2 at altitude bellow 1100 m.
	Stabilization at baseline level. 


	Methods of standard census using transects or count points. GPS data collection.
	The Government of Bulgaria continues with a clear commitment to the development of a national policy framework for agriculture and environment in which the conservation of HNV semi-natural grasslands is a high priority 

The EU will continue its payments for agri-environmental schemes 

	
	Distribution and size of colonies of European Souslik 


	[image: image21.png]



12-14 individuals/0.1 ha at colony located at GPS:

N 43.03.565

E 23.16.610
	Distribution stable at baseline level; density increased by 20%
	Annual count of the souslik population (direct count of active animals and/or count of vertical ‘spring’ wholes in the colonies). Area of distribution of the souslik colonies – increase/decrease assessed through field visits. 
	

	
	Share of grass communities in habitat “Mountainous mowing meadows”


	Ponor: 2,448 ha (7.8%) based on CORINE Land Cover 2000


	Stabilization at baseline level
	Annual monitoring of total area (ha) of habitat in the project sites. Compilation of botanic maps based on field visits and aearial photos.
	

	
	Status of habitat “Mountainous communities of Juniper” (Juniperus sibirica) - % coverage of the Juniper.


	pending identification in March 2006]
	Decrease by 7%
	Annual monitoring of total area (ha) of habitat in the project sites. Compilation of botanic maps based on field visits and aearial photos.
	

	Outcome 1:

Viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated
	At least 40% of economically active farmers in the project HNV grassland areas have received at least one form of support payment from the pilot Agri-environment Scheme for maintaining/ adopting environmentally-friendly land management practices


	0 farmers


	at least 15 farmers


	Data of Agri-environmental Department of MAF.


	Proposed tools for enhancing the economic viability of the traditional pastoral systems are viable – notably that:

· there remains a sufficient number of local economic actors (farmers and other members of the local community) in the pilot HNV grassland areas to ensure full and effective uptake of, and participation in, the selected tools 

· the selected tools remain suitably attractive to local economic actors (farmers and other members of the local community) to ensure their full and effective participation in the project

· the payment rates offered per hectare are sufficiently attractive in return (in comparison to other competing uses of land) to farmers to ensure their full and effective participation in the scheme



	
	Cattle stock density increased at least by 100% on average at two sites.
	0.05 to 0.164 cows per ha
	0.25 cows per ha on average
	MAC activities, and municipal statistical data and data of MAF.
	

	Output 1.1 Biodiversity management plans 

Output 1.2 A pilot agri-environmental scheme for encouraging farmers to adopt more biodiversity friendly land management practices in the pilot HNV grasslands
Output 1.3 A set of measures (grassland brand and ecoproducts outlet) to stimulate demand for grassland products.

	Outcome 2:

Agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgarian mainstreamed into national policy-making
	At least 20% of budget for the EU co-financed National Agri-environment Programme is committed to measures for the restoration and maintenance of HNV semi-natural grasslands.
	Zero


	20


	Annual statistical data of MAF.


	Ministries of Agriculture (MoAF) and Environment (MoEW) are committed to the incorporation of results and “lessons learnt” into the national policy-making process



	
	% increased annual revenue per household (from AES participation and new opportunities for selling dairy and meat production) in high nature value grasslands
	Zero
	7%

	Interviews with farmers, to give insight in the income-development of farm households. The interviews are aimed at a comparison of family farm incomes between people implementing NAEP and farms which doesn’t participate and the importance of support in their family farm income
	

	Output 2.1 Management model for agri-environmental schemes: establishment of an Agri-Environmental Policy Unit and Mobile Advisory Centre.

Output 2.2 Direct dissemination of results and lessons learnt from the two pilot areas to selected HNV grassland areas in Bulgaria 

	Outcome 3:

Adaptive management and monitoring ensured, lessons learned and experience disseminated outside Bulgaria
	At least 2 papers based on project lessons on agrienvironment as mechanism for preservation of HNV grasslands. 


	0


	2


	Publication of papers in international magazines.


	Results and lessons learnt from pilot HNV grassland areas are positive and can be clearly presented to range of different audiences

Methods for direct dissemination of results and lessons learnt to other HNV grassland areas are viable – notably that there is a sufficient number of local people interested and willing to participate in dissemination activities



	
	Number of people using the services of AEPU/MAC per year
	0
	90
	Annual Progress Report, with a dedicated section on MAC services.


	

	Output 3.1 Adaptive project management enabling effective project implementation and proper monitoring and evaluation of its outcomes and impacts

Output 3.2 Local public awareness-raising activities in support of the piloting of policy instruments for promoting the improved management of HNV semi-natural grasslands
Output 3.3 National public awareness-raising activities about the biodiversity value of HNV semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria.
Output 3.4 Learned are shared for replication within Europe and with UNDP/GEF


Annex 3
Threats, Root Causes and Barrier Analysis
	Threat/Impact
	Root causes
	Management issues/key barriers
	Solutions: Interventions from Project / Barrier removal activity
	Baseline activity

	Biological impact: Loss of habitat for globally important biodiversity at high-nature value grasslands: evidence shrinking populations of Saker Falcon, Imperial Eagle, Corncrake, and European Souslik.

	1. Abandonment of pastures and meadows

2. Unsustainable grazing loads (under-grazing or overgrazing) of grasslands 

3. Conversion of grasslands into arable land
	Low purchase price and low competitiveness of traditional pastoralists
	The inherent failure of the classic free market to compensate farmers for management practices beneficial for biodiversity
	Output 1.1 and 1.2 Biodiversity management plans, and a  pilot agri-environmental scheme for encouraging farmers to adopt more biodiversity friendly land management practices in the pilot HNV grasslands.
	EU Sapard Program

SFA and other subsidies to farmers



	
	
	
	Output 1.3 A set of measures (grassland brand and ecoproducts outlet) to stimulate demand for grassland products.
	Construction of dairy farm in Ponor area financed by SAPARD

Bilateral donor programs, work of NGO, and associations of farmers and milk producers on promotion of organic farming in Bulgaria

	
	
	
	Output 3.4 Lessons learned are shared for replication within Europe and with UNDP/GEF.
	Bilateral donor programs, awareness raising work of NGOs and farmer associations

	
	Production subsidies for agriculture are given higher priority by Bulgaria and EU than support to biodiversity friendly pastoralism
	Agri-environmental policy-making at central level (NAEP preparation) is decoupled from on-the-ground implementation: EU pre-accession farmer outreach and support programs on their own do not result in a critical mass of farmers interested to request assistance from agri-environmental schemes.
	Output 2.1 Management model for agri-environmental schemes: establishment of an Agri-Environmental Policy Unit and Mobile Advisory Centre.
	Regular activities of the Agri-environmental Department of the MAF,

Activities of NAAS

	
	
	
	Output 2.2 Direct dissemination of results and lessons learnt from the two pilot areas to selected HNV grassland areas in Bulgaria
	

	
	
	
	Output 3.2 Local public awareness-raising activities in support of the piloting of policy instruments for promoting the improved management of HNV semi-natural grasslands.

Output 3.3 National public awareness-raising activities about the biodiversity value of HNV semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria.
	Bilateral donor programs, awareness raising work of NGOs and farmer associations

	
	
	Designers of Bulgaria’s HNV support to farmers are decoupled from scientists capable to develop a set of scientifically grounded biodiversity requirements.
	Output 3.1 Adaptive project management enabling effective project implementation and proper monitoring and evaluation of its outcomes and impacts.

	REC project Promotion of Networks,

Activities on monitoring under Dutch-Government Project, EEA, NPPS, BSPB




Annex 4
Stakeholder Analysis and Participation Plan

	Stakeholder

	How they were involved in project preparation
	Role and responsibility in project implementation

	Project beneficiaries

	Local farmers
	- dissemination of information materials about project scope and objectives at the local level

- 143 interviews with local people involved in economic activity at project sites

- more in-depth on-the-ground discussions and bilateral consultants with the most interested farmers

- involvement of the local farmers in two PDF A technical group meetings
	Is the primary beneficiary of project’s assistance. Interested local farmers will be consulted during finalization of the biodiversity management plans, and agri-environmental measures. With assistance from MAC, they will apply for, implement and monitor success of the project’s agri-environmental scheme. Assistance in farmer registration provided by MAC is an important element local farmers are expected to benefit from.

	Municipal administrations
	- personal meetings with Mayors and their staff

- dissemination of information materials about project scope and objectives at the local level,

- transfer and processing of municipal information

- involvement of municipal staff in two PDF A technical group meetings
	Is secondary beneficiary of the project. Municipal administrations will be consulted during finalization of the biodiversity management plans, and agri-environmental measures. They will benefit from advice and training provided by AEPU, and be able to use data and experience generated by the project for improvements of their economic and social sections of the Municipal Development plans. 

	Key project partners in the Government

	The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF), department “Agri-environment”


	- Direct participation of MAF staff in project preparation meetings;

- 8 consultations (bilateral and multilateral meetings) with key experts of the Agri-environmental department. 

- Joint field visit to the project area;

- Free of charge presentation of land cadastre data;

- Full support to the proposed project implementation arrangement, providing co-financing, and agreeing to incorporate lessons learnt from the project into the national policy making process. Support letter for the project.
	MAF is sitting on Project Steering Committee. It is a key authority for consideration of the biodiversity management plans, and consideration and adoption of agrenviornmental scheme. It is primary decision maker together with AEPU on approval of applications from farmers requested from project’s AES. Through project’s working group and activities of AEPU it absorbs lessons learnt from the project and finalizes NAEP. It considers possibilities for involvement of AEPU in agri-environmental activities in Bulgaria beyond the project.

MAF is co-financing the project
.

	The State Fund Agriculture 
	- participation of experts of SFA in project formulation, presentation of data for project formulation,

- one high-level meeting in with Deputy Executive Director and Environmental officer;

- support letter for the project 
	SFA is sitting on Project Steering Committee. It is a key authority for approval of disbursements to farmers requesting assistance from project’s AES. Through project’s working group and activities of AEPU it absorbs lessons learnt from the project in the area of disbursement of agri-environmental assistance, which is an important project sustainability and replication mechaimsm. 

SFA is co-financing implementation of the project.

	National Agricultural Advisory Service (NAAS)
	- bilateral consultations on farmer outreach programs
	Through information sharing, NAAS will benefit from lessons generated by the project in the area of farmer interest mobilization and implementation of AES.

	The Ministry of Environment and Water (MoEW)
	- 4 meetings with MEW Focal Point on Agrienvironment to discuss project development

- data made available for project preparation,

- Project mentioning in a meeting between Minister of Environment and UNDP Resident Representative, and expression of support for it,

- 2 discussions with GEF OFP on the project, and a support letter for the project
	The Ministry is a key stakeholder for expert participation and co-financing of compilation of biodiversity management plans for the project sites. 

The project will continue to involve the Focal Point on Agrienvironment, through information sharing and involvement in the process of approval of the biodiversity management planning and monitoring, to make sure that lessons learnt are incorporated well into the biodiversity conservation strategies of Bulgaria

	Executive Environmental Agency (EEA)
	- bilageral consultations on the project’s monitoring system
	EEA, through information sharing, will benefit from project’s lessons on monitoring of biodiversity conserved through agrienvironmenal schemes. Possibly, EEA experts maybe involved in implementation of some of the project’s monitoring activities. 

	Key non-government partners and associations

	Association of Milk Producers (Bulgaria)
	- Numerous bilateral meetings,

- Sharing of information, 
	The Association has committed already technical and financial support for the registration of two producers associations in Ponor region– one in each of the two villages that represent natural economic and geographic Centres of the region – Zimevitza and Breze. The Association is willing to co-finance the project with series of specialized lectures and visiting consultants.

	Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB, UK)
	- assistance rendered to project development team in elaboration of relevant project sections, especially on experience of AES in Europe 

- consultations on biodiversity values of the project and biodiversity management planning procedures
	RSPB remains committed to the project. It will support PMU both technically and financially, especially focusing on biodiversity management planning and monitoring of AES.

	Academia

	Institute of Botany and Institute of Zoology of Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Sofia University Faculty of Biology,
	- direct involvement of experts in development of biodiversity justification for the project, through on-the-ground research or desk studies  


	Specialists in different fields will become involved on a long-term basis in data collection and processing as part of the project’s monitoring effort. (Institute of Botany experts to monitor plants and vegetation related indicators; Souslick population monitoring is appropriate to be conducted by Sofia University Faculty of Biology or Institute of Zoology)

	International Public Organizations

	Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation
	- consultations on coordination of project activities
	Will coordinate with UNDP and provide technical and financial support to local cattle breeds at high-nature value grasslands, which is an important element of the overall strategy to ensure preservation of the habitat. 

	JOBS project of UNDP and Ministry of Economy

Teams on Wheels project of UNDP and MAF
	- consultations on coordination of project activities
	JOBS Provides support to quality standardization of milk products which is paramount to country-wide promotion of grassland milk products. Teams on Wheels reaches out to local farmers and small scale entrepreneurs informing them about current and foreseen options for support in rural areas. As such it is an important element for the project’s farmer outreach mechanisms. Coordination or related activities will be ensured through UNDP Country Office.


Annex 5
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget 
	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$

Excluding project team Staff time 
	Time frame

	Inception Workshop  (IW)
	· Project Coordinator

· UNDP CO, UNDP GEF 
	2,000
	Within first two months of project start up 

	Inception Report
	· Project Team

· UNDP CO
	None 
	Immediately following IW

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

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

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

	Measuring (add-on) of progress of AES

	· Field visits by subcontractors

· Desk studies by subcontractors

· Procurement of relevant data and aerial photos
	36,000
	Periodic and annual reporting

	APR and PIR
	· Project Team

· UNDP-CO

· UNDP-GEF
	None
	Annually 

	Steering Committee Meetings
	· Project Coordinator

· UNDP CO
	None
	Following Inception Workshop, annually thereafter.

	Technical reports
	· Project team

· Hired consultants as needed
	10,000
	TBD by Project team and UNDP-CO

	Mid-term Internal Evaluation
	· Project team

· UNDP- CO

· UNDP-GEF RCU

· Internal consultants (evaluation team)
	35,000 
	At the mid-point of project implementation. 

	Final External Evaluation
	· Project team, 

· UNDP-CO, UNDP-GEF RCU

· External Consultants (evaluation team)
	40,000 
	At the end of project implementation

	Terminal Report
	· Project team 

· UNDP-CO

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

	Lessons learned
	· Project team 

· UNDP-GEF RCU (formats for documenting best practices)
	8,000 (average 2,000 per year)
	Yearly

	Audit 
	· UNDP-CO

· Project team 
	4,000 (average $1000 per year) 
	Yearly

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

· Government representatives
	8,000 
	Yearly average one visit per year

	TOTAL indicative COST 

Excluding project staff time, UNDP staff and travel expenses. 
	 US$ 140,000 
	


Annex 6
BD-2 Tracking Tool

I. Project General Information

1. Project name:
Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local economy
2. Project ID (GEF):

2730

3. Project ID (IA):

3460

4. Implementing Agency:
UNDP

5. Country(ies):

Republic of Bulgaria

Name of reviewers completing tracking tool and completion dates:

	
	Name
	Title
	Agency

	Work Program Inclusion 
	Boris Barov
	Executive Director
	Bulgarian Society for Protection of Birds

	Project Mid-term
	
	
	

	Final Evaluation/project completion
	
	
	


6.Project duration:

Planned: 4 years

7. Lead Project Executing Agency(ies): 

Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds (BSPB, NGO)

8. GEF Operational Program:
Mountains (OP 4)

9. Production sectors and/or ecosystem services directly targeted by project: 

9.a. Please identify the main production sectors involved in the project. Please put “P” for sectors that are primarily and directly targeted by the project, and “S” for those that are secondary or incidentally affected by the project. 





Agriculture: P

9.b. For projects that are targeting the conservation or sustainable use of ecosystems goods and services, please specify the goods or services that are being targeted, for example, water, genetic resources, recreational, etc

NA

II. Project Landscape/Seascape Coverage 

10.a What is the extent (in hectares) of the landscape or seascape where the project will directly  or indirectly contribute to biodiversity conservation or sustainable use of its components? An example is provided in the table below.
	                        Targets and Timeframe

Project Coverage
	Foreseen at project start
	Achievement at Mid-term Evaluation of Project
	Achievement at Final Evaluation of  Project

	Landscape/seascape area directly
 covered by the project (ha) – High Nature Value productive semi-natural grasslands
	26,072 ha
	
	

	Landscape/seascape area indirectly

covered by the project (ha) 
	100,000 - 350,000 ha
	
	


Explanation for indirect coverage numbers:

The basis for extrapolation is the expectation that NAEP will replicate project’s experience of using agri-environmental schemes as a conservation instrument for all country’s HNV semi-natural productive grasslands. There is no single view on how to identify HNV grasslands agreed in Europe or Bulgaria, and different approaches use different sets of criteria. For example, one system of selection criteria is suggested by the European Environmental Agency for the selection of HNV farmland and it could be applied to grasslands. It consists of three approaches: a) land cover approach to identify land cover classes associated with grasslands; b) farm system approach to identify HNV grasslands by the production, inputs and management characteristics of the farms and c) species approach that identifies NHV grasslands by the distribution of associated species naturally occurring in the same habitat. By using a combination of the above approaches the Grassland Inventory project identified a total area of 350,000 ha as important grassland habitats from biodiversity point of view (Meshinev et al., 2005). The area identified consists of natural meadows and pastures (semi-natural grasslands) mainly distributed in the lowlands, hilly regions and on the mountain slopes up to the upper tree line. Entirely man-made grasslands, hydrophytic communities of Phragmites and Typha, psamophytic and halophytic communities along the Black Sea coast as well as high-mountain grasslands above the tree line (alpine grasslands) were not included in the assessment. 

10.b.  Are there Protected Areas within the landscape/seascape covered by the project? If so, names these PAs, their IUCN or national PA category, and their extent in hectares.

NA

III. Management Practices Applied

11.a. Within the scope and objectives of the project, please identify in the table below the management practices employed by project beneficiaries that integrate biodiversity considerations and the area of coverage of these management practices?  Note: this could range from farmers applying organic agricultural practices, forest management agencies managing forests per Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) guidelines or other forest certification schemes, artisanal fisherfolk practicing sustainable fisheries management, or industries satisfying other similar agreed international standards, etc.  An example is provided in the table below.

	          Targets and Timeframe

Specific management practices that integrate BD
	Area of coverage foreseen at start of project 
	Achievement at Mid-term Evaluation of Project
	Achievement at Final Evaluation of  Project

	Traditional grassland pastoralism (cattle and sheep): a combination of animal grazing (rotational grazing in optimal densities) and hay-making (including mechanical removal of shrubs) promoting maintenance of habitats beneficial for grassland-dependent species
	26,072 ha (direct effect only)
	
	


11.b. Is the project promoting the conservation and sustainable use of wild species or landraces? 
No

If yes, please list the wild species (WS) or landraces (L):

	Species (Genus sp., and common name)
	Wild Species (please check if this is a wild species)
	Landrace (please check if this is a landrace)

	1. 
	
	

	2.
	
	

	3.
	
	

	4…
	
	


11.c. For the species identified above, or other target species of the project not included in the list above (E.g., domesticated species), please list the species, check the boxes as appropriate regarding the application of a certification system, and identify the certification system being used in the project, if any. An example is provided in the table below.
N/A
11.d. Is carbon sequestration an objective of the project? 
No

IV. Market Transformation and Mainstreaming Biodiversity

12.a. For those projects that have identified market transformation as a project objective, please describe the project's ability to integrate biodiversity considerations into the mainstream economy by measuring the market changes to which the project contributed. 

	Name of the market that the project seeks to affect (sector and sub-sector)
	Unit of measure of 

market impact
	Market condition at the start of the project
	Market condition at midterm evaluation of project
	Market condition at final evaluation of the project

	E.g., Sustainable agriculture (milk and meat products originating from HNV grasslands supported through agri-environmental schemes)
	US$ of sales
	Zero
	
	


12.b. Please also note which (if any) market changes were directly caused by the project.

NA at submission

V. Improved Livelihoods 

13. For those projects that have identified improving the livelihoods of a beneficiary population based on sustainable use /harvesting as a project objective, please list the targets identified in the logframe and record progress at the mid-term and final evaluation. An example is provided in the table below
	Improved Livelihood Measure 
	Number of targeted beneficiaries (if known)


	Please identify local or indigenous communities project is working with 
	Improvement Foreseen at project start
	Achievement at Mid-term Evaluation of Project
	Achievement at Final Evaluation of  Project

	% increased annual revenue per household (from dairy and meat production) 
	At least 20 contracted farmers. 
	N/A 
	7% increase
	
	


VI. Project Replication Strategy 

14.a. Does the project specify budget, activities, and outputs for implementing the replication strategy? 

Yes, by incorporating the demonstration effects into National Agri-Environmental Program, which is expected to allocate at least USD 40,000,000 annually for grassland related agri-environmental measures in Bulgaria in 2008-2016.

14.b. Is the replication strategy promoting incentive measures & instruments (e.g. trust funds, payments for environmental services, certification) within and beyond project boundaries?

Yes, it is promoting agri-environmental measures (compensatory and incentive payments to farmers) as a means to conserve biodiversity dependent on semi-natural high-nature value grasslands and as a payment for environmental services provided by farmers. 

14.c. For all projects, please complete box below.

	Replication Quantification Measure
	Replication

Target Foreseen 

at project start
	Achievement at Mid-term Evaluation of Project
	Achievement at Final Evaluation of  Project

	Hectares of high-nature value grasslands under sustainable pastoralism incorporating biodiversity concerns
	26,000 ha of HNV grasslands by 4th year of project implementation

100,000 ha by year 10 from project start
	
	


VII. Enabling Environment

For those projects that have identified addressing policy, legislation, regulations, and their implementation as project objectives, please complete the following series of questions: 18a, 18b, 18c.

15.a.  Please complete this table at work program inclusion for each sector that is a primary or a secondary focus of the project.

Please answer YES or NO to each statement under the sectors that are a focus of the project. 

	                                                                                                            Sector

Statement: Please answer YES or NO for each sector that is a focus of the project.
	Agriculture 

	Biodiversity considerations are mentioned in sector policy
	YES

	Biodiversity considerations are mentioned in sector policy through specific legislation
	YES

	Regulations are in place to implement the legislation
	NO

	The regulations are under implementation
	NO

	The implementation of regulations is enforced
	NO

	Enforcement of regulations is monitored
	NO


15.b . Please complete this table at the project mid-term for each sector that is a primary or a secondary focus of the project.  

N/A at time of submission.

15.c. Please complete this table at project closure for each sector that is a primary or a secondary focus of the project.  

N/A at time of submission.

All projects please complete this question at the project mid-term evaluation and at the final evaluation, if relevant: 

15.d. Within the scope and objectives of the project, has the private sector undertaken voluntary measures to incorporate biodiversity considerations in production?  If yes, please provide brief explanation and specifically mention the sectors involved.  

N/A at time of submission

VIII. Mainstreaming biodiversity into the GEF Implementing Agencies’ Programs

16. At each time juncture of the project (work program inclusion, mid-term evaluation, and final evaluation), please check the box that depicts the status of mainstreaming biodiversity through the implementation of this project with on-going GEF Implementing Agencies’ development assistance, sector,  lending, or other technical assistance programs.

	                                                                        Time Frame

Status of Mainstreaming
	Work Program Inclusion
	Mid-Term Evaluation 
	Final Evaluation

	The project is not linked to IA development assistance, sector, lending programs, or other technical assistance programs.
	
	
	

	The project is indirectly linked to IAs development assistance, sector, lending programs or other technical assistance programs.
	
	
	

	The project has direct links to IAs development assistance, sector, lending programs or other technical assistance programs.
	
	
	

	The project is demonstrating strong and sustained complementarity with on-going and planned programs.  
	X
	
	


IX. Other Impacts

17. Please briefly summarize other impacts that  the project has had on mainstreaming biodiversity that have not been recorded above:

N/A at submission

Annex 7
Biodiversity Significance of Project Areas

PONOR GRASSLANDS

General description

Ponor Mountain is part of the Western Stara Planina (Balkan Mountain Range). It is situated some 50 km northwest of the capital city of Sofia. The area of Ponor Mountain itself covers 20,695 ha, the total area of habitat on the mountain and in the vicinity important for rare birds (Important Bird Area) is about 13,188 ha. with all the adjacent grasslands the total area. In addition, there is an area of 6,761 of transitional woodland also important for the integrity of the grassland, so the total area of the landscape covered in Ponor by the project is 19,949 ha. The mountain is a moderately high (average altitude of 1,200-1,300 m) plateau with inclination from the North to the South. The boundaries of Ponor Mountain are outlined in the west and east by the deep gorges of Ginska River (Petrohan Pass) and Iskar River; in the south by Kozle River and Iskretska River. In the north it borders the Koznitsa Ridge of the main Stara Planina chain. (See Map in Annex 1).

Ponor Mountain is formed by limestone and dolomites and represents one of the biggest and most characteristic Karst areas in Bulgaria. The water penetrating in the calcareous rocks has created substantial by their size negative Karst forms - whirlpools, ovals, potholes (ponor in Bulgarian), blind valleys. More than 70 caves have been found in the Ponor massif. The largest river running through Ponor Mountain is Iskar River. The other larger rivers are Iskretska, Kozle, Ginska, Proboinitsa, Brezenska and Zimevishka Rivers.

Ponor Mountain has temperate continental climate with hot summer and cold and long winter; great annual amplitude of the air temperature; spring-summer maximum and winter minimum of the rain-fall and annual stable snow cover lasting for different periods depending on the elevation.

Biodiversity value

About 60% of the territory of the massif is covered by grassland communities - a unique mosaic of mountainous pastures, hay meadows, calcareous cliffs and pastoral patches. It is a home to remarkable biodiversity, closely linked to the traditional land-use (pastoralism) and the specific geological and hydrological conditions. 

The characteristic karst terrain of the Ponor Mountain defines its rich and diverse flora, of 764 higher plant species. This represents 19.5% of the flora of Bulgaria. What makes the territory of Ponor especially interesting, unique and important for the biological diversity at the national and global level is the distribution of communities and species, which are typical of the subalpine vegetation belt occurring at low altitudes on calcareous, karst terrain, maintained by mowing and grazing for centuries. A total of 59 plant species of conservation importance (32 of them are endemic) occur on the territory of the mountain. This represents 7.7% of the general composition of the flora in Ponor. The project area hosts populations of species of significance for conservation that in Bulgaria and on the whole Balkan Peninsula are distributed only in the Ponor Mountain (f.ex. Аrtemisia chamaemelifolia). 

The floral richness, the diverse relief and microclimate and the long lasting human activities predetermine the large number of natural habitats. Forty six (46) elementary habitat units have been indentified. Sixteen (16) of them are priority for conservation habitat types. These are the folowing habitats:

· Alpine and Boreal heaths;

· Subcontinental peri-Pannonic scrub;
· Rupicolous calcareous or basophilic grasslands of the Alysso-Sedion albi;
· Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (* important orchid sites);
· Sub-Pannonic steppic grasslands;
· Eastern sub-Mediterranean dry grasslands (Scorzoneratalia villosae)
· Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion caeruleae);
· Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to alpine levels;
· Mountain hay meadows;
· Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation;
· Caves not open to the public;
· Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests;
· Medio-European limestone beech forests of the Cephalanthero-Fagion;
· Galio-Carpinetum oak-hornbeam forests;
· Pannonian woods with Quercus pubescens;
· Pannonian-Balkanic turkey oak – sessile oak forests.
The remarkable diversity of the fauna is best illustrated by 10 amphibian species (59% of the species in Bulgaria) and 13 reptile species (36% of the species in Bulgaria), 185 bird species, 115 of which are breeding here; 31 species of mammals (excluding the bats); 19 species of bats (63% of the species established in Bulgaria) and dozens of invertebrate species including highly endemic cave invertebrate fauna inhabiting Ponor Mountain. 

The bird species composition of the Ponor Mountains is comparatively well studied. The total avian diversity consists of 185 bird species, and 115 breeding species (Table 1). Compared to the other small mountains (with surface similar to Ponor) studied in Bulgaria the Ponor Mountains takes the second place for total number of bird species registered and the third place regarding number of breeding species.

Three (3) of the bird species are with global importance, included in the IUCN Red List. These are the Corncrake, Imperial Eagle, and Saker Falcon, whose populations are highly dependent of the future conservation of the grassland habitats for their survival.

Regarding the international conservation status there are 99 species of birds in the SPEC categories, 11 included in Ramsar Convention, 171 - in Bern Convention, 75 - in Bonn Convention. Eighty six (86) species are included in the Conservation of the Wild European Flora, Fauna and Natural Habitats Convention; 22 species are listed in the CITES Convention; 30 birds species are included in the EU Directive for the protection of birds.

Of priority for conservation, typical to the grasslands ecosystems are the Eueopean Souslik and the Marbled Polecat. They are strongly vulnerable to the changes in their habitats connected with the different agriculture practices (ploughing, fruit-tree planting, etc.). The souslik is of a mosaic distribution in the region of Ponor Mountain, forming comparatively small colonies of a different density, spread almost on the whole territory of the mountain, which is covered by grassland habitats. The sousliks are concentrated mainly in the gullies between the hills (most preferred for cultivation areas) and at a lesser extent along their slopes. The species is representative for the steppe fauna type and being such it is severely threatened by the destruction of its natural habitats. Its range of distribution, covering South-eastern Europe has been gradually shrinking during the last decades. The main threat to the souslik is the transformation of the habitats favorable for the species into arable lands. Especially interesting from the scientific and conservation point of view are the mountainous populations of the species, like this in Ponor Mountain.

Ponor Mountain offers favorable conditions for the marbled polecat as well, given its preference to open grasslands and its adherence to the souslik colonies, which are its main feeding resources. Due to the fundamental significance of the souslik as a feeding resource for the marbled polecat and for a number of globally significant predatory birds the conservation of the HNV grasslands of Ponor is of great importance for the conservation of the species as its main habitats.

Of conservation significance are 22 species of mammals occurring in Ponor Mountain: 9 species belonging to Macromammalia and 13 species of Micromammalia. At the global level with priority for conservation are 4 species belonging to Macromammalia: wolf (Canis lupus), otter (Lutra lutra), wild cat (Felis silvestris) and marbled polecat (Vormela peregusna). Of the Micromammalia with priority for conservation is the souslik (Spermophilus citellus), which has a conservation significance at national, European and global level.
Global conservation significance (IUCN Red List 2004) have also 7 species of bats that occur in Ponor Mountain (greater horseshoe bat, lesser horseshoe bat, large mouse-eared bat, Bechstein's bat, Geoffroy's bat, long-fingered bat and Schreiber's bat). All of the established in the area bat species are of European and national conservation significance. 
Of global conservation significance (IUCN Red List 2003) are 3 species of amphibians and reptiles in Ponor Mountain - Triturus karelinii, Hyla arborea and Emys orbicularis. European conservation significance has all of the 23 established species representatives of the herpetofauna. Of a national conservation significance (Biodiversity Act, Bulgaria`s Red Data Book) are 18 of the amphibians and reptiles species.

The caves of Ponor are among the richest in endemic and relict species cave habitats in the world. The list of local and regional endemics and relicts include Cavernisa zaschevi, Acanthocyclops iskrecensis, Acanthocyclops radevi, Diacyclops pelagonicus saetosus, Stygoelaphoidella elegans, Maraenobiotus parainsignipes and others.
The rich flora and fauna of Ponor Mountain has been formed due to the specific climatic and topographic conditions and various microhabitats in the region. It survived hundreds of years due to the traditional land use and anthropogenic practices (pastoralism). The research conducted for the territory of Ponor Mountain identified several factors with anthropogenic origin that represent current or potential threats to the biological diversity of the grasslands of the region. These are mainly agricultural practices since the main and traditional economic activity in Ponor is livestock breeding. 

	Table 1. Breeding bird species in Ponor Mountain
№
	Breeding bird species in Ponor Mountains
	Breeding evidence
	Number in pairs
	Abundance
	Conservation status

	
	
	
	
	
	LNP
	RB
	SPEC
	ETS

	1
	Ciconia nigra
	Probable
	0 - 1
	ELA
	+
	E
	3
	R

	2
	Pernis apivorus
	Confirmed
	2 - 3
	RLA
	+
	E
	4
	S

	3
	Circaetus gallicus
	Probable
	2
	RLA
	+
	E
	3
	R

	4
	Accipiter gentiles
	Confirmed
	2 - 3
	RLA
	+
	E
	
	S

	5
	Accipiter nisus
	Confirmed
	5 - 10
	LA
	+
	E
	
	S

	6
	Buteo buteo
	Confirmed
	5 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	7
	Buteo rufinus
	Confirmed
	6 - 8
	LA
	+
	E
	3
	(E)

	8
	Aquila heliaca
	Probable
	0 - 1
	ELA
	+
	E
	1
	E

	9
	Aquila chrysaetos
	Confirmed
	2
	RLA
	+
	R
	3
	R

	10
	Hieraаetus pennatus
	Possible
	0 - 1
	ELA
	+
	E
	3
	R

	11
	Falco tinnunculus
	Confirmed
	8 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	3
	D

	12
	Falco subbuteo
	Possible
	0 - 1
	ELA
	+
	E
	
	S

	13
	Falco cherrug
	Possible
	0 - 1
	ELA
	+
	E
	3
	E

	14
	Falco peregrinus
	Confirmed
	2
	RLA
	+
	E
	3
	R

	15
	Alectoris graeca
	Confirmed
	30 - 50
	IA
	
	
	2
	(V)

	16
	Perdix perdix
	Probable
	20 - 40
	IA
	
	
	3
	V

	17
	Coturnix coturnix
	Confirmed
	250 - 300
	HA
	
	
	3
	V

	18
	Crex crex
	Probable
	100 - 130
	IA
	+
	E
	1
	V

	19
	Gallinula chloropus
	Confirmed
	3
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	20
	Columba livia 
	Confirmed
	20 - 25
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	21
	Columba palumbus
	Probable
	200 - 250
	IA
	
	
	4
	S

	22
	Streptopelia turtur
	Possible
	1 - 5
	LA
	
	
	3
	D

	23
	Cuculus canorus
	Probable
	120 - 150
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	24
	Otus scops
	Possible
	3 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	2
	D

	25
	Bubo bubo
	Possible
	1 - 3
	RLA
	+
	E
	3
	V

	26
	Athene noctua
	Confirmed
	5 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	3
	D

	27
	Strix aluco
	Probable
	28 - 35
	IA
	+
	
	4
	S

	28
	Asio otus
	Confirmed
	5 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	29
	Aegolius funereus
	Probable
	4
	LA
	+
	R
	
	(S)

	30
	Caprimulgus europaeus
	Possible
	1 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	2
	(D)

	31
	Tachymarptis melba
	Probable
	25 - 30
	IA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	32
	Apus apus
	Probable
	5 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	33
	Apus pallidus
	Probable
	3
	RLA
	
	
	
	(S)

	34
	Alcedo atthis
	Possible
	1 - 3
	RLA
	+
	
	3
	D

	35
	Merops apiaster
	Confirmed
	0 - 3
	RLA
	+
	
	3
	D

	36
	Upupa epops
	Possible
	40 - 45
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	37
	Jynx torquilla
	Possible
	40 -50
	IA
	+
	
	3
	D

	38
	Picus canus
	Possible
	20 - 30
	LA
	+
	
	3
	D

	39
	Picus viridis
	Probable
	100 - 120
	IA
	+
	
	2
	D

	40
	Dryocopos martius
	Confirmed
	8 - 10
	LA
	+
	R
	
	S

	41
	Dendrocopos major
	Confirmed
	100 - 120
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	42
	Dendrocopos syriacus
	Confirmed
	60 - 70
	IA
	+
	
	4
	(S)

	43
	Dendrocopos medius
	Confirmed
	20 - 30
	LA
	+
	
	4
	S

	44
	Dendrocopus minor
	Confirmed
	40 -50
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	45
	Lullula arborea
	Probable
	400 - 430
	HA
	
	
	2
	V

	46
	Alauda arvensis
	Confirmed
	8450 - 8550
	RHA
	+
	
	3
	V

	47
	Eremophila alpestris
	Confirmed
	60 - 80
	IA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	48
	Hirundo rupestris
	Confirmed
	100 - 120
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	49
	Hirundo rustica
	Confirmed
	500 - 540
	HA
	+
	
	3
	D

	50
	Hirundo daurica
	Confirmed
	90 - 100
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	51
	Delichon urbica
	Confirmed
	850 - 900
	HA
	+
	
	
	S

	52
	Anthus campestris
	Probable
	1 - 5
	LA
	+
	
	3
	V

	53
	Anthus trivialis
	Confirmed
	950 - 1050
	HA
	+
	
	
	S

	54
	Anthus spinoletta
	Possible
	50 - 60
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	55
	Motacilla flava 
	Probable
	20 - 25
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	56
	Motacilla cinerea
	Confirmed
	60 - 70
	IA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	57
	Motacilla alba
	Confirmed
	400 - 450
	HA
	+
	
	
	S

	58
	Cinclus cinclus
	Confirmed
	5 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	59
	Troglodytes troglodytes
	Possible
	100 - 120
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	60
	Prunella modularis
	Probable
	3 - 6
	LA
	+
	
	4
	S

	61
	Erithacus rubecula 
	Confirmed
	6100 - 6200
	RHA
	+
	
	4
	S

	62
	Luscinia megarhynchos
	Confirmed
	700 - 750
	HA
	+
	
	4
	(S)

	63
	Phoenicurus ochruros
	Confirmed
	230 - 280
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	64
	Phoenicurus phoenicurus
	Confirmed
	120 - 130
	IA
	+
	
	2
	V

	65
	Saxicola rubetra
	Confirmed
	1000 - 1100
	HA
	+
	
	4
	S

	66
	Saxicola torquata
	Possible
	1 - 5
	LA
	+
	
	3
	(V)

	67
	Oenanthe oenanthe
	Confirmed
	300 - 320
	HA
	+
	
	
	S

	68
	Monticola saxatilis
	Confirmed
	10 - 20
	LA
	+
	
	3
	(D)

	69
	Turdus torquatus
	Possible
	1 - 3
	RLA
	+
	
	4
	S

	70
	Turdus merula
	Confirmed
	7300 - 7400
	RHA
	+
	
	4
	S

	71
	Turdus philomelos
	Confirmed
	1150 - 1250
	HA
	+
	
	4
	S

	72
	Turdus viscivorus
	Confirmed
	330 - 360
	HA
	+
	
	4
	S

	73
	Hippolais icterina
	Possible
	1 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	4
	S

	74
	Sylvia nisoria
	Confirmed
	280 - 310
	HA
	
	
	4
	(S)

	75
	Sylvia curruca
	Confirmed
	330 - 370
	HA
	+
	
	
	S

	76
	Sylvia communis
	Confirmed
	2200 - 2300
	HA
	+
	
	4
	S

	77
	Sylvia atricapilla
	Probable
	950 - 1050
	HA
	+
	
	4
	S

	78
	Phylloscopus sibilatrix
	Possible
	1 - 5
	LA
	+
	
	4
	(S)

	79
	Phylloscopus collybita
	Probable
	2700 - 2800
	RHA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	80
	Regulus regulus
	Confirmed
	10 - 15
	LA
	+
	
	4
	(S)

	81
	Muscicapa striata
	Probable
	60 - 75
	IA
	+
	
	3
	D

	82
	Aegithalos caudatus
	Confirmed
	180 - 200
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	83
	Parus palustris
	Confirmed
	120 - 150
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	84
	Parus lugubris
	Confirmed
	130 - 160
	IA
	+
	
	4
	(S)

	85
	Parus montanus
	Confirmed
	60 - 80
	IA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	86
	Parus ater
	Confirmed
	1300 - 1400
	HA
	+
	
	
	S

	87
	Parus caeruleus
	Confirmed
	300 - 350
	HA
	+
	
	4
	S

	88
	Parus major
	Confirmed
	2750 - 2850
	RHA
	+
	
	
	S

	89
	Sitta europaea
	Confirmed
	200 - 250
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	90
	Certhia familiaris
	Possible
	1 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	91
	Oriolus oriolus
	Confirmed
	20 - 30
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	92
	Lanius collurio
	Confirmed
	1950 - 2050
	HA
	+
	
	3
	(D)

	93
	Garrulus glandarius
	Confirmed
	600 - 650
	HA
	
	
	
	(S)

	94
	Pica pica
	Confirmed
	8 - 15
	LA
	
	
	
	S

	95
	Nucifraga cariocatactes
	Confirmed
	2 - 5
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	96
	Pyrrhocorax graculus
	Confirmed
	13
	LA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	97
	Corvus monedula
	Probable
	0 - 2 
	RLA
	
	
	4
	(S)

	98
	Corvus corone 
	Confirmed
	15
	LA
	
	
	
	S

	99
	Corvus corax
	Confirmed
	7
	LA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	100
	Sturnus vulgaris
	Confirmed
	200 - 230
	IA
	
	
	
	S

	101
	Passer domesticus
	Confirmed
	900 - 950 
	HA
	
	
	
	S

	102
	Passer montanus
	Confirmed
	250 - 280 
	IA
	
	
	
	S

	103
	Fringilla coelebs
	Confirmed
	5500 - 5600
	RHA
	+
	
	4
	S

	104
	Serinus serinus
	Probable
	80 - 110
	IA
	+
	
	4
	S

	105
	Carduelis chloris
	Confirmed
	350 - 400
	HA
	+
	
	4
	S

	106
	Carduelis carduelis
	Confirmed
	250 - 300
	HA
	+
	
	
	(S)

	107
	Carduelis cannabina
	Confirmed
	200 - 250
	IA
	+
	
	4
	S

	108
	Loxia curvirostra
	Confirmed
	5
	LA
	+
	
	
	S

	109
	Pyrrhula pyrrhula
	Probable
	30 - 40
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	110
	Coccothr. Coccothraustes
	Confirmed
	140 - 160
	IA
	+
	
	
	S

	111
	Emberiza citronella
	Confirmed
	2050 - 2150
	HA
	+
	
	4
	(S)

	112
	Emberiza cirlus
	Possible
	1 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	4
	(S)

	113
	Emberiza cia
	Probable
	130 - 150
	IA
	+
	
	3
	V

	114
	Еmberiza hortulana
	Possible
	1 - 10
	LA
	+
	
	2
	(V)

	115
	Miliaria calandra
	Confirmed
	1300 - 1400
	HA
	+
	
	4
	(S)


Legend:
Abundance - abundance categories according to Petrov & Michev (1986) with some modifications: ELA – extremely low abundance (under 0,1 couple/100 km2); RLA – rather low abundance (0,1 – 0,99 couples/100 km2); LA – low abundance (1 – 9.99 couples/100 km2); IA – intermediate abundance (10 – 99.99 couples/100 km2); HA – high abundance (100 – 999.99 couples/100 km2); RHA – rather high abundance (1000 – 9999.99 couples/100 km2); EHA – extremely high abundance (up to 10 000 couples/100 km2).

LNP – species protected by the Nature Protection Act, Order №342 from 21.04.1986, The Official Gazette, Vol. 42 of 30.05.1986.
RB – Bulgarian Red Book of Animals with categories: R – rare species; E – endangered species.
SPEC – species with European nature protection importance according to the criteria of Birds of Europe (Тucker & Heath, 1994) with the following conservation status categories: SPEC 1 – world endangered species, dependent on nature conservation or pure studied; SPEC 2 – species whose world population is concentrated in Europe and have unfavourbale conservation status in Europe; SPEC 3 – species whose population is not concentrated in Europe, but whose conservation status is unfavorable in Europe; SPEC 4 – species whose world population is concentrated in Europe and their conservation status there is favourable.
ETS – Endangered level of European bird species according to the criteria of Birds of Europe (Тucker & Heath, 1994) with conservation status categories: E – endangered species with intensive decreasing population in Europe under 10,000 couples or stable, but under 2,500 couples and decreasing moderately or under 250 couples; V – vulnerable species whose European population is up to 10,000 couples, but decrease strongly or under 10,000 couples and decrease moderately or under 2,500 couples; R – rare species whose European population is stable, but under 10,000 couples; D – moderately decreasing species whose European population is up to 10,000 couples; S – stable species whose European population is up to 10,000 couples; ( ) – temporary status.
BESSAPARSKI HILLS

General description

Bessaparski Hills fall within the Rhodopes-pre-mountain region. They are situated at the South West end of the Thracian plain near by the town of Pazardjik. The total area of grasslands, meadows and pastures in Bessaparski Hills is 4,780 ha, and in addition there is transitional woodland important for the integrity of the site covers 1,343 ha, so the total project-covered area in Bessaparski Hills is 6,123 ha. The area is hilly, limestone, deforested and dry. It includes some 3600 ha of the hottest lowland and low-hilly regions of Bulgaria. About 90% of the area is occupied by dry grasslands and temperate shrub heath land. Bessaparski Hills represents calcareous hills with a characteristic flora, which defines their importance as refugia of rare, endemic and relict species. 

The area is favored by its closeness to one of the deepest rivers in Bulgaria – Maritza which provides permanent source of watering for the vegetables and crops. It is as well close to the second biggest towns in country – Plovdiv and its big market for agri-cultural production. These are good prerequisites for development of plant-growing and stock-breading.

Biodiversity value 

The flora of the Bessaparski Hills is a typically calciphilic one comprising 568 higher plant species (excluding the mosses), which represents 14.5% of the total composition of the flora of Bulgaria. The Bessaparski Hills grasslands are rich in endemic, relict, rare and protected species. Here occur 65 species of significance for conservation, which makes 13.4% of the total composition of the flora in this territory.

Before the active human intervention the predominating vegetation type has been forest. The primary vegetation, to which today belong only the communities of Quercus pubescens, has been almost completely replaced by derivative cenoses. The shaping of the contemporary semi-natural grassland vegetation is a product of the strong influence of the anthropogenous, zoogenous (grazing and pastoralism) and the erosion factors. Predominant in vegetation cover are the grass and small-bush cenoses (that of Dichantium ischaemum, Festuca vallesiaca, Brachypodium distachyon, Achillea clypeolata, Inula aschersoniana, Jasminum fruticans, etc.). At individual plots significant areas also cover the bush communities of Juniperus oxycedrus and Paliurus spina-christi.

The most widespread grassland communities on the territory of Bessaparski Hills are these of the Bread-grass (Dichantium ischaemum) due to the fact that the species is very resistant to grazing, trampling and especially erosion. They are of a primary importance for the vegetation cover composition. D. ischaemum forage quality is medium and it has not very high productivity, but due to its wide distribution it is of a high economic importance, as well as importance as soil strengthener.

The Bread-grass communities, maintained trough traditional pastoralism practiced there for centuries, are characterized by a diverse and very rich floristical composition and have high conservation significance. The Bread-grass dominated grasslands include some 230 species, mostly sub-Mediterranean and Pontic elements. They are rich in endemics and rare species (45 species). 

The vegetation diversity of the region is the precondition for forming of natural habitats characteristic for the hottest lowland and low-hilly regions of the country. Based on the available phytocenologic information 5 main habitat types have been identified, including 20 habitat units.

Bessaparski Hills hosts the following habitats of conservation significance: 

· Arborescent matorral with Juniperus spp. [32.1311 Communities of Juniperus oxycedrus];

· Rupicolous calcareous or basophilic grasslands of the Alysso-Sedion albi
· Pseudo-steppe with grasses and annuals of the Thero-Brachypodietea (34. 532 Helleno-Balkanic short grass and therophyte communities);

· Sub-Pannonic steppic grasslands [34. 311 Helleno_balkanic savory steppe, 34. 31612 Moesio-Carpathian andropogonoid steppes и 34. 31611 Moesio-Carpathian feathergrass-fescue steppes];

· Eastern sub-Mediterranean dry grasslands (Scorzoneratalia villosae) 

· Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation;

· Eastern white oak woods;

In Bessaparski Hills as many species of mammals, as in the Ponor Mountain (some 31 species) occur, yet there are some differences, which are predetermined by the significantly lower elevation of thшы region. Some typically mountainous species do not occur there, while others inhabiting lower elevations can be found. The wolf does not occur here, but the golden jackal – that has conservation significance at the national and European level – could be found there. 

Bessaparski Hills are of a great importance for the protection of the Souslik not only in Bulgaria, but also at the European level. The intensive agriculture (especially in the species western range of distribution) has lead to its extinction in many regions. The state of the species in Bulgaria is not as critical as in many other states so far, but a trend of decline of the population number and even extinction in many regions is observed already. The colonies of the Souslik near Bessaparski Hills are among the most preserved ones in the country, which predefines the importance of the natural grassland communities there for the preservation of the species.

The data on the ornithofauna of the Bessaparski Hills are fragmental. In general, the ornithocenoses of the grass ecosystems in the regions of the Bessaparski Hills is richer in species than those in Ponor Mountain. Please see Table 2. 
In the region of Bessaparski Hills Imperial and Lesser Spotted eagles were registered, as well as Short-toed Eagle, Common Buzzard, Saker Falcon and Hobby. The Long-legged Buzzard and the Kestrel nest on the high voltage poles, located in the direct proximity of the grass communities. 
	Table 2 Bird species observed in the meadows of Besseparski Hills 

№


	Species
	Scientific name
	Conservation status

	
	
	
	BPA
	RB
	ETS
	Bonn

	1
	Grey Partridge
	Perdix perdix
	IV, VI
	
	V
	

	2
	Quail
	Coturnix coturnix
	IV
	
	V
	+

	3
	Corncrake
	Crex crex
	II, III
	E
	V
	

	4
	Stone-curlew
	Burchinus oedicnemus
	II, III
	E
	V
	+

	5
	Crested Cuckoo
	Clamator glandarius
	III
	
	S
	

	6
	Bee-eater
	Merops apiaster
	II
	
	D
	+

	7
	Calandra Lark
	Melanocorypha calandra
	II, III
	
	(D)
	

	8
	Short – toed Lark
	Calandrella brachydacyila
	II, III
	
	V
	

	9
	Crested Lark
	Galerida cristata
	III
	
	(D)
	

	10
	Skylark
	Alauda arvensis
	III
	
	V
	

	11
	Tawny Pipit
	Anthus campestris
	II, III
	
	V
	

	12
	Yellow Wagtail
	Motacilla flava
	III
	
	S
	

	13
	Isabeline Wheatear
	Oenanthe isabellina
	III
	
	(S)
	+

	14
	Wheatear
	Oenanthe oenanthe
	III
	
	S
	+

	15
	Whitethroat
	Sylvia communis
	III
	
	S
	+

	16
	Red-backed Shrike
	Lanius collurio
	II, III
	
	(D)
	

	17
	Lesser Gray Shrike
	Lanius minor
	II, III
	
	(D)
	

	18
	Woodchat Shrike 
	Lanius senator
	III
	
	V
	

	19
	Magpie
	Pica pica
	IV
	
	S
	

	20
	Ortolan Bunting
	Emberiza hortulana
	II, III
	
	(V)
	

	21
	Black-headed Bunting
	Emberiza melanocephala
	III
	
	V
	

	22
	Corn Bunting
	Miliaria calandra
	III
	
	(S)
	


Legend: please refer to legend to Table 1 above.

Annex 8
Incremental Cost Assessment 
a. project background
The project focuses on conservation of Corncrake, Saker Falcon, Imperial Eagle (Aquila heliaca), and a number of species that are threatened at the European scale. Farmed grasslands and pastures (which is the target habitat of the project) are the only habitat used by European Souslik (Spermophillus citellus, Global IUCN Red List category: Vulnerable) whose colonies define the distribution of Saker Falcon and Imperial Eagle. All these species suffer from their habitat degradation resulting from abandonment of pastures and meadows, unsustainable grazing loads, and conversion of grasslands into arable lands. Under business-as-usual operations, profitability of products stemming from HNV grasslands remains low driven by the inherent failure of the classic free market to compensate farmers for management practices beneficial for biodiversity, as well as by difficult market access and promotion of HNV grassland products under current competitive economic environment. Pure production subsidies remain more a priority for EU and the National Government than support to biodiversity friendly pastoralism, and the EU pre-accession farmer outreach programs on their own do not result in a critical mass of farmers interested to request agri-environmental assistance. There is obvious decoupling between policy making at central level in the area of biodiversity-friendly agriculture and on-the-ground implementation, as well as between designers of the farmer support programs and scientists capable of development of a set of well-grounded biodiversity requirements for agri-environmental schemes. The project focuses on promotion of agri-environmental measures, demand stimulation mechanisms for grassland products, and innovative institutional arrangements needed for linking the decision making process with on-the-ground activities and opportunities, as well as good research to ensure economic and ecological sustainability of target areas. 

b. incremental cost assessment

National Development Objectives

The Government of Bulgaria is committed to:

1. Fulfilling national and international obligations towards the protection and restoration of important habitats and natural systems (the EU’s goal of halting biodiversity loss by 2010) and is actively implementing a National Plan for Conservation of Biodiversity 2005-2010 (NPCB) with the following activities undertaken relevant to biodiversity conservation in HNV grasslands:

· Habitat restoration and management
· Development of legislation for conservation of biodiversity (including harmonization with EU legislation)
· Development of strategies, programs, plans and methodological guidelines for biodiversity conservation

· Capacity building for the implementation of NPBC

· Development of the National Ecological Network

· Monitoring and research of biodiversity
2. Implementing the concept of Sustainable Rural Development where this is “consistent with the best environmental practices by introducing alternative employment, diversification of economic activity and establishment of the necessary infrastructure. This in turn will improve the living conditions and standards of rural communities, generate fairer income and open up employment opportunities”.  In line with EU requirements for the period following its accession to EU (2007-2013), Bulgaria has started preparations for a new National Strategic Rural Development Plan within which agri-environmental measures will be introduced within the framework a National Agri-environmental Program (NAEP).
Global Environmental Objective
The project’s goal and global environmental objective is the long-term conservation of the high nature value grasslands of Bulgaria. It will be achieved through mainstreaming grasslands biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy.
Baseline Scenario
Despite of the positive experience Bulgaria gained in the application of CBD, there is very limited experience available in habitat conservation through voluntary mechanisms, contractual arrangements and economic incentives. Biodiversity conservation has been done primarily through “classic” approaches through designation of protected areas and restrictions. Therefore, the record of successful biodiversity conservation projects in the farmland, which is predominantly privately owned, is not only limited, but extremely challenging for the government. It is a declared priority for the next years for the Government such mechanisms to be introduced. The policy tools available for that purpose are mainly defined by the EU accession process through designation of Natura 2000 network, development of agri-environmental programs and integration of biodiversity concerns into the economic sectors. However, the effective utilization of these tools (because of the EU subsidiarity principle and nationally driven programming approach) is largely dependent on the available in country experience. Hence, conservation of HNV farmland, including grasslands under the current EU accession process is problematic and limited to the available in country experience.

Conservation of HNV farmland and grasslands in Bulgaria is not covered in full by any strategic document or plan in operation in Bulgaria. Different aspects of conservation of grassland biodiversity are dealt with under a number of programs and plans in Bulgaria, but there is no one single document putting them together.

Specific activities of the baseline are listed in the Baseline Scenario section of the main text. 
GEF Alternative
In order to achieve its global environmental objective the project will concentrate on producing added value (incremental value) to the baseline activities listed above. The ultimate vision for the alternative scenario is reversing trends of degradation of high nature value grasslands in Bulgaria caused by abandonment, unsustainable grazing, and land conversion. Reversion of these trends would result in establishing a foundation for long-term conservation of a number of globally threatened species.

Formulation of agri-environmental policy in Bulgaria continues, and the GEF intervention will build on SAPARD pre-accession program and the ongoing formulation of NAEP to test operation of agri-environmental measures at globally important high nature value grasslands. The EU does not provide capacity building, advisory and technical assistance to the Government in the area of promotion and deployment of agri-environmental schemes on HNV grasslands. For grasslands of international significance specifically, not a single project was financed from SAPARD so far. Acting as a leverage for the future expected EU resources, the proposed GEF project is going to remedy the lack of demonstration, advisory and capacity development skills, and ensure that agri-environmental measures for HNV grasslands are going to be sustainably demanded and absorbed by Bulgarian farmers after NAEP comes into force. 
Measures to stimulate demand for grasslands products and improve profitability of pastoralism (such as grassland label and ecoproducts outlet) are needed to ensure that products generating from grasslands are demanded by the market. This is going to strengthen such baseline elements as construction of the milk processing facility in Ponor by SAPARD. This new dairy will have the capacity to process the milk produced in the region, while the GEF project, through agri-environmental payments to farmers and demand stimulation measures would could leverage higher milk production volumes and better milk collection capacity. The combination of these two factors is believed to raise the purchase price of milk and make further sheep stock expansion more lucrative for the farmers. 

The introduction of agri-environmental schemes especially in a disadvantaged region such as Ponor will be a complex task combining introduction of innovative policy measures, facilitation of establishment of partnerships with local farmers and other stakeholders, active awareness raising, environmental monitoring and feed back. The project development team has identified a need for a local body that is capable to implement key project activities, to work with and for the local stakeholders, to provide guidance and leadership towards the achievement of a sustainable rural development model. In the present situation as described in the Baseline survey such local body is missing. The project proponents, based on experience of sister UNDP projects in Bulgaria, consider the Mobile Advisory Center would be the best instrument to serve that local body. As described in the introductory part, the Center would provide all farmers with easy access to professional knowledge and practical agri-environmental experience (both on the business viability side as well as on compliance with environmental requirements), but more importantly, help them access financial support from the project, and in the future – from the EU. 

Bulgaria is in transition from pre-accession to full EU membership. Once in EU, its agri-environmental activities are going to be guided by the National Agri-Environmental Plan (NAEP). If the level of farmers’ awareness and outreach mechanisms, as well as the quality of the policy-making process, are inherited from the pre-accession experience only, the NAEP will be doomed to failure comparable to the one at the pre-accession stage. The project proposes Agri-environmental Policy Unit in order to remedy the situation and ensure sustainable integration of demonstration agrienviornmental schemes at high nature value grasslands into the national policy making process. Awareness raising and public outreach activities at local and central level are believed to result in much higher awareness and absorption of agrienvironmntal assistance in the country, ultimately benefiting biodiversity which depends on pastoralism. 

Project’s adaptive management and monitoring will have a value by itself, in that they will help Bulgaria prevent as much as possible the wide-known weakness of agri-environmental programs – their poor scientific justification. 

At the end of the project, conservation of high nature value grasslands as habitat for a number of globally threatened species is expected to be safeguarded, and the most appropriate mechanism for doing that – agri-environmental payments - is expected to be well integrated into the national agricultural policy, with well developed program development, implementation, and monitoring mechanisms. 
Systems Boundary

Biological boundaries: Habitat-wise the project is focused on a habitat known as high-nature value seminatural grasslands mainly distributed along temperate high and moderate mountain plateaus. Species-wise the project concentrates on conservation of Corncrake, Saker Falcon, Imperial Eagle, a number of species that are threatened at the European scale, as well as European Souslik.

Sectoral boundaries: The project is focused on mainstreaming conservation of important biodiversity into mountain pastoral agriculture, promoting its expansion (grazing and hay-making mainly) as an alternative to arable farming (potatos, vegetables), collection of herbs, and growing of flowers. 

Instrumental boundaries: The project promotes one instrument of attaining the ecological objective through an economically most feasibly way, by reaching out to and engaging local farmers in an agri-environmental scheme
. 

Geographic boundaries: The project is validating the proposed approach (agri-environmental payments) at two geographically separate mountain areas in Bulgaria – Ponor Grassland, and Bessaparski Hills (totalling 26,000 ha). The long term theoretic replication potential in Bulgaria is 350,000 ha.

Summary of Costs 

Costs of the baseline, those related to attainment of the alternative, and the derivative total incremental costs (GEF plus co-financing) are presented in the matrix below.

Incremental Cost Matrix

	
	Baseline Scenario (B)
	GEF Alternative (A)
	Increment (A-B)

	Domestic Benefits
	Several years after accession to EU the baseline scenario would result in agri-environmental measures in Bulgaria applied similarly to other new EU member states: i.e. with limited but slowly growing uptake from farmers, underdeveloped monitoring system, and slow implementation rates. Biodiversity covered by agri-environmental schemes would be mainly nationally important species and habitats. 
	Accelerated, well-grounded (scientifically), and calibrated through field demonstrations development of agri-environmental policies in Bulgaria would result under the alternative scenario. Uptake of agri-environmental measures by farmers is higher than in new EU member-states, as well as the implementation rates, resulting in more targeted and effective conservation of biodiversity. 
	· Demonstration of an innovative approach for Bulgaria potentially replicable to 350,000 of similar habitats in the country.

· National capacity to develop and manage angrienvironmental schemes improved. Links between decision makers, scientists, and farmers strengthened for maximum effectiveness. 

· High-level policy documents (NAEP) will well informed and well grounded, achieving maximum possible environmental effect in a cost-effective manner

· At the local level, a model set-up up for formation of farmer associations, which will contribute to further social development and economic growth in grassland areas. 

	Global Benefits

	Under baseline scenario global benefits are not accruing or are accruing in a very slow pace as a by-product of national policy making processes (NAEP preparation, set up of Natura 2000 network), and a result of regular pace of implementation of the UN Convention on Biodiversity. The areas of Ponor and Bessaparski Hills and their globally important biodiversity are not going to be covered by national agri-environmental scheme in 2006-2007
	The alternative scenario improves the agricultural policy making process in Bulgaria to take into account preservation of globally important species and habitats dependent on traditional grassland pastoralism. It reverses negative changes in high nature value grasslands caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion.
	· Foundation set up for long-term conservation of Imperial Eagle, Saker Falcon, Corncrake, European Souslik and conservation of high nature value grasslands as an important habitat.

· Lessons learned through this project will contribute to the growing global knowledge on sustainable pastoralism and agri-environmental instruments.

	Outcome 1 Activities and costs
	Activities under NPCM, habitat restoration and management

Baseline cost (total): USD 2,025,000
Activities under NPCM, designing methodologies for AEP and biodiversity 

Baseline cost (total): USD 62,500
EU SAPARD Program, Measure 1.3.

Baseline cost: USD 15,100,000
SFA and other subsidies

Baseline cost non-identifiable

Construction of dairy farm in Ponor area, financed by EU SAPARD.

Baseline cost: USD 480,000
Bilateral donor programs, NGOs, associations on promotion of organic farming in Bulgaria

Baseline cost: USD 300,000

Total baseline: USD 17,867,500
	A viable agri-environmental scheme focusing on conservation of globally important biodiversity dependent on HNV grasslands is demonstration building on the baseline programs (especially financed by SAPARD). 

The total cost of the alternative in Outcome 1 is: USD 18,801,500
	Outcome 1.

Co-financing:


MAF:


USD 630,000

Total co-financing: 

USD 630,000
GEF: 



USD 304,000
Total increment:


USD  934,000
Parallel financing:            

Swiss Agency:

USD 240,000

UNDP:


USD 260,000

Total:                                  USD 500,000

	Outcome 2 

Activities and costs
	Activities under NPCM, development of legislation

Baseline cost (total): USD 13,000
Activities under NPCM, capacity building for AES and biodiversity

Baseline cost (total): USD 631,000
Activities of Agri-environmental Department, MAF

Baseline cost: USD 160,000
Activities of NAAS

Baseline cost: USD 650,000

Total baseline: USD 1,454,000
	Agri-environmental schemes capable of effective conservation of globally important species and habitats are mainstreamed into the national policy-making process. 

The total cost of the alternative in Outcome 2 is: USD 2,045,000
	Outcome 2.

Co-financing:


MAF:


USD 30,000


RSPB:


USD 100,000


UNDP:


USD 250,000

Total co-financing: 

USD 380,000
GEF: 



USD 211,000
Total increment:


USD 591,000
Parallel financing:

Swiss Agency

               USD 170,000

Total:                                                 USD 170,000

	Outcome 3 Costs

Activities and costs
	Activities under NPCM: Natura 2000, monitoring, research

Baseline cost (total): USD 6,175,000
Dutch-Government Project on Biodiversity Monitoring System 

Baseline cost: USD 437,000
Further functioning of the Biodiversity Monitoring System in 2006-2009 

Baseline cost: USD 750,000
BSPB Common Bird Monitoring 2006-2009 

Baseline cost: USD 142,500

Total baseline: USD 7,504,500

	Building on and learning form the on-going biodiversity monitoring programs and awareness raising for organic farming, adaptive implementation and monitoring of AES is going to be ensured, lessons learned and experience disseminated outside Bulgaria.

The total cost of the alternative in Outcome 3 is: USD 8,132,500

	Outcome 3.

Co-financing:


MAF:


USD 5,000


BSPB:


USD 148,000


UNDP:


USD 30,000


Milk Producers:

USD 10,000

Total co-financing: 

USD 193,000
GEF: 



USD 435,000
Total increment:


USD 628,000


	Cost Totals


	The total cost of the most relevant baseline programs and activities above is approximately USD 26,926,000
	The total cost of the alternative scenario is assessed at USD 29,749,000
	The total increment of the project is USD 2,153,000, of which USD 950,000 is requested from GEF
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Annex 10
Terms of Reference for Key Project Staff of PMU / AEPU and Main Consultants
National Project Manager and AEPU Coordinator (PM)

Start date of the assignment:

1 March 2006

Duration of the assignment:

12 months, extension possible up to the whole project duration 

I. Background Information

The project’s goal is to ensure conservation of globally important species by mainstreaming biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy. The project objective is to reverse negative changes in high-nature value (HNV) grasslands in Bulgaria, caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion. The project’s 3 outcomes are: (1) viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated, (2) agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgarian mainstreamed into national policy-making, and (3) Adaptive Management and monitoring ensured, lessons learned, and experience dissemination. 

II. Objective 

Under the overall guidance of the UNDP Program Analyst on Energy and Environment and Project Director (from BSPB), the Project Manager is expected to work closely with key project partners (MAF, BSPB, NGOs and associations) in achieving in full and on time the objectives of the project. The Project Manager is responsible for the overall quality of project operations, in line with UNDP and GEF requirements, with special focus on attaining the outcomes and outputs of as depicted in the project logical framework. 

The PM also acts as the Coordinator of AEPU and is expected to ensure technical, financial, and substantial operation of the AEPU branch of the PMU/AEPU, and supervision of the activities of MAC. The PM bears the main responsibility on project outputs related to functioning of AEPU/MAC. The PM/Coordinator of AEPU bears main responsibility for ensuring financial sustainability of AEPU upon the 3rd year of project implementation.
III. Scope of work of the Project Manager / AEPU Coordinator

Project Manager functions:

1. Preparation of detailed work plans for the project.

2. Overall co-ordination, management and supervision of project implementation. Overall co-ordination, management and supervision of AEPU activities, especially focusing on (1) biodiversity management plans, (2) AES implementation and monitoring, (3) national and local public awareness campaigns. Final approval of applications submitted for funding from AES, overall responsibility for proper disbursement and reporting on AES.

3. Organize and supervise workshops, study tours, field visits, international missions, and training needed during the project.

4. Identify national experts and institutions to work for the project if subcontracting services are required, and draft terms of reference for the experts and subcontracts.

5. Supervise Coordinator of AEPU and MAC, PMU/AEPU Administrator and other project staff. 

6. Liaise with MAF, SFA, relevant other ministries, national institutes and other relevant institutions in order to involve their staff in project activities, and to gather and disseminate information relevant to the project.

7. Prepare periodic progress reports (including quarterly report, APR) of the project as per UNDP and GEF requirements, as described in the Monitoring and Evaluation section of the document.

8. Control expenditures and ensure an adequate management of the resources provided for the project.

9. Request UNDP to provide advances of funds as well as provide financial reports on the use of funds according to UNDP rules and procedures;

10. Request UNDP to provide support services if deemed necessary as agreed between the parties, including processing necessary requests for direct payments, recruitment and procurement;

11. Facilitate and support participation of various stakeholders in all stages of the project and promote the creation of informal networks in order to mainstream lessons learnt from the project into the national policy making process, namely preparation of the NAEP and functioning of Agri-Environmental Department and SFA. 

12. Identify and mobilize resources for the post-project implementation in line with the replication plan of the project. 

13. Ensure AEPU financial sustainability upon project end.

14. Ensure generation and dissemination of information about the project activities among national and international stakeholders, including providing information for UN periodicals, in close cooperation with the Communications Unit of UNDP Bulgaria, 

15. Coordinate project activities with other relevant technical assistance program in Bulgaria;

16. Undertake any other duties in connection with project activities to ensure its effective implementation which are within his/her competence as the Project Manager.

17. Act as representative of the BSPB/UNDP at project related meetings. 

18. Ensure smooth activities of project Steering Committee, and timely implementation of project reporting requirements. 

IV. Terms and conditions for provision of services by the Project Manager / AEPU Coordinator

UNDP Bulgaria may contact the PM at any time during working hours and request the its expert support, inputs or participation in meetings in relation to any activity or elaboration of a legal or working document pertaining to the implementation of the project in question. 

V. Tentative schedule for delivery of outputs 

The PM is expected to adhere to the time-table of the project, as described in Project Proposal, delivering the expected outputs. 

VI. Reporting by the contractor and payment for contractor’s services

The Project Manager is reporting to UNDP Resident Representative and Project Director (BSPB), as stipulated in the Management Arrangement section of the project document. 

The Project Manager receives a monthly remuneration of USD xxx.

VII. Recruitment process and requirements 

The PM should be/have:

· At least Masters Degree in ecology, environmental management or agricultural sciences

· Extensive experience of international project manager, preferably for UNDP and/or GEF,

· Over 10 years of cooperation with Government (preferably MAF), non-government, and research institutions in the area directly relevant to sustainable environmental management

· Ability to deliver objective in full and on-time,

· Ability to act flexibly and independently, within the framework of the UNDP project implementation field, to achieve project results.

· Ability to present project progress and results to target audiences in an effective manner, including excellent skills for working with Microsoft PowerPoint software,

· Excellent drafting and reporting skills (supported by perfect command of Microsoft World and Excel),

· Perfect English

· Excellent negotiations skills

Recruitment of the Project Manager / AEPU Coordinator will be carried out by open competition, in line with UNDP principles.

AEPU Agricultural economist

Start date of the assignment:

1 March 2006

Duration of the assignment:

12 months, extension possible up to 3 years. 

I. Background Information

The project’s goal is to ensure conservation of globally important species by mainstreaming biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy. The project objective is to reverse negative changes in high-nature value (HNV) grasslands in Bulgaria, caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion. The project’s 3 outcomes are: (1) viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated, (2) agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgarian mainstreamed into national policy-making, and (3) Adaptive Management and monitoring ensured, lessons learned, and experience dissemination. 

II. Objective 

Under the overall guidance of the Project Manager / AEPU Coordinator, the Technical Specialist is expected to ensure effective design, implementation, evaluation and monitoring of the project’s agri-environmental and ensure incorporation of its lessons into the national policy making process. 

III. Scope of work of the Technical Specialist

1. Supervise finalization of the biodiversity management plans, working closely with MAC Biodiversity specialist and MEW. Focus on reconciliation of biological and economic indicators for AES, including issues such as (1) refinement of target livestock density, (2) the mosaic character of project sites, defining what areas should be managed, what should be grazed as now, where grazing should increase, which areas should be left aside, etc., (3) selecting areas for direct targeting by AES (areas for expansion of pastoralism) based on biodiversity response to grazing, (4) identifying economic multiplication and replication effects nested in the relationship between flat-rate support and numbers of cattle, (5) defining replication and synergy potential by closely working with MAF and SFA, through NAEP post 2008, (6) finalize the AES monitoring plan to make sure that link between hectorage covered and cattle density is maintained once established.
2. Lead on the finalization of the design of the AES, including (1) definition of measures, (2) definition of payment scales and flexibility allowances. Work actively with MAF and local farmers on that issue.

3. Lead on finalization of the AES and project monitoring scheme – refinement of biodiversity indicators, setting up a comprehensive monitoring plan and reporting formats. Supervise project monitoring afterwards.

4. Elaboration of application formats, other procedures for application, disbursement, and monitoring of AES payments. 

5. Coordinate all short term consultants helping on the above assignments. 

6. Facilitate under supervision of AEPU coordinator the review of applications for AES support, and communications with MAF and SFA in this respect.

7. Carry out research and follow the experience and lessons learned in agri-environmental schemes in Europe and worldwide in order to adopt the best practices available in the implementation of such schemes.

8. Liaise with MAC to ensure support and assistance to farmers in accessing AES.

9. Organize ad-hoc or specialized training and exchanges with Government on agri-environmental subjects. 

10. Assist AEPU Coordinator / PM in ensuring (through collaboration and communication with Government) mainstreaming of project lessons into to the national policy and practice.

11. Assist PM in implementation of awareness raising and lesson dissemination activities. Regularly produce policy relevant documents (briefings, position papers, communication materials) advocating for most effective adoption of agri-environmental best practice.

12. Assist PM in ensuring financial sustainability of AEPU.

IV. Terms and conditions for provision of services by the AEPU Technical Specialist

The Technical Specialist will be a full-time project employee for the first 3 years of project implementation. PM and BSPB Project Director would be able to contact the Specialist at any time during working hours and request the its expert support, inputs or participation in meetings in relation to any activity or elaboration of a legal or working document pertaining to the implementation of the project in question. 

V. Tentative schedule for delivery of outputs 

The Technical Specialist is expected to adhere to the time-table of the project, as described in Project Proposal, delivering the expected outputs. 

VI. Reporting by the contractor and payment for contractor’s services

The Technical Specialist is reporting to Project Manager, as stipulated in the Management Arrangement section of the project document. 

He/she receives a monthly remuneration of USD xxx.

VII. Recruitment process and requirements 

The Technical Specialist should be/have:

· At least masters in agricultural/environmental economics 

· Over 10 years of theoretical and applied studies in areas relevant to land management 

· Rich management experience

· Excellent knowledge of national and international legislation and policy related to agriculture, environment and biodiversity conservation.

· Over 5 years of progressive experience in national and international projects in the area of sustainable agriculture / land management

· Excellent negotiations skills

· Excellent drafting skills

· Very good English 

Recruitment of the Specialist will be carried out by open competition, in line with UNDP principles.

The contract is going to be Service Contract subject to negotiations. 

MAC Biodiversity Specialist
Start date of the assignment:

1 March 2006

Duration of the assignment:

12 months, extension possible up to 3 years. 

I. Background Information

The project’s goal is to ensure conservation of globally important species by mainstreaming biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy. The project objective is to reverse negative changes in high-nature value (HNV) grasslands in Bulgaria, caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion. The project’s 3 outcomes are: (1) viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated, (2) agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgarian mainstreamed into national policy-making, and (3) Adaptive Management and monitoring ensured, lessons learned, and experience dissemination. 

II. Objective 

Under the overall guidance of the Coordinator of AEPU, works closely at the local level as a team with the MAC Agricultural Specialist to achieve the objectives of MAC and the project in both project areas. The Biodiversity Specialist is expected to ensure high quality on the ground delivery of key biodiversity outputs of the project in both project areas.

III. Scope of work of the MAC Biodiversity Specialist 

1. Deliver content, for further processing by AEPU Technical Specialist, on biodiversity management plans especially regarding (1) state and distribution of biotopes and species, (2) recommendations for changes in agricultural practices (mainly but not solely grazing loads), and analysis of responsiveness of biodiversity to changing land use patterns.

2. Provide technical input for the monitoring indicators and plan.

3. Lead on day-to-day monitoring of delivery of specific contracted obligations of farmers participating in AES related to the grassland habitat and biodiversity.

4. Carry on permanent activities to monitor the grassland habitat conditions, status of threatened species, modification of agricultural practices, measuring the state, impact and response of biodiversity to the AES and agricultural activities and work closely to facilitate the work of external monitoring specialists.

5. Take full responsibility for the project’s field equipment including vehicles and mobile unit in accordance with UNDP regulations.

6. Disseminate information about MAC and ensure farmers’ access to AES and other services of MAC.

7. Consult farmers locally on biodiversity and nature conservation issues at the time of application for AES support. 

8. Consult farmers locally on non-project support available for biodiversity friendly activities. Meet (often together with MAC Agriculture Specialist) with local communities (municipalities, NAAS, local farmer associations) to present and do on-the-spot training regarding AES. Provide high quality information on agrienvironmental payments, investment and credit line, on-the-farm, book keeping, productive qualities of the animals and breed selection. 

9. Contribute substantially / assist AEPU Coordinator in local public awareness campaigns.

10. Contribute to production of knowledge products of the project. 

11. Participate where necessary in review of applications for AES between AEPU and Government.

12. Contribute to ensuring financial sustainability of MAC upon project end.

IV. Terms and conditions for provision of services by the Specialist

The MAC Biodiversity Specialist will be a full-time project employee for the first 3 years of project implementation. The AEPU Coordinator will be able to contact the MAC Biodiversity specialist at any time during working hours and request his/her expert support, inputs or participation in meetings in relation to any activity or elaboration of a legal or working document pertaining to the implementation of the project in question. 

V. Tentative schedule for delivery of outputs 

The MAC Biodiversity Specialist is expected to adhere to the time-table of the project, as described in Project Proposal, delivering the expected outputs. 

VI. Reporting by the contractor and payment for contractor’s services

The MAC Biodiversity Specialist is reporting to AEPU Coordinator, as stipulated in the Management Arrangement section of the project document. 

The Specialist receives a monthly remuneration of USD xxx.

VII. Recruitment process and requirements 

The Biodiversity Specialist should be/have:

· At least masters degree in ecology or biodiversity

· Rich experience in field studies, research, monitoring and nature conservation.

· Excellent communication skills and willingness to work with local communties.

· Excellent team player.

· Excellent drafting skills

· Over 5 years of progressive experience in national and international projects in the area of biodiversity

Recruitment of the Specialist will be carried out by open competition, in line with UNDP principles.

The contract is going to be Service Contract subject to negotiations. 

MAC Agriculture/Livestock Specialists

Start date of the assignment:

1 March 2006

Duration of the assignment:

12 months, extension possible up to 3 years. 

I. Background Information

The project’s goal is to ensure conservation of globally important species by mainstreaming biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy. The project objective is to reverse negative changes in high-nature value (HNV) grasslands in Bulgaria, caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion. The project’s 3 outcomes are: (1) viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated, (2) agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgarian mainstreamed into national policy-making, and (3) Adaptive Management and monitoring ensured, lessons learned, and experience dissemination. 

II. Objective 

Under the overall guidance of the Coordinator of AEPU, the MAC Agricultural/Livestock Specialists is expected to ensure timely and high-quality delivery of outputs related to farmers advise, awareness raising and outreach to potential beneficiaries of the project’s AES, especially to local farmers. The Agricultural/Livestock Specialist contributes to attaining financial sustainability of AEPU upon the 3rd year of project implementation. He\she is the primary contact person for the project to the local communities.

III. Scope of work of the MAC Agricultural and Livestock Specialist 

1. Work locally in Ponor and Bessaparski Hills to contribute to the work of AEPU’s Technical Specialist work to design and implement the project’s AES and to ensure that farming objectives of the project are met.

2. Deliver content, for further processing by AEPU Technical Specialist, on agronomical aspects of the biodiversity management plan and the finalization of the AES, especially regarding (1) obtaining as accurate as possible local information on baseline and target indicators on livestock density and grazing pressures, (2) defining areas of direct targeting by AES based on biodiversity responsiveness and replication potential, (3) linking the flat-rate payment system to livestock density, and proposing a plan for monitoring this link, (4) refining the payment types ans scales, defining the flexibility intervals, 

3. Provide technical input for the identification of sources of verifications and ways for data collection on relevant agricultural and socio-economic indicators of the AES and the project. 

4. Assisting AEPU Technical Specialist in designing AES application formats and other procedures for application, disbursement and monitoring of AES payments. 

5. Take the lead on day-to-day monitoring of delivery of specific contracted obligations of farmers participating in AES related to habitat utilization and adherence to nominal productive standards.

6. Actively follow the market situation for the local products and perspectives for improved performance and jointly with the market participants work to achieve win-win solutions.

7. Together with MAC biodiversity specialist, disseminate information about MAC and ensure farmers’ access to AES and other services of MAC. Attract, motivate and recruit participant farmers in the project areas in order to achieve the project’s objectives in uptake of AES payments.
8. Consult farmers locally on (i) application process and requirements of existing farmer support programme; (iii) agri-environment actions; (iv) opportunities for investments and credit lines; include support to farmers on product diversification, sales and marketing which will build their capacity to provide products to the eco-shop or other market outlets as well as the ability to better manage these new business opportunities; (v) on-the-farm book-keeping; (vi) productive qualities of the animals and breed selection; (vii) quality of the produced raw milk and milk products; and (viii) access to veterinary measures. 

9. Meet (often together with MAC Agriculture Specialist) with local communities (municipalities, NAAS, local farmer associations) to present and do on-the-spot training regarding AES, project and non-project funding opportunities. Work closely with representatives of the local communities (mayors, farmers, veterinarians, businesses) to facilitate community based initiatives leading to establishment of producer’s groups/associations.
10. Contribute substantially / assist AEPU Coordinator in local public awareness campaigns.

11. Contribute to production of knowledge products of the project. 

12. Participate where necessary in review of applications for AES between AEPU and Government.

13. Contribute to ensuring financial sustainability of MAC upon project end.

IV. Terms and conditions for provision of services by the specialist

The Agricutural/Livestock specialist will be a full-time project employee for the first 3 years of project implementation. The AEPU Coordinator and PM would be able to contact the specialist at any time during working hours and request the its expert support, inputs or participation in meetings in relation to any activity or elaboration of a legal or working document pertaining to the implementation of the project in question. 

V. Tentative schedule for delivery of outputs 

The Specialist is expected to adhere to the time-table of the project, as described in Project Proposal, delivering the expected outputs. 

VI. Reporting by the contractor and payment for contractor’s services

The Specialist is reporting to AEPU Coordinator, as stipulated in the Management Arrangement section of the project document. 

The Specialist receives a monthly remuneration of USD xxx.

VII. Recruitment process and requirements 

The MAC Agriculture / Livestock Specialist should be/have:

· At least masters in agricultural economics, or landscape ecology

· Excellent knowledge of regulations for livestock farming, milk and meat industries

· Excellent negotiations skills

· Excellent drafting skills

· Be aware of local community developments

· Rich management experience

Recruitment of the Specialist will be carried out by open competition, in line with UNDP principles.

The contract is going to be Service Contract subject to negotiations. 

PMU / AEPU ADMINISTRATOR

Start date of the assignment:

1 March 2006

Duration of the assignment:

12 months, extension possible up to full project duration. 

I. Background Information

The project’s goal is to ensure conservation of globally important species by mainstreaming biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy. The project objective is to reverse negative changes in high-nature value (HNV) grasslands in Bulgaria, caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion. The project’s 3 outcomes are: (1) viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated, (2) agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgarian mainstreamed into national policy-making, and (3) Adaptive Management and monitoring ensured, lessons learned, and experience dissemination. 

II. Objective 

The Administrator assists the Project Manager and AEPU Coordinator in the overall administration and financial management of the project, including administrative matters related to functioning of the AEPU amd MAC. He/she is responsible for the delivery of project inputs and the project’s daily operations.

III. Scope of work of the Administrator 

General Project Management: 

· Maintain the project documentation up-to-date and in perfect order;

· Keep attendance records in an impeccable way;

· Draft minutes of meetings;

· Elaborate rosters of potential consultants and sub-contractors;

· Assist the Project Manager in elaborating the project work plans;

· Assist the Project Manager in elaborating the project reports as per the applicable UNDP Bulgaria procedures;

· Maintain project equipment ledgers and contract logs;

· Assist in the organization of project events (workshops, working group meetings, local stakeholder consultations, management/steering committee meetings, etc.);

· Provide support to project audits;

· Draft correspondence and documents; finalize correspondence of administrative nature; edit reports and other documents for correctness of form and content;

· Facilitate project communications (telephone, fax, e-mail, post, etc.);

Procurement: 

· Ensure that UNDP’s procurement procedures are adhered to;

· Carry out the process of procurement of goods and services under the project, in coordination with UNDP POG;

· Issue competitive bidding packages up to 15,000 USD and draft bid evaluation reports; 

· Issue contracts for companies and individuals hired under the project;

· Liase with individual and corporate project sub-contractors;

Financial Management: 

· Assist the Project Manager and the UNDP Programme Operations Group in all financial matters related to the project, observing the set deadlines; 

· Draft project budget revisions and prepare project expenditure plans/cash flow projections in coordination with the PM and UNDP Program Operations Group;

· Maintain the project financial records in an impeccable way;

· Ensure strict observation of UNDP financial planning and reporting requirements;

· Prepare requests for direct payments from UNDP against the required supporting documentation;

· Ensure conformity of project disbursements and commitments with the UNDP contractual policy and allocation of funds;

· Ensure that all costs incurred by the Project are duly authorized, invoices received are accurate, and payments are made as per agreed payment schedules; 

· Prepare project financial reports, as requested;

· Custody of the project’s petty-cash;

IV. Terms and conditions for provision of services by the Administrator

All the activities of the Administrator will be performed in coordination and under the guidance of the PM and the supervision of the UNDP Programme Operations Group and in adherence to UNDP’s programme operations procedures as reflected in UNDP Bulgaria manual. 

The Administrator has a full-time project assignment. He/she shall not enter into any other non-project related employment or business activities, paid or unpaid, while working for the project without the express consent of UNDP. 

The Administrator shall conduct him/herself in a professional and ethical manner at all times and will not enter into any activities, which may adversely affect the image of the project.

V. Reporting by the Administrator and payment for contractor’s services

The Administrator is reporting to Project Manager, as stipulated in the Management Arrangement section of the project document. 

The Administrator receives a monthly remuneration of USD xxx.

VII. Recruitment process and requirements 

The PA should be/have

· a University degree,

· fluency in English and in Bulgarian, 

· detail-oriented, highly numerical, 

· computer literate (word processing, Internet, spreadsheets, power point), 

· able to work under stress and handle multiple tasks simultaneously, 

· experience in procurement under donor-funded projects highly desirable.

Recruitment of the Administrator will be carried out by open competition, in line with UNDP principles.
Technical assistance under Bulgaria Grasslands project

Table 1. Local consultants and companies

	Type of assistance and brief TOR
	Budget modality
	Time
	GEF budget request

	Biodiversity and agrienvironmental plan preparation

· Elaboration of biodiversity management plans for pilot sites (including field work and desk studies for data gathering and processing).

· Writing a detailed Agri-environmental plan for each site. The agri-environmental measures will be finalized based on the refined biological indicators set by biodiversity management plans and data on the optimal grazing loads.
	Individual consultants
	36 man-weeks
	19,000



	Grassland brand development:

· Finalization of ecological and production process standards for the grassland eco-label, to which participating farmers will have to comply.

· Development of monitoring protocols. Mechanisms will need to be put in place to assure that the traditional livestock products purchased by consumers do actually live up to the promises of the “biodiversity friendly” brand. 

· Development of an accreditation plan based on the ecological standards, monitoring protocols, and the business plan is the forth stage. In the current legislation, there are two possibilities: (i) the label is accredited, in which case AEPU will link farmers that have the potential to obtain official green certification to an accredited agency; and (ii) have a label that does not require accreditation. These options will be studied and the cost-benefit analysis will produce the best way forward.

· Training for brand application,

· Further road-map development for promotion of the brand
	Subcontract to a local company
	44 man-weeks
	13,000



	Finalize business plan for eco-products outlet

· The subcontractor will have to develop an eligible (i.e. bankable) business plan, based on the draft available from the project team, following the classic template of a business plan, and taking into account the UNDP/GEF guidance on pro-biodiversity business planning. The outline of the business plan has to reflect:


Summary

Concept

Current situation

Key success factors

Financial situation/needs


Vision


Market Analysis


The overall market


Changes in the market

Market segments 


Targeted customers – characteristics and needs


Competitive Analysis


Overview and nature of competition


Expected changes


Competitors and the services/ products they provide


Key competitive capabilities


Key competitive weaknesses 

Opportunities


Threats and risks


Strategy (3 scenarios)


Overall strategy


Implementing strategy (action plan)

Capacity building needs


Services/Products


Description

Competitive evaluation

Future services/products


Marketing


Marketing strategy


Promotion


Publicity



Operations


Personnel


Organizational structure


Human resource plan


Service/ product delivery


Facilities


Financials


Assumptions and comments


Starting balance


Profit and loss projection


Cash flow


Balance sheet projection


	Subcontract to a local company


	10 man-weeks
	7,000



	Support to Agrienvironmental Policy Unit and Local Advisory Center

TORs for consultants under this assignment attached separately at the end of the message
	Local consultants
	384 man-weeks
	107,000

	Local public awareness raising activities

· the subcontractor has to plan and implement a set of awareness-raising activities at 3 localities in Bulgaria (media releases, press-conferences, workshops) dedicated to the support of policy instruments such as agrienvironmental schemes for promotion of improved management of high-nature value semi-natural grasslands


	Subcontract to a local company
	4 weeks
	7,500

	National public awareness raising activities

· the subcontractor has to plan and implement a set of awareness-raising activities in Sofia and regional centers (media releases, press-conferences, workshops) dedicated to the support of policy instruments such as agrienvironmental schemes for promotion of improved management of high-nature value semi-natural grasslands


	Subcontract to a local company
	17 weeks
	41,000



	TOTAL FOR LOCAL CONSULTANTS AND LOCAL COMPANIES
	
	
	194,500


Table 2. International consultants

	Type of assistance and brief TOR
	Budget modality
	Time
	GEF budget request

	Assistance in development of agrienvironmental model and grassland brand

· Validate and calibrate the biodiversity management plans for pilot sites, including a field trip to Bulgaria

· Comment on and improve the detailed Agri-environmental plans for each site. Use best guidance and experience from the UK and other countries as relevant. 

· Comment on the grassland brand strategy and plan and recommend improvements, based on best international experience
	Individual consultant
	22 man-weeks
	18,000



	TOTAL FOR INTERNATIONAL CONSULTANTS UNDER TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
	
	
	18,000


TORs for consultants working under the Agrienvironmental Policy Unit and Local Advisory Center

Selected functions of National Project Manager and AEPU Coordinator (PM) which relate to delivering technical assistance for the project
 (PM)

The PM acts as the Coordinator of AEPU and is expected to ensure technical, financial, and substantial operation of the AEPU branch of the AEPU, and supervision of the activities of MAC. The PM bears the main responsibility on project outputs related to functioning of AEPU/MAC. The PM/Coordinator of AEPU bears main responsibility for ensuring financial sustainability of AEPU upon the 3rd year of project implementation. Specifically:

19. Overall co-ordination, management and supervision of AEPU activities, especially focusing on (1) biodiversity management plans, (2) AES implementation and monitoring, (3) national and local public awareness campaigns. Final approval of applications submitted for funding from AES, overall responsibility for proper disbursement and reporting on AES.

20. Supervise Coordinator of AEPU and MAC, PMU/AEPU Administrator and other project staff. 

21. Facilitate and support participation of various stakeholders in all stages of the project and promote the creation of informal networks in order to mainstream lessons learnt from the project into the national policy making process, namely preparation of the NAEP and functioning of Agri-Environmental Department and SFA. 

22. Ensure AEPU financial sustainability upon project end.

AEPU Agricultural economist

Under the overall guidance of the Project Manager / AEPU Coordinator, the Technical Specialist is expected to ensure effective design, implementation, evaluation and monitoring of the project’s agri-environmental and ensure incorporation of its lessons into the national policy making process. 

13. Supervise finalization of the biodiversity management plans, working closely with MAC Biodiversity specialist and MEW. Focus on reconciliation of biological and economic indicators for AES, including issues such as (1) refinement of target livestock density, (2) the mosaic character of project sites, defining what areas should be managed, what should be grazed as now, where grazing should increase, which areas should be left aside, etc., (3) selecting areas for direct targeting by AES (areas for expansion of pastoralism) based on biodiversity response to grazing, (4) identifying economic multiplication and replication effects nested in the relationship between flat-rate support and numbers of cattle, (5) defining replication and synergy potential by closely working with MAF and SFA, through NAEP post 2008, (6) finalize the AES monitoring plan to make sure that link between hectorage covered and cattle density is maintained once established.
14. Lead on the finalization of the design of the AES, including (1) definition of measures, (2) definition of payment scales and flexibility allowances. Work actively with MAF and local farmers on that issue.

15. Lead on finalization of the AES and project monitoring scheme – refinement of biodiversity indicators, setting up a comprehensive monitoring plan and reporting formats. Supervise project monitoring afterwards.

16. Elaboration of application formats, other procedures for application, disbursement, and monitoring of AES payments. 

17. Coordinate all short term consultants helping on the above assignments. 

18. Facilitate under supervision of AEPU coordinator the review of applications for AES support, and communications with MAF and SFA in this respect.

19. Carry out research and follow the experience and lessons learned in agri-environmental schemes in Europe and worldwide in order to adopt the best practices available in the implementation of such schemes.

20. Liaise with MAC to ensure support and assistance to farmers in accessing AES.

21. Organize ad-hoc or specialized training and exchanges with Government on agri-environmental subjects. 

22. Assist AEPU Coordinator / PM in ensuring (through collaboration and communication with Government) mainstreaming of project lessons into to the national policy and practice.

23. Assist PM in implementation of awareness raising and lesson dissemination activities. Regularly produce policy relevant documents (briefings, position papers, communication materials) advocating for most effective adoption of agri-environmental best practice.

24. Assist PM in ensuring financial sustainability of AEPU.

MAC Biodiversity Specialist

Under the overall guidance of the Coordinator of AEPU, works closely at the local level as a team with the MAC Agricultural Specialist to achieve the objectives of MAC and the project in both project areas. The Biodiversity Specialist is expected to ensure high quality on the ground delivery of key biodiversity outputs of the project in both project areas.

13. Deliver content, for further processing by AEPU Technical Specialist, on biodiversity management plans especially regarding (1) state and distribution of biotopes and species, (2) recommendations for changes in agricultural practices (mainly but not solely grazing loads), and analysis of responsiveness of biodiversity to changing land use patterns.

14. Provide technical input for the monitoring indicators and plan.

15. Lead on day-to-day monitoring of delivery of specific contracted obligations of farmers participating in AES related to the grassland habitat and biodiversity.

16. Carry on permanent activities to monitor the grassland habitat conditions, status of threatened species, modification of agricultural practices, measuring the state, impact and response of biodiversity to the AES and agricultural activities and work closely to facilitate the work of external monitoring specialists.

17. Take full responsibility for the project’s field equipment including vehicles and mobile unit in accordance with UNDP regulations.

18. Disseminate information about MAC and ensure farmers’ access to AES and other services of MAC.

19. Consult farmers locally on biodiversity and nature conservation issues at the time of application for AES support. 

20. Consult farmers locally on non-project support available for biodiversity friendly activities. Meet (often together with MAC Agriculture Specialist) with local communities (municipalities, NAAS, local farmer associations) to present and do on-the-spot training regarding AES. Provide high quality information on agrienvironmental payments, investment and credit line, on-the-farm, book keeping, productive qualities of the animals and breed selection. 

21. Contribute substantially / assist AEPU Coordinator in local public awareness campaigns.

22. Contribute to production of knowledge products of the project. 

23. Participate where necessary in review of applications for AES between AEPU and Government.

24. Contribute to ensuring financial sustainability of MAC upon project end.

MAC Agriculture/Livestock Specialists

Under the overall guidance of the Coordinator of AEPU, the MAC Agricultural/Livestock Specialists is expected to ensure timely and high-quality delivery of outputs related to farmers advise, awareness raising and outreach to potential beneficiaries of the project’s AES, especially to local farmers. The Agricultural/Livestock Specialist contributes to attaining financial sustainability of AEPU upon the 3rd year of project implementation. He\she is the primary contact person for the project to the local communities.

14. Work locally in Ponor and Bessaparski Hills to contribute to the work of AEPU’s Technical Specialist work to design and implement the project’s AES and to ensure that farming objectives of the project are met.

15. Deliver content, for further processing by AEPU Technical Specialist, on agronomical aspects of the biodiversity management plan and the finalization of the AES, especially regarding (1) obtaining as accurate as possible local information on baseline and target indicators on livestock density and grazing pressures, (2) defining areas of direct targeting by AES based on biodiversity responsiveness and replication potential, (3) linking the flat-rate payment system to livestock density, and proposing a plan for monitoring this link, (4) refining the payment types ans scales, defining the flexibility intervals, 

16. Provide technical input for the identification of sources of verifications and ways for data collection on relevant agricultural and socio-economic indicators of the AES and the project. 

17. Assisting AEPU Technical Specialist in designing AES application formats and other procedures for application, disbursement and monitoring of AES payments. 

18. Take the lead on day-to-day monitoring of delivery of specific contracted obligations of farmers participating in AES related to habitat utilization and adherence to nominal productive standards.

19. Actively follow the market situation for the local products and perspectives for improved performance and jointly with the market participants work to achieve win-win solutions.

20. Together with MAC biodiversity specialist, disseminate information about MAC and ensure farmers’ access to AES and other services of MAC. Attract, motivate and recruit participant farmers in the project areas in order to achieve the project’s objectives in uptake of AES payments.
21. Consult farmers locally on (i) application process and requirements of existing farmer support programme; (iii) agri-environment actions; (iv) opportunities for investments and credit lines; include support to farmers on product diversification, sales and marketing which will build their capacity to provide products to the eco-shop or other market outlets as well as the ability to better manage these new business opportunities; (v) on-the-farm book-keeping; (vi) productive qualities of the animals and breed selection; (vii) quality of the produced raw milk and milk products; and (viii) access to veterinary measures. 

22. Meet (often together with MAC Agriculture Specialist) with local communities (municipalities, NAAS, local farmer associations) to present and do on-the-spot training regarding AES, project and non-project funding opportunities. Work closely with representatives of the local communities (mayors, farmers, veterinarians, businesses) to facilitate community based initiatives leading to establishment of producer’s groups/associations.
23. Contribute substantially / assist AEPU Coordinator in local public awareness campaigns.

24. Contribute to production of knowledge products of the project. 

25. Participate where necessary in review of applications for AES between AEPU and Government.

26. Contribute to ensuring financial sustainability of MAC upon project end.

Annex 11
Replication Potential of the Project’s Agri-environmental Scheme

Grassland areas in Bulgaria

The distribution of grasslands in Bulgaria is determined by natural conditions such as climate and soil type and to a large extent by patterns of land-use and farming practices. According to published data, in the first decades of the 20th century the area of meadows and pastures in the country covered 1.8 million hectares (Meshinev et al., 2005). By the middle of the 20th century, Ganchev et al. (1964) quoted a total area of 1.2 million hectares. According to data supplied by CORINE – Landcover (1991), the contemporary grassland coverage not including the high-mountain zones amounts to about 850 000 hectares. However this figure is an overestimation as it includes other farmland and scattered forests in farmlands. The European Environmental Agency (2004) reports 444,000 ha of semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria (7.2% of the total UAA) in 1998. Due to the high dynamism of land-use change that affect grasslands as part of the countryside and the limited application of remote sensing in spatial planning more accurate data on the total area of grasslands in Bulgaria today is not available.

In 2001-2004 the Royal Dutch Society for Nature Conservation and the Institute of Botany of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences undertook an inventory of grassland ecosystems in Bulgaria (Meshinev et al., 2005). The main objective of this project was to develop a national Geographical Information System (GIS) database of the biodiversity characteristics of natural and semi-natural grassland ecosystems in Bulgaria in order to facilitate the input of biodiversity data in policy making processes such as the designation of the Natura 2000 network and preparation of EU co-financed agri-environmental programmes. This assessment can subsequently be used as a baseline for monitoring the environmental impacts of such instruments in rural areas.
High nature value grasslands (HNV grasslands)

There is no single view on how to identify HNV grasslands agreed in Europe or Bulgaria, and different approaches use different sets of criteria. For example, one system of selection criteria is suggested by the European Environmental Agency for the selection of HNV farmland and it could be applied to grasslands. It consists of three approaches: a) land cover approach to identify land cover classes associated with grasslands; b) farm system approach to identify HNV grasslands by the production, inputs and management characteristics of the farms and c) species approach that identifies NHV grasslands by the distribution of associated species naturally occurring in the same habitat. 

By using a combination of the above approaches the Grassland Inventory project identified a total area of 350,000 ha as important grassland habitats from biodiversity point of view (Meshinev et al., 2005). The area identified consists of natural meadows and pastures (semi-natural grasslands) mainly distributed in the lowlands, hilly regions and on the mountain slopes up to the upper tree line. Entirely man-made grasslands, hydrophytic communities of Phragmites and Typha, psamophytic and halophytic communities along the Black Sea coast as well as high-mountain grasslands above the tree line (alpine grasslands) were not included in the assessment. 

HNV grasslands are home to remarkable biodiversity that includes over 51.5% of the flora of Bulgaria (Petrova, 2002) and 198 species of plants international conservation importance (Meshinev et al., 2005).  No full inventory of the HNV grasslands fauna has been made so far. Both in Europe and Bulgaria the best data about distribution and abundance of species is available for breeding birds. In our opinion the identification of HNV grasslands in Bulgaria can be associated closely to the distribution of certain bird species or species communities. These species or species communities reflect the distribution of natural and semi-natural grassland habitats (see the table below). 

For the purpose of identification of HNV grasslands with particular importance for threatened birds associated with grassland habitats we take the distribution patterns of species falling within one of the categories of unfavorable conservation status (see the table). In addition we take the distribution of Isabelline Wheatear because of its close association with the density of European Souslik (Spermophillus citellus) colonies and it can be used as a proxy indicator for the distribution of this globally threatened mammal in HNV grasslands. 

Economic potential for replication of AES for HNV in Bulgaria

Based on the current status of negotiations between Bulgaria and the EU (as of early 2006), the agrienvironmental budget of Bulgaria (contributions both of the EU and Bulgaria) will amount to approximately USD 200,000,000 per year. HNV grasslands are expected to account for at least 20% of that budget, which is USD 40,000,000 per year. The project operates with the average annual per hectare payment of USD 150 to 250 USD, with the expectation that at least 70% of payments will be closer to the former figure. The weighted average payment of USD 180 per ha, therefore, will allow Bulgaria to cover at least 220,000 ha of grasslands annually. Therefore, the economic potential of NAEP is expected to well accommodate the outcomes of the demonstration produced by this project and to fit well with the awaited replication potential described in the text. 

Birds with unfavourable conservation status found in HNV grasslands
	Species
	Conservation status

	
	
	IUCN 2005
	Birds in Europe

	Corncrake
	Crex crex
	Near threatened, A3c
	Depleted

	Imperial Eagle
	Aquila heliaca
	Vulnerable
	Rare

	European Roller
	Coracias garrulous
	Vulnerable
	Vulnerable

	Isabelline Wheatear  
	Oenanthe isabellina
	-
	Secure

	
	
	
	


Development of the Natura 2000 network in Bulgaria

As part of the accession process to the European Union, Bulgaria is obliged to establish a coherent ecological network of protected areas known as Natura 2000. When complete the Natura 2000 network will consist of Special Protected Areas (SPAs) that are important for birds (designated under the EU Birds Directive) and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) (designated under the EU Habitats Directive). Both designations are equally important but by the date of accession (planned for 1 January 2007) SPAs must be designated while future SACs will still be undergoing inventories for species and habitats of community importance.

Grasslands in Bulgaria are among the habitat types containing priority species and habitat categories for conservation and therefore a significant proportion of them must be included in the Natura 2000 network. A sample of potential sites is presented by Meshinev et al. (2005) as a result of the Grassland Inventory project. 

Important land-use practices in HNV grasslands

According to the ecological conditions and predominant land-use the semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria are classified in two general categories: Mesophilous grasslands are generally more humid and distributed on medium and higher altitudes in the lowlands and mountain slopes. They are predominantly managed for haymaking or combination of mowing and grazing. 

Xerophilous and mesoxerophilous grasslands (pastures) are generally found on drier terrains, poorer soils and predominantly in the lowlands but also on south facing mountain slopes, hill tops, wind eroded mountain ridges and generally where soil conditions prevent the development of other types of vegetation. Pastures are used for extensive livestock grazing during the spring and summer seasons, but also in winter where climatic conditions are suitable. 
Selection of areas suitable for the dissemination of results from the proposed MSP 

One of the main objectives of the proposed MSP is the creation of a replicable model for an Agri-environmental Scheme targeted at semi-natural grasslands. In order to test the replicability of the proposed scheme, an analysis of properties of the selected pilot regions was made. The results of this analysis can be used as selection criteria to assess similarity of the conditions in other sites. The criteria for selection and comparison should represent natural features and biodiversity, land use characteristics, historical and socio-economic context as well as past, current and prospective farming conditions. A summary of the criteria used is presented below.

Criteria for selection and testing the replication options among grassland areas:

	Criteria to be evaluated

	I. Natural components

	1. Physical and geographical characteristics: altitude, relief, landscape, bedrock, hydrology

	2. Vegetation type: HNV grassland, Classification type*, species composition and structure

	3. Biodiversity: Species richness, Endemic species, Priority species for conservation, Threatened sp., proposed “grassland indicator” bird species (presence\absence); Habitat type, Habitat units.

	4. Nature conservation significance: Protected area designation, Natura 2000 designation, Important Bird Area designation, other international conservation importance.

	II. Land use

	 1. Agricultural use of grassland: Extensive grazing (what livestock); Mowing for hay, other

	2. Threats to grassland habitat: pasture abandonment, under grazing, overgrazing, trampling ploughing, erosion, extraction (quarries, pits).

	3. Land use designation: arable land, farmland, forest land, other 

	4. Ownership: private (%), municipal (%), state (%), other (%)

	III. Demographic picture

	1. Population of the surrounding settlements: size of population, # of settlements, age structure, ethnic structure

	2. Administrative: # municipalities, distance from municipal centre

	IV. Economic picture

	1. Employment: employment rate, share of employment in agriculture

	2. Markets: Milk products, Husbandry products, other farming commodities

	 3. Farming: Average farm size (ha), Average number of animals, Mechanization, Intensification


The main conclusion of this feasibility study is that grassland oriented agri-environmental schemes such as the one proposed by the project can be a very important tool for conserving the grassland biodiversity in Bulgaria. The estimated long-term replication area is around 350,000 ha of semi-natural lowland and low mountain grasslands. A list of selection criteria for these areas is also proposed. After a comparative analysis of the biodiversity, socio-economic and agricultural data for potential replicable areas a set of conclusions and recommendations for the future design of agri-environmental schemes was made such as the need to tailor the scheme to the variability of the local conditions, the implications of competitive land-uses and farming to the funding offered to participating farmers. It is recommended that agri-environmental schemes should offer competitive rates and be flexible in their ability to compete with different types of farming, e.g. livestock breeding, herb producers, fruit and grape growers, etc. 

Bird species used as indicators for semi-natural grasslands
	Species indicators for medium altitude mountain grasslands 

(bellow the tree line)

	Meadows
	pastures

	Red-backed Shrike Lanius collurio 

Yellow wagtail Motacill fl. feldegg

Corncrake Crex crex

Whinchat Saxicola rubetra

Corn Bunting Miliaria calandra 

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus 

Common Buzzard Buteo buteo

	Red-backed Shrike Lanius collurio

Skylark Alauda arvensis

Linnet Carduelis cannabina

Northern wheatear Oenanthe oenanthe

Yellowhammer Emberiza citrinella

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus 

Common Buzzard Buteo buteo




	Species indicators for sub-mediterranean grasslands

	meadows
	pastures

	Black headed Bunting Emberiza melanocephala

Woodchat Shrike Lanius senator

Stonechat Saxicola torquata 

Meadow Pipit Anthus campestris 

Calandra Lark Melanocorypha calandra

Red backed Shrike  Lanius collurio

Ortolan Bunting Emberiza hortulana

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus 

Skylark Alauda arvensis

	Black headed Buntin Emberiza melanocephala

Woodchat Shrike Lanius senator

Stonechat Saxicola torquata 

Meadow Pipit Anthus campestris 

Calandra Lark Melanocorypha calandra

Isabelline Wheatear Oenanthe isabellina

Skylark Alauda arvensis

Red backed Shrike Lanius collurio

Ortolan Bunting Emberiza hortulana

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus 
European Souslik Spermophilus citellus


	Species indicators for steppic grasslands

	Meadows
	pastures

	Black headed Bunting Emberiza melanocephala

Stonechat Saxicola torquata 

Meadow Pipit Anthus campestris 

Calandra Lark Melanocorypha calandra

Skylark Alauda arvensis

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus 


	Black headed Bunting Emberiza melanocephala

Meadow Pipit Anthus campestris 

Calandra Lark Melanocorypha calandra

Northern Wheatear Oenanthe isabellina

Skylark Alauda arvensis

Stone Curlew Burhinus oedicnemus 

Crested Lark Galerida cristata

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus 

Short toed Lark Clandrella brachydactyla 

Linnet Carduelis cannabina

European Souslik Spermophilus cittelus


	Species indicators for other grasslands of the hilly or semi-mountainous regions

	Grasslands
	Pastures

	Corncrake Crex crex

Black headed yellow wagtail Motacilla fl. feldegg 

Corn bunting Miliaria calandra 

Skylark Alauda arvensis 

Ortolan Bunting Emberiza hortulana

Red backed Shrike Lanius collurio

Stonechat Saxicola torquata

White Stork Ciconia ciconia

Marsh Warbler Acrocephalus palustris 

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus
	Skylark Alauda arvensis

European Roller Coracias garrulus

Northern Wheatear Oenanthe oenanthe 

Corn Bunting Miliaria calandra

Red backed Shrike Lanius collurio

Crested Lark Galerida cristata

Ortolan Bunting Emberiza hortulana

Kestrel Falco tinnunculus

European Souslik Spermophilus citellus


Annex 12
Specific Clause About M&E of the Project’s AES 

Experience from other biodiversity conservation projects suggests that monitoring and evaluation of project impact are common weaknesses of project design. Monitoring, evaluation and reporting of all project interventions is essential in order to ensure an efficient and effective “feedback loop” between the piloting of the selected project interventions/policy instruments and the dissemination of project results and lessons learnt to other HNV grassland areas, as well as the effective incorporation of project results and lessons learnt into the national policy-making process. It is therefore proposed to develop a comprehensive and robust system that yields good quality ecological and socio-economic data. The project’s drive in this respect is for an accelerated development of a monitoring and evaluation system (including indicators, data collection and management procedures etc.) that can later be easily replicated to other sites and other measures, and the associated capacity building amongst participating organisations and institutions, for which EU does not currently provide resources.

The AES monitoring system will be effectively an add-on to the project monitoring system during the project, and subsequently be integrated into the monitoring system for NAEP. It will be informative, and at the same time, simple to use, cost effective and easy to apply, featuring clearly distinguishable indicators and assessment criteria. Three different types of indicators are used and proposed for the project’s monitoring system: (i) AES input indicators refer to activity which is undertaken as a result of the inputs – and could include number of new contracts with farmers; (ii) AES result indicators refer to the direct and immediate effect brought about by a measure/scheme and provide information on changes of the activities of the beneficiaries and could include area of land clean of pesticides, number of animals of each supported rare breed, length of new established field boundaries; and (iii) AES impact indicators  refer to the longer-term effects of the measures beyond the immediate results, and should be directly related to the objectives and quantitative targets for each measure. Examples of impact indicators for an agri-environment measure include changes in habitats, in populations of animals, or in the frequency and management of landscape features. These will measure progress against targets - such as a specified percentage of the habitat to have reached and maintained a certain species composition and structure after a certain number of years of applying the measure. 
The indicators selected and proposed for the evaluation of the effect of the agro-environmental schemes implementation on the biological diversity of the project sites are based on the following criteria: (i) related to conservationally important species and habitats; (ii) sensitive and representative for the changes in result of the agro-environmental measures implementation; (iii) relatively straightforward and easy for data collection, evaluation and analysis; (iv) relevant to the NAEP monitoring programme and applicable to other HNV grassland areas in Bulgaria; and (v) compatible with existing environmental monitoring programmes, including The National Biodiversity Monitoring System (Executive Environment Agency) and the Monitoring and Survey Activities of the Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds. In addition to their environmental aims, agri-environmental measures also have socio-economic objectives including: (i) to contribute to providing an appropriate income for those agricultural producers who manage their land in a manner that is beneficial for the environment; and (ii) to enhance the environmental awareness of agricultural producers
.

In the framework of the EC twinning project between Bulgaria, the Netherlands and Greece, experts from MAF and MoEW developed proposals for National Agri-Environment Programme 2007-2013 (NAEP). This will be implemented after EC accession in 2007 and is expected to be approved by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests by the end of 2005. The NAEP doesn’t yet have a finalized monitoring programme. The MAF and EEA experts consider two steps for NAEP monitoring system development:

· Selection of a limited number of indicators for broader monitoring and assessment of the NAEP implementation success to be applied on national level;
· Development of more specific indicators to provide for monitoring of the concrete agro-environmental measures application in different regions of Bulgaria.

Since the monitoring system for NAEP in Bulgaria is now developing together with the NAEP itself it is very important to have the opportunity in the frame of the Ponor project to test the application of selected indicators appropriate for the area of Ponor parallel to the AE measures that would be applied there. This will give the MAF feed back and information about the effectiveness of the proposed monitoring system and will help decision makers to introduce changes if and where necessary to monitoring activities on NAEP application to the rest of the country. The project will mainstream the lessons learnt on local level to the national level policy instruments: A working group of representatives of MAF and EEA will be formed to facilitate the transfer of lessons learnt in the project to the national level of NAEP application. All data collected under the monitoring activities during the project will be evaluated and annual monitoring and evaluation reports will be prepared.
	Indicator 
	Baseline 
	Provides information on: 
	Principles for data collection, methodology

	IMPACT / BIODIVERSITY INDICATORS

	Ponor:

Density of breeding pairs of :

1. Corncrake (Crex crex)

1-a. Number of calling males of Corncrake at Zimevitza meadows 

2. Whinchat (Saxicola rubetra) ;

3.  Skylark (Alauda arvensis); 

4. Corn Bunting (Miliaria calandra)

5. Souslik:

a. Distribution on 2 km grid

b. Density/numbers of selected colonies
	Ponor:

1. 0.7 pairs/km2 at altitude over 1100 m and 0.3 pairs/km2 at altitude bellow 1100 m.

1-a. 27 calling males in 
selected sites

2. 5.2 pairs/km2 at altitude over 1100 m and 9.1 pairs/km2 at altitude bellow 1100 m 

3. 71.2 pairs/km2 at altitude over 1100 m and 5.2 pairs/km2 at altitude bellow 1100 m 

4. 5.5 pairs/km2 at altitude over 1100 m and 12.4 pairs/km2 at altitude bellow 1100 m

5a. Map
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b. 12-14 individuals/0.1 ha at colony located at GPS:

N 43.03.565

E 23.16.610
	1-5. Status of wet meadows and tall grasslands. 

Proper regime of mowing the meadows and agro-environmental measures application.

Status of globally important species habitat.


	1-4 Methods of standard census using transects or count points. GPS data collection.

5a. Mapping

5b. Count of spring holes in a triangle 50x50x50 m 

	Bessaparski Hills:

Density of breeding pairs of:

1. Calandra Lark (Melanocorypha calandra)

2. Black-headed Bunting (Emberiza melanocephala)

3. Skylark (Alauda arvensis)

4. Crested Lark (Galerida cristata)


	Bessaparski Hills:

1. 5 - 10 pairs/km2 in grasslands, arable and roads

2. 3 -7 pairs/km2 in transitional woodland and shrub

3. 10 - 20 pairs/km2 in grasslands and arable

4. 4 - 6 pairs/km2 along roads and in sparcely vegetated land
	Status of steppe-like pastures and dry grasslands. 

Relative importance of arable land and vineyards.

Status of pasture-arable mosaic.
	1-4 Methods of standard census using transects or count points. GPS data collection.



	1.Density of Yellowhammer (Emberiza citronell ) in Ponor in shrubs and woodland

2. Density of Red-backed Shrike (Lanius collurio) in Bessaparski Hills in shrubs and woodland
	1. 14.4 pairs/km2 at altitude over 1100 m and 9 pairs/km2 at altitude bellow 1100 m.

2.  3.7-5.2 pairs/ km2 in transitional woodland and shrub (1343 ha)


	Status of grasslands- shrub mosaic 

Proper regime of grazing, bush clearance  and agro-environmental measures application
	Transects, random sampling based on the BSPB Common birds monitoring methodology. GPS data collection.

	Share of grass communities in habitat “Mountainous mowing meadows” (Ponor) and habitat “Agricultural areas with natural vegetation” (Bessaparski Hills) 
	Ponor: 2,448 ha (7.8%) based on CORINE Land Cover 2000

Bessaparski Hills: 1387.02 ha (9.27%) based on CORINE Land Cover 2000
	Status of wet meadows and tall grasslands 

Proper regime of mowing the meadows and agro-environmental measures application.
	Annual monitoring of: 

total area (ha) of habitat in the Ponor Natura 2000 site

Area (ha) of the habitat included in agro-environmental agreement

Presence of characteristic and conservation significant plant species

Habitat structure

Intensity of use 

GPS data collection

	Status of habitat “Mountainous communities of Juniper” (Juniperus sibirica) -  % coverage of the Juniper.
	[pending collection in spring 2006]


	Status of pastures and low grasslands

Proper regime of grazing and agro-environmental measures application

Level of pastures use
	Assessment of

% cover of the Juniper on an unit area of the pasture

number of grazing animals

	% coverage of Mat grass (Nardus stricta) 
	604 ha (4.58%) of the 13,188 ha of grassland in Ponor
	Status of pastures and low grasslands

Proper regime of grazing and agro-environmental measures application

Level of pastures use
	Assessment of:

Total area of pastures covered predominantly  by mat grass

% decrease/increase of mat grass as a component of the grass cover of the pasture. 

	Invasive species occurrence measured by inventory of species
	Current list of invasive species for Ponor lists 137 species.
	Proper regime of grazing, agro-environmental measures application

Level of pastures use prevention of overgrazing
	Annual monitoring on

% cover/frequency of the species 

Occurrence of new localities with the selected species

	RESULTS / SOCIO-ECONOMIC INDICATORS
	
	
	

	Number of registered agricultural entrepreneurs
	5 in Ponor, 

397 in the villages in and immediate neighbouring Bessaparski Hills

	Level of farmers’ awareness, Mobile Advisory Centre’s effectiveness, 

Status of farms conditions and better management.  
	Annual count

	No of (new) farmers participating in the AE Scheme for HNV
	0
	Level of up take of the pilot AES 

Level of farmers’ awareness
	Annual count

	Number of subsidized hectares 


	0
	Level of up take of the pilot AES, 

Level of farmers’ awareness,

Applicability of certain measures and packages.
	Annual balance

	Average cattle flock size (in LU)
	Ponor:

Cows:

1. 99% of cows in herds < 10 LU

2. from 1 to 2 cows – 88 % (800 farms),

3. from 3 to 9 cows – 11 % (102 farms)

4. from 10 to 19 cows – 0.6 % (6 farms)

5. over 20 cows – 0.4% (1 farm)

Sheep:

1. In the village of Brakyovtsi is situated one of the largest sheep breeding farms in the region – around 150 animals.

2. Around 650 sheep and 45 goats are raised in the village of Breze. The largest farm here raises 100 animals.

3. In the village of Zimevitsa the sheep are distributed in small flocks (5-6 sheep per farm on the average). 3 farms raise flocks > 80 animals. 

4. In Zanoge 1 farm raises 100 sheep. The other 70 animals are scattered in the remaining farms of the village. 

Bessaparski Hills:

81% of cows in herds of < 10 LU 

Average flock size (sheep, goat) 8.8 LU


	Level of up take of the pilot AES, 

Mobile Advisory Centre effectiveness


	Collect municipal data, collect data from farmers

	% increased annual revenue per household (from dairy and meat production) 
	0
	AES effectiveness

Mobile Advisory Centre effectiveness
	Interviews with farmers, to give insight in the income-development of farm households. The interviews are aimed at a comparison of family farm incomes between people implementing NAEP and farms which doesn’t participate and the importance of support in their family farm income.




Annex 13
Total Budget and Workplan
	OUTCOME/Output
	BUDGET (US$)

	
	GEF
	Co-financing
	TOTAL

	Outcome 1. Viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated
	304,000
	630,000
	934,000

	
Output 1.1&1.2 Biodiversity planning and a pilot 
agri-environmental scheme for encouraging 
farmers to adopt more biodiversity friendly land 
management practices in the pilot HNV grasslands
	284,000
	430,000
	714,000

	
Output 1.3 A set of measures (grassland brand and 
ecoproducts outlet) to stimulate demand for 
grassland products
	20,000
	200,000
	220,000

	Outcome 2. Agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgarian mainstreamed into national policy-making
	251,000
	380,000
	631,000

	
Output 2.1 Management model for 
agri-
environmental schemes: establishment of an 
Agri-
Environmental Policy Unit and Mobile 
Advisory Centre.
	183,100
	100,000
	283,100

	
Output 2.2 Direct dissemination of results and 
lessons learnt from the two pilot areas to selected 
HNV grassland areas in Bulgaria
	67,900
	280,000
	347,900

	Outcome 3. Adaptive implementation and monitoring ensured, lessons learned and experience disseminated outside Bulgaria
	395,000
	193,000
	588,000

	
Output 3.1 Adaptive project management enabling 
effective project implementation and proper 
monitoring and evaluation of its outcomes and 
impacts
	305,500
	125,000
	430,500

	
Output 3.2 Local public awareness-raising 
activities in support of the piloting of policy 
instruments for promoting the improved 
management of HNV semi-natural grasslands
	7,500
	33,000
	40,500

	
Output 3.3 National public awareness-raising 
activities about the biodiversity value of HNV 
semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria.
	41,000
	30,000
	71,000

	
Output 3.4 Learned are shared for replication
within Europe and with UNDP/GEF
	41,000
	5,000
	46,000

	TOTALS
	950,000
	1,203,000
	2,153,000


Total Budget and Work Plan

	Award ID:  
	Tbd

	Award Title:
	PIMS 3460 Bulgaria Grasslands MSP

	Business Unit:
	BLR10

	Project Title:
	PIMS 3460 Bulgaria Grasslands MSP

	Implementing Partner (Executing Agency) 
	Bulgarian Society for Protection of Birds (BSPB)


	GEF Outcome/Atlas Activity
	Responsible Party/ 

Implementing Agent
	Fund ID
	Donor Name


	Atlas Budgetary Account Code
	ATLAS Budget Description
	Amount Year 1 (USD)
	Amount Year 2 (USD)
	Amount Year 3 (USD)
	Amount Year 4  (USD)
	Total (USD)
	See Budget Note:

	OUTCOME 1: Viability of agri-environmental measures for preservation of HNV grasslands is demonstrated
	BSPB
	62000
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	10,000
	9,000
	0
	0
	19,000
	1

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual services - companies
	7,000
	10,000
	3,000
	0
	20,000
	2

	
	
	
	
	72600
	Micro-capital Grants
	40,000
	100,000
	70,000
	30,000
	240,000
	3

	
	
	
	
	74100
	Training
	10,000
	5,000
	
	
	15,000
	4

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	3,000
	3,000
	2,000
	2,000
	10,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	sub-total GEF
	70,000
	127,000
	75,000
	32,000
	304,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 1
	70,000
	127,000
	75,000
	32,000
	304,000
	

	OUTCOME 2: Agri-environmental schemes for HNV grasslands in Bulgaria mainstreamed into national policy-making
	BSPB
	62000
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	10,000
	8,000
	0
	0
	18,000
	5

	
	
	
	
	71300
	Local Consultants
	20,000
	30,000
	30,000
	27,000
	107,000
	6

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual services - companies
	0
	0
	5,000
	5,000
	10,000
	7

	
	
	
	
	72200
	Equipment
	40,000
	10,000
	8,100
	0
	58,100
	8

	
	
	
	
	74100
	Training
	4,000
	5,000
	0
	0
	9,000
	

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	3,000
	3,000
	3,000
	2,900
	11,900
	

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	7,000
	37,000
	9

	
	
	
	
	
	sub-total GEF
	87,000
	66,000
	56,100
	41,900
	251,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 2
	87,000
	66,000
	56,100
	41,900
	251,000
	


	OUTCOME 3: Adaptive implementation and monitoring ensured, lessons learned and experience disseminated
	BSPB
	62000
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	0
	0
	15,000
	15,000
	30,000
	10

	
	
	
	
	71400
	Contractual services - individuals
	7,200
	7,200
	7,200
	7,200
	28,800
	11

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual services - companies
	85,000
	80,000
	55,000
	21,200
	241,200
	12

	
	
	
	
	
	sub-total GEF
	92,200
	87,200
	77,200
	43,400
	300,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Total Outcome 3
	92,200
	87,200
	77,200
	43,400
	300,000
	

	PROJECT MANAGEMENT
	BSPB
	62000
	GEF
	71400
	Contractual services - individuals
	12,300
	12,300
	12,300
	12,300
	49,200
	13

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	3,000
	3,000
	4,000
	2,000
	12,000
	

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	7,000
	8,000
	10,000
	8,800
	33,800
	

	
	
	
	
	
	sub-total GEF
	22,300
	23,300
	26,300
	23,100
	95,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Total Management
	22,300
	23,300
	26,300
	23,100
	95,000
	

	
	
	
	
	PROJECT TOTAL
	271,500
	303,500
	234,600
	140,400
	950,000
	


Budget notes:

1. For explanations and TORs please see file Technical Assistance under Bulgaria Grasslands Project. Table 1. Line Biodiversity and Agrienvironmental Plan Preparation.

2. For explanations and TORs please see file Technical Assistance under Bulgaria Grasslands Project. Table 1. Lines Grassland Brand Development and Finalize business plan for eco-products outlet.

3. This is a critical input is to enable implementation of Activity 1.2.2 Disbursement of the agrienvironmental payments to farmers through Agri Environmental Policy Unit (AEPU)/Mobile Advisory Center (MAC). The procedure for disbursement of support to local farmers is further described in Project Document under activities of Output 2.1.

4. This is to enable training for Activity 1.1.2 – work with local stakeholders (farmers, regional inspectorates of environment, municipalities, BAS, MoEW, MoAF, on draft biodiversity management plans through a workshop and bilaterial/multilateral training and discussion events.

5. For explanations and TORs please see file Technical Assistance under Bulgaria Grasslands Project. Table 2 International Consultants.

6. For explanations and TORs please see file Technical Assistance under Bulgaria Grasslands Project. Table 1. Line Support to Agrienvironmental Policy Unit and Mobile Advisory Center. 

7. Printing costs

8. Field equipment is to enable the work of the Mobile Advisory Center, as per Activity 2.1.1 Establishment of the AEPU/MAC - advertise and select staff. Identify offices and equip them. Further details on the work of MAC are described in the Project Proposal.
9. The miscellaneous category contains costs of office supplies and utilities for the first years of operation of the Mobile Advisory Center as per Activity 2.1.1 Establishment of the AEPU/MAC. Details are further described in the Project Proposal
10. International consultants to be hired for mid-term, and final evaluations as per project Log-Frame and M&E Plan.
11. Costs of local personnel related to ensuring project monitoring, evaluation, stakeholder participation, cross-project coordination, lessons dissemination and sharing. Constitutes 50% of salary of Project Manager/AEPU Coordinator.
12. In line with project log-frame and M&E Plan, this budget line includes contractual services with local companies for the following services:
a. Subcontracts for Activity 3.1.2 Inception workshop, regular steering committees, experience replication, and evaluation in line with Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, including translation and interpreting costs, costs of lawyers. A considerable part of the budget is dedicated to printing of project’s products for experience replication. (Total USD 71,700 for 4 years)

b. Subcontracts for implementation of the Agrienvironmental Monotiring Scheme of the Project (see Annex 12 Specific Clause about M&E of the Project’s Agrienvironmental Scheme) and a subcontract for procurement of environmental monitoring software for the Project’s AES. (Total USD 116,000).

c. Subcontract for Output and activities 3.2 Local public awareness-raising activities in support of the piloting of policy instruments for promoting the improved management of HNV semi-natural grasslands. For explanations and TORs please see file Technical Assistance under Bulgaria Grasslands Project. Table 1. Line Local public awareness raising activities. (Total USD 7,500). 

d. Subcontract for Output and activities 3.3 National public awareness-raising activities about the biodiversity value of HNV semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria. For explanations and TORs please see file Technical Assistance under Bulgaria Grasslands Project. Table 1. Line National public awareness raising activities. (Total USD 41,000).

13. For explanations on the administrative budget, please refer to the corresponding table (c) in the Financing section of the project proposal.
	Summary of Funds: 

	
	
	
	
	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Total

	
	
	
	
	GEF
	
	271,500
	303,500
	234,600
	140,400
	950,000

	
	
	
	
	Ministry of agriculture and forests, in-kind
	
	15,000
	15,000
	0
	0
	30,000

	
	
	
	
	Ministry of agriculture and forests, in-cash
	
	100,000
	150,000
	150,000
	235,000
	635,000

	
	
	
	
	BSPB, in-kind
	
	25,000
	25,000
	20,000
	20,000
	90,000

	
	
	
	
	BSPB, in-cash
	
	
	
	20,000
	38,000
	58,000

	
	
	
	
	RSPB, in-kind
	
	15,000
	25,000
	20,000
	10,000
	70,000

	
	
	
	
	RSPB, in-cash
	
	7,000
	8,000
	8,000
	7,000
	30,000

	
	
	
	
	Association of milk producers, in-kind
	
	5,000
	5,000
	0
	0
	10,000

	
	
	
	
	UNDP, in-kind
	
	7,500
	7,500
	7,500
	7,500
	30,000

	
	
	
	
	UNDP, in-cash
	
	125,000
	125,000
	
	
	250,000

	
	
	
	
	TOTAL
	
	571,000
	664,000
	460,100
	457,900
	2,153,000


Annex 14
Lessons Learnt from Similar Initiatives

	Lesson Learnt
	From What Experience
	How the lesson was incorporated in the design of the Bulgarian Grassland Proposal

	GEF-FINANCED 

	UNDP/GEF (2255) - Czech Republic: Conservation of biological diversity of Carpathian Mountain grasslands in the Czech Republic through targeted application of new EU funding mechanisms

	For agri-environmental projects the capacity of the submitting NGO may not be sufficient to obtain impact
	Although the Czech project targets a different Strategic Priority (that on catalyzing sustainability of protected areas,) some of its lessons are relevant to the Bulgarian proposal since the primary economic justification for the two projects is similar i.e. to demonstrate in a national context the best way of utilizing agri-environmental payments to compensate the additional costs and income foregone incurred by farmers managing high-nature value grasslands and/or stimulate non-abandonment of ecologically important areas

The problem was that at the development stage the submitting NGO did not have enough capacity to run a proper economic analysis justifying project’s sustainability. 
	· The proposed project builds on an existing partnership between BSPB and the Agri-environment Department within the Rural Development Directorate of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) – the BSPB has a very good working relationship with MAF and is an active participant in the working group on NAEP. 

· The MAF is the Government agency that will be mandated with the function of “managing authority” for future implementation of the National Agri-environment Plan (NAEP), while the executive agency of MAF, the State Fund Agriculture (SFA), will the designated Paying Agency for disbursing compensatory payments to farmers. At the project design stage, commitments to the project design, its institutional arrangement, and policy integration strategy, have been secured from both MAF and the SFA and will be confirmed in the letters of support annexed to the project document.

· The role and engagement of the MAF Agri-environment Department in the Project will be consultative during elaboration of the pilot agri-environment scheme (including monitoring and evaluation procedures) and then an active partner in the mainstreaming of all practical experiences and lessons learnt into the relevant policy-making processes

· The role and engagement of the of the State Fund Agriculture in the Project will be consultative during elaboration of the pilot agri-environment scheme and then an active partner in identifying and benefiting from lessons learnt during implementation. 

· The role of the BSPB in the project in connection to the pilot agri-environment scheme is going to be elaboration and implementation of the pilot scheme, monitoring and evaluation of outcomes, facilitation of close links with policy-makers for the mainstreaming of lessons learnt and other activities for raising public awareness of the importance of HNV grasslands, through the Agri-environmental Policy Unit.

· The feasibility of this institutional arrangement was analyzed in detail, discussed many times between the partners and agreed by them as the most effective way to use the partners’ capacities to produce a sustainable and replicable impact

	UNDP/GEF (PIMS 1761) – Lithuania:  Conservation of Inland Wetland Biodiversity in Lithuania

	Projects with an agri-environment component (i.e. aiming to encourage farmers to undertake environmental actions) must be fully and effectively linked to the relevant policy-making processes of the national government (e.g. the Ministry of Agriculture)
	The project aimed to develop and implement an integrated approach to the protection of inland wetlands biodiversity of Lithuania, including the promotion of “wetland-friendly “agricultural activities. However, there was no clear linkage to the agri-environmental policy instruments being developed by the Ministry of Agriculture in preparation for EU accession in 2004. This was a lost opportunity that was partially corrected by co-operation with other relevant projects 


	· The project will establish a specialist agri-environment policy unit with responsibility for facilitating close links with relevant policy-makers in both the Ministry of Agriculture and Environment. This will guarantee mutual benefit from the sharing of information and other forms of co-operation and ensure that all practical experiences and lessons learnt from the Project are effectively utilized.

· The careful monitoring and evaluation of project interventions will be particularly important for facilitating a process of “learning-by-doing” that is currently lacking in the Ministry of Agriculture.

· Effective dissemination activities will ensure that the results and lessons learnt from the project are mainstreamed into the national policy-making process and the formulation of national policies for agriculture and environment, including those that will be implemented upon Bulgaria’s anticipated entry to the European Union (EU) in 2007

· Implementation of the project will coincide with the final stages of Bulgaria’s preparation for EU accession and the early years of EU membership. This will be challenging times for the country’s policy-makers and the project will directly and usefully support their work 

	World Bank/GEF (TF 023781) – Slovak Republic: Conservation and Sustainable Use of Central Eastern European Grasslands

	Agri-environment measures should be based on good ecological research so that management requirements for farmers deliver real environmental benefits and are practical to implement


	Recommendations that are currently (2005) made in the Slovakian project for the restoration and management of mountain grassland ecosystems are based upon 4 years of sampling and data analysis from experimental plots 


	· Elaboration of the measures implemented in the pilot agri-environment scheme will be guided by conservation management plans which is the first stage preceding the agri-environmental scheme finalization. The plans will describe in detail the ecological requirements of the habitats and serve benchmarks for planning of on-the-ground measures. NGOs and National Academy of Science (Institute of Botany) will continue to be involved during the implementation. 

· An important objective of the project is to establish a comprehensive and robust monitoring system that yields good quality ecological data for evaluating the results and impact of the agri-environment measures implemented in the contrasting circumstances of the selected pilot areas

	Good data sources are essential for supporting the development of national agri-environment schemes and for monitoring their on-going performance
	As above – plus the existence of a comprehensive national grasslands inventory that has played an important role in the development and administration of  the national agri-environment programme in Slovakia, as well as supporting local project activities
	· As above – plus the monitoring and evaluation system for the pilot agri-environment scheme in the Ponor Mountain region and Bessaparski Hills will build – in part – upon a national grasslands inventory prepared by the Bulgarian National Institute of Botany.

	Considerable time and effort must be committed to awareness-raising activities with farmers to encourage and convince them to participate in an agri-environment scheme and to adopt new techniques 


	The level of interest amongst local farmers about the Slovakian agri-environment programme was initially very low and many meetings with farmers were needed in order to ensure their adequate participation in the scheme
	· This is an issue of key concern in this project and the solution proposed is a Mobile Advisory Centre that will function as an “outreach mechanism” to local farmers in the pilot HNV grasslands areas. The Centre will engage a team of locally-based and external experts who will maintain active and direct contact with farmers and their local communities by traveling around the two pilot areas. This will provide a focal point for high quality information, consultation and training on issues relating to local economic development and nature conservation – including the opportunities provided to local farmers by the pilot agri-environment scheme 

	Public awareness-raising and educational activities are also important for securing the long-term future of valuable grassland ecosystems


	Since 2001 a total of 31 training sessions on the importance of HNV grasslands were carried out with local schools – a total of 722 people showed interest by participating! 
	· As a prerequisite for a) successful project implementation, b) dissemination of project results and c) the mainstreaming of lessons learnt from the project, a comprehensive range of co-ordinated awareness-raising activities will be organised and carried out by the Mobile Advisory Centre (at local level in the pilot HNV grassland areas) and the specialist agri-environment policy unit (at national level) 



	In order to ensure the long-term conservation of important grassland ecosystems, projects must impact upon the choices made by government about agricultural policy


	Information about the opportunities for developing agri-environment programmes was very slow to move within government agencies and other organizations, and so a series of policy seminars was organised
	· This project aims to influence the national policy-making process relating to agri-environment programming in Bulgaria by facilitating the mainstreaming of lessons learnt from piloting, monitoring and evaluating the implementation of selected agri-environment measures in contrasting pilot areas. This will support the Bulgarian Government directly and appropriately in its preparation for fulfilling the obligations of the European Commission regarding agriculture and the environment upon accession to the European Union

	NGOs have considerable potential to influence national policy
	NGOs very effectively applied pressure to the government for the completion of Natura 2000 designation in Slovakia
	· This project aims to influence national policy in Bulgaria through a well-planned and active partnership and between an NGO (BSPB) and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 


	Lessons learned
	How the lesson was incorporated in the design of the Bulgarian grassland project

	IMPLEMENTATION OF AGRI-ENVIRONMENT SCHEMES IN EU MEMBER STATES

	Agri-environment schemes are implemented in all Member States of the European Union and are defined as “support for agricultural production methods designed to protect the environment and to maintain the countryside”. The general wording of the defining Regulation means that the form and scale of agri-environment scheme is left to the national/regional government Member State (depending upon how agricultural policy is implemented) to decide upon. Consequently a patchwork of agri-environment schemes has developed across the EU addressing a range of objectives in a variety of ways. The quality of these schemes varies enormously and in many cases is manifestly failing to deliver the Regulation’s objectives – nonetheless, a number of important lessons have been learnt


	Schemes must reward farmers for delivering tangible environmental benefits, such as improved biodiversity
	· The focus of this project is upon ensuring (along with other external interventions) the long-term conservation of the globally-important biodiversity associated with the high nature value (HNV) semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria. The pilot agri-environment scheme that is at the core of the project will be designed specifically to prevent the further degradation and loss of HNV grasslands by providing an appropriate reward to farmers for modifying their current farming practices

	Schemes must be backed by a budget sufficient to deliver their aims
	· Careful budget planning has been done at the PDF A. The budget proposed is considered adequate to deliver the necessary outcomes

	The scheme design should be based on good science 
	· Elaboration of the measures implemented in the pilot agri-environment scheme will be based upon scientific (botanic and ecological) knowledge of the grasslands ecosystems of the two selected pilot areas - the Ponor Mountain region and the Bessaparski Hills. This is accrued from many years of practical fieldwork in the pilot areas combined with the expertise/data of many researchers, such as the Bulgarian National Institute of Botany, and will translate into conservation management plans at an early stage in project implementation, to set up biological benchmarks. It will be further supplemented by on-going monitoring of the grassland ecosystems in the pilot areas during the project implementation period

	Management required should be agronomically feasible and practical
	· There is currently no experience in Bulgaria of the implementation of agri-environment measures, therefore the agronomic feasibility and practicability of the HNV grassland management prescriptions will be one of the main issues that will be investigated during the implementation of the pilot agri-environment scheme

	The scheme design should be an iterative process
	· An important objective of the project is to mainstream practical experiences and lessons learnt from the pilot agri-environment scheme into the on-going policy-making process, including the design and/or modification of future/existing grassland measures.

	Schemes should be targeted initially at existing biodiversity interest or areas where is can be demonstrated that there is real potential for habitat restoration or species recolonisation
	· The focus of this project is upon ensuring (along with other external interventions) the long-term conservation of the globally-important biodiversity associated with the high nature value (HNV) semi-natural grasslands in Bulgaria. The pilot areas selected in the Ponor Mountain region and Bessaparski Hills have important populations of globally-significant flora and fauna species – notably birds

	Monitoring of the environmental impact of agri-environment schemes is necessary. Schemes should be monitored according to their objectives and the results should feed into further design stages
	· An important objective of the project is to make full and effective use of GEF funding to establish a comprehensive and robust monitoring system that yields good quality ecological data for evaluating the results and impact of the agri-environment measures implemented in the contrasting circumstances of the two selected pilot areas - the Ponor Mountain region and the Bessaparski Hills.

· As explained above, this data (plus other practical experiences and lessons learnt) will be fed back to the Agri-environment Department of MAF for mainstreaming into the on-going policy-making process, including the design and/or modification of future/existing grassland measures

	Stakeholders, including farmers and environmental experts, should be consulted and involved throughout scheme design and implementation
	· A broad range of stakeholders have already been consulted during the preparation of this project proposal and will continue to be involved during project implementation, including the final design and implementation of the pilot agri-environment scheme.  The Mobile Advisory Centre (operating at local level) and the specialist agri-environment policy unit (operating at national level) will provide the main mechanisms for on-going communication and consultation with stakeholders. 

	Schemes must be accompanied by good advice on the ground, giving farmers guidance on how to select and implement the prescriptions on their farm
	· The Mobile Advisory Centre will engage a team of locally-based and external experts who will maintain active and direct contact with farmers and their local communities by traveling around the two pilot grassland areas. This “outreach mechanism” will provide a focal point for high quality information, consultation and training on issues relating to local economic development and nature conservation – including issues relating to participation in the pilot agri-environment scheme, such as the selection of measures, completion of application documents and practical implementation of management prescriptions.


Annex 15
The outline of the project’s AES

This annex provides details on the design of the project’s AES. Before proper management plans are produced for project sites (Output 1.1), the description below serves as an indicative reference. It is based on the feasibility study carried out at the PDF A stage by the national and international consultants, jointly with the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests of Bulgaria. The first part provides basic economic and habitat data, which is then used in the second analytical part of the annex, to justify the monetary composition of the AES.

Part I. Basic habitat and micro-economic data

In order to identify the size of the needed economic intervention, it is important to start with analyzing the main habitat/ecological indicator – the stocking density. Table 1 below describes how the average baseline stocking density at the project sites (in Livestock Units, LU) was derived, which is then compared to the optimal (sought, or alternative) stocking density in Table 2.

For the purpose of calculating the current (baseline) and optimal (GEF alternative) stocking densities, the total number of livestock in the area was divided by the available grazing habitat covering all types of ownership - municipal, private and state. Goats were excluded from livestock density calculations, since their numbers are insignificant compared to cows and sheep. 

It is worth noting, that In Bessaparski Hills, in most of the villages around the target area, the practiced livestock breeding, as was described in the main text, is tied-up, and these animals do not graze in the grassland. Therefore simplistic dividing of total number of livestock by total area of habitat give confusing density estimation. For calculating the density calculation in Bessaparski Hills, the number of animals in one most typical village situated in the core of the grassland area where pastoral grazing is supported, was divided by the size of this village’s grassland

Table 1. The current (baseline) grazing loads in project areas
	
	Total grassland, pastures, meadows and transitional woodlands, ha
	Current pastures, ha
	Total cows
	Total sheep
	Density, LU cows per ha
	Density, LU sheep per ha

	Ponor
	19949
	11619
	543
	1440
	0.05
	0.12

	Bessaparski Hills
	6123
	3393
	NA
	NA
	0.03
	0.16

	Current Total
	26072
	
	NA
	NA
	0.03 – 0.05
	0.12-0.16


Table 2. Desired optimal (alternative) grazing pressure in project areas

	
	Total grassland, pastures, meadows and transitional woodlands, ha
	Total livestock (cows, sheep, goats)
	Density, LU per  per ha

	Ponor
	19949
	At least 4900
	0.25

	Bessaparski Hills
	6123
	At least 1500
	

	Total optimal
	26072
	6400
	


As can be seen from the tables above, the optimal (desired alternative) stocking density for both sites is 0.25 LU units per ha. This represents an average figure, and the exact menu (composition of cows / goats / sheep) depends on ecological features in different sub-areas. This is going to be clearly set trough site management plans, which will develop individual sub area targets that would ultimately help support the average 0.25 LU / ha target for the sites. The 0.25 LU / ha figure itself is derived from nature conservation recommendations mentioned previously in the main text and footnotes.

In parallel to identification of the discrepancy in the habitat requirements, it is important to determine profit margins local farmers derive from livestock activities, and from alternative local livelihoods. Table 3 below describes calculation of the profit margins for livestock activities. Table 4, then presents profit margins from available economic alternatives. Later in Part II, this data makes it possible to analyze the discrepancies and define one of the most important components of the AES – the income foregone component, which is a payment to the farmer to compensate for the income he/she loses when transferring from his current environmentally detrimental livelihood to an environmentally safe livestock activity or a set of activities.

Few notes are important for Table 3: Since most of the livestock activities take place on private farmers’ lands and land leased to farmers by municipalities or the state, only those categories were used as a basis for calculations (others were excluded). Data presented in the table is based on site data collected during the PDF A. It corresponds to the assessment that about 300 farming households are in the area of Ponor who together have 543 cows. Similar data collection pattern applies for Bessaparski Hills. First, there is a calculation of profit margins for an average size farm. Secondly, calculations follow for a big farm, for the purposes of the calculations, is a farm having approximately 20 cows, 100 sheep, and 15 ha of arable land and pastures. This group is the primary target group of the project. There are at least 6 big farmers in Ponor and at least 10 in Bessaparski Hills. The log-frame of the project pledges that at least 15 farmers are covered by project AES. Final note: the dependence between the size of farming productive activities and income is non-linear.

For Table 4, it should be noted that in Bessaparski Hills, there is one big farm specialized in growing and processing herbs. Its income is incomparably higher than livestock breeding. They are producing for Italian and Dutch markets and are certified as organic producers. Their profits depend on how well in fact they meet the organic certification standards. The project is not giving any incentive payments to this producer. The project’s strategy would be to work with them to encourage higher compliance to organic farming, including conservation of HNV habitats. This dialog between the project team is already on-going. In Bessaparski Hills, there are few large scale agribusinesses, specializing in vineyards and herbs. Vineyards have much higher profitability margins, but their expansion in the coming years will be limited by the obligation of Bulgaria to meet the EU set quotas. After 2006 expansion of vineyards is believed not to be a threat to semi-natural grasslands.

Table 3. Calculation of the profit margins from livestock activities at project sites

	 
	Ponor Mountain
	Bessaparski Hills

	 
	Milk cow 
	Ewe / sheep
	Calves 
	Lamb
	Milk cow 
	Ewe / sheep
	Calves 
	Lamb

	Number of animals per average farming household
	1.80
	6.00
	1.80
	6.00
	3.00
	8.80
	3.00
	8.80

	Productivity per year (liters per LU; brood per LU)
	4100.00
	82.00
	1.00
	1.00
	4400.00
	105.00
	1.00
	1.00

	Average price per unit (US$ per l; USD per lamb or calf)***
	0.21
	0.45
	163.64
	42.42
	0.23
	0.48
	175.76
	46.06

	Approx. average revenue per farm of average size
	1565.45
	223.64
	294.55
	254.55
	3040.00
	448.00
	527.27
	405.33

	Profitability (average share of cost in the revenue composition)
	0.65
	0.65
	0.65
	0.65
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60

	Annual income per farm of average size, USD
	1017.55
	145.36
	191.46
	165.45
	1824.00
	268.80
	316.36
	243.20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual income from livestock, per big farm, USD
	17393.94
	3727.27
	3272.73
	4242.42
	20266.67
	5090.91
	3515.15
	4606.06

	Annual income from livestock, per ha of big farm, USD
	1159.59596
	248.48485
	218.182
	282.828
	1351.111
	339.39394
	234.343
	307.071


Table 4. Alternative activities under baseline scenario

	 
	Alternative income generation activities, Ponor
	Alternative income generation activities, Bessaparski Hils

	 
	potatoes
	rye
	tomatoes
	cucumbers
	peppers
	herbs
	herbs organic producer (1 farm)
	roses

	Area of arable land (ha) per average farming household
	0.31
	0.31
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	50.00
	2.00

	Productivity (kg per ha) 
	21800.00
	2500.00
	2000.00
	2000.00
	2000.00
	1500.00
	1400.00
	2000.00

	Average price per kg (US$ per kg)
	0.11
	0.94
	0.51
	0.40
	0.25
	3.64
	5.00
	1.21

	Approx. average revenue per farm of average size, USD
	752.76
	728.50
	1021.45
	809.81
	502.36
	5454.55
	350000.00
	4848.48

	Profitability (average share of cost in the revenue composition)
	0.60
	0.60
	0.50
	0.50
	0.50
	0.50
	0.50
	0.50

	Annual income per farm of average size, USD
	451.66
	437.10
	510.73
	404.90
	251.18
	2727.27
	175000.00
	2424.24

	Annual income per ha, USD
	1456.95
	1410.00
	510.73
	404.90
	251.18
	2727.27
	-
	1212.12


Part II. Calculation of the AES payments

In this section data from Part I will be used to justify a certain scale for the AES payments that is going to be proposed by the project. In order to maximize the policy mainstreaming effect of the project, construction of the project AES should follow practices adopted for by the European Union. First of all, because investment subsidies are now considered by EU as production subsidies, and are discouraged by the EU, the AES can not encompass them. The project envisages to support participating farmers for procurement of minor equipment; construction\restoration of farm facilities such as barns, shelters, fences, and improvement of farm sanitation. Farmers will be encouraged to bear the cost of increase of livestock on their own, thus sharing the overall cost of the project intervention. 

Secondly, the European Union defines that Agri-environmental payments should be calculated taking into account (a) compensation for additional labor costs associated with carrying out of the specific activity; (b) compensation of opportunity costs, i.e. income forgone by the farmer as a result of his participation in the scheme at the expense of other profitable economic livelihoods; and (c) transaction costs (up to 20%) meant to cover legal fees, accounting, veterinary services associated with participation in the scheme. 

The starting point is the compensation for additional labor costs associated with carrying out of the specific AES activities. Transaction costs are then calculated as a 20% add-on to labor costs. These are presented in Table 6 below, after Table 5 explains what stands behinds specific AES activities. The basis for calculations in Table 6 is the experience of the Slovak AES. Adjustment of the calculations were carried out by the project team and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests of the Republic of Bulgaria based on the local labor market in Bulgaria. 

Table 5. What stands behind various AES activities at grasslands of Ponor and Bessaparski Hills.

	N#
	Measure
	The farmer signs AE contract and agrees to undertake:

	1.
	Maintenance of meadows
	

	1.1
	Meadow management
	Maintenance of good conditions of meadows by  manual mowing and hay making and removal of shrubs and stones; Hand mowing after 15 July

	1.2
	Non application of chemical inputs
	Use of natural manure instead of mineral fertilizers for improvement of grass productivity. In combination with 1.1

	1.3
	Reseeding of pastures
	Preservation of patches of natural vegetation without grazing/mowing allowing natural reseeding to occur. In combination with 1.2, 2.1, 2.2

	1.4
	Restoration of meadows
	Removal of unwanted vegetation plus two consecutive years of mowing to allow restoration of meadow grasses. Then continue with 1.1 and 1.2

	2.
	Maintenance of pastures
	

	2.1
	Maintenance of optimum stocking densities
	Controlled grazing of flocks of grazers according to predetermined pattern, thus ensuring moderate grazing level of 0.25 LU\ha

	2.2
	Rotational grazing 
	Same as 2.1 but using fenced system or distant pastures, otherwise not grazed because of accessibility

	2.3
	Creation of habitat features useful for birds of prey (e.g. perches,  nest-boxes)
	Setting up of perching poles for birds of prey in pastures. Fixing of nest boxes for kestrels on electricity poles, fence posts, trees.

	2.4
	Mechanical/manual clearing of shrubs
	Removal of unwanted shrub vegetation (Juniper sp., Rosa sp.) from pastures using mechanical or manual labor (not burning) and recreation of open grazed landscape.


Table 6. Additional labor costs and transaction costs associated with carrying out of the specific AES activities, both sites, in USD per ha 

	N#
	Measure
	marginal labor cost
	transaction cost
	labor + transaction

	1.
	Maintenance of meadows
	
	
	

	1.1
	Meadow management
	32
	6
	38

	1.2
	Non application of chemical inputs
	77
	15
	92

	1.3
	Reseeding of pastures
	20
	4
	24

	1.4
	Restoration of meadows
	100
	20
	120

	2.
	Maintenance of pastures
	
	
	

	2.1
	Maintenance of optimum stocking densities
	54
	11
	65

	2.2
	Rotational grazing 
	54
	11
	65

	2.3
	Creation of habitat features useful for birds of prey (e.g. perches,  nest-boxes)
	25
	5
	30

	2.4
	Mechanical/manual clearing of shrubs
	77
	15
	92


The final component which has to be factored into the AES is the compensation for the opportunity cost. In order to identify the size of this component, it is necessary to introduce into analysis data on profit margins from Part I. We will consider each site separately.

In Ponor, most farms specialize in livestock production. At the same time, as has been noted in the threats analysis above, that increasing conversion of the grasslands into arable lands for potatoes and cereals growing is a threat affecting the biodiversity of such grasslands as Ponor
. When the project team looked into this situation in more depth during the PDF A stage, it turned out that rye and potatoes in Ponor were rarely conceived as income-generating activities. Although the area of arable land is slightly increasing, only a very limited amount of potatoes is actually sold on the market for income, and hardly any quantity of rye and oats. Although Table 4 above shows figures of USD 1,456 and USD 1,410 for per ha income for potatoes and rye, these figures were drawn as if the whole harvest was sold in the market. This does not happen in practice. What happens is: the farmers engage in growing cereals and potatoes for supporting livestock with fodder, or in exchange for other types of grain (corn and wheat) which do not grow in Ponor for climatic reasons. Livestock is the paramount specialization in Ponor, cereals or potatoes is the supporting activity, and this tandem can hardly be reversed for historic, mental and cultural reasons. 

Based on this, with the most optimistic assumptions, the biggest farms in Ponor (those which are the main target of the project) sell no more than 50% of their combined potato/rye harvest. This means that around USD 1,430 per ha can in such cases be the livestock-unrelated stand-along local economic activity in Ponor competing with livestock breeding. At the same time, from Table 3 we derive that a different combination of 2 or 3 livestock activities (income milk cows present in the paramount majority of cases) brings average big farmer’s marginal income to USD 1,400 – 1,600 per hectare. 

This gives us three important conclusions about AES application in Ponor: Firstly, these figures correctly confirm the disappointment of local farmers with the dumping of milk purchase prices, unfair competition and lack of streamlined market channels in the area, which are the key root-cause of all problems in Ponor. Farmers are on the verge of losing their livestock profitability, but have not completely lost it yet. Without livestock encouragement schemes, they start their search for alternatives, but fail in most cases for cultural and microclimatic reasons
. 

The second conclusion is about the expediency of the income foregone component of AES in Ponor. Since profit margins of livestock and alternative livelihoods are very close, the project proponents believe that there is no need for the AES in Ponor to incorporate an additional opportunity cost component. Compensation for additional labor costs combined with compensation of transaction costs and investment subsidies will together be more than sufficient to leverage local farmers’ interest in AES participation. This is confirmed by the farmers interviewed during the PDF A stage.

The third and final conclusion about the AES in Ponor is the need to break the positive correlation between livestock and arable farming. Despite the fact that arable farming there is, by far and large, designed to support livestock production, it is damaging to HNV from ecological perspective. Therefore, in Ponor, the project will promote free grazing livestock and as much as possible use of hay as fodder to replace rye and potatoes. One of the key ways to do that is to promote local breeds which do not require extra fodder (potatoes or rye / oats). 

On the final note, one real alternative in Ponor is leaving the area for cities or employment in bigger factories in the area. Nonetheless, the project has indicated in its main text that livestock grazing is the cultural and traditional occupation of Ponor farmers, and this is the cultural asset the very project idea is based on. The project would not be viable in other project areas with weaker pastoral culture, and if AES are to be promoted to preserve pastoralism at HNV, there are no better demonstration grounds other than areas such as Ponor and Bessaparski Hills. 

Now we turn to Bessaparski Hills. Here income generation alternatives are more diverse than in Ponor, which is driven by more favorable micro-climate. The key of those include vegetable production, growing of herbs, and roses. Vegetable production is confined to areas where irrigation is available, and habitat-wise these areas are not competing with pastures, i.e. they do not present a threat to the habitat of project’s target species. However, from income-generation perspective, many farmers abandon pastoralism in one area and resort to vegetable production in another, which is one of the main project threats – abandonment of pastures as described in the main text. Herb and rose growing which are cultivated for their aromatic oils, displace semi-natural grassland habitats thus competing ecologically with pasture biodiversity. 

Generally, three alternative livelihood patterns may be distinguished in Bessaparski Hills. One is when the whole alternative is focused on vegetable growing, producing almost a complete mix of vegetables and selling it on the market. This brings income from vegetables up to USD 1,167 per ha (derived from Table 4), which is still lower than a mix of 2-3 most common livestock activities, totaling USD 1,700 – 1,950 (derived from Table 3). For such farmers, the AES does not have to factor in compensation of any income forgone. The second group is specializing more or less in three types of activities: mainstream livestock, vegetables, and roses to a lesser extent. This is the most dynamically growing trend. Farmers who are mainly involved in livestock production, allocate small plots of low-productive land for growing herbs as an additional income generation activity, and for such farmers the marginal income of growing herbs is higher than marginal income for livestock breeding. Income from vegetables in this group is USD 900 per ha on average, but small parcels dedicated to herbs or roses bring additional USD 1,000 – 1,200 per ha. Thus, combined together, the non-livestock ecologically damaging income may rise to USD 2,100, and a small (USD 70 – 150 per ha) income-foregone component then needs to factored in to outstrip damaging activities and encourage more livestock product in this group. 

The last group is small but the most damaging environmentally and the most difficult to handle from the economic perspective: Growing of herbs, especially couple with some vegetable planting raises per ha income to USD 2,727 – USD 3,200. At the same time maximum profit that can be derived from livestock activities in Bessaparski Hills is USD 2,231 per ha. The discrepancy is USD 500 – 970. This brought the project to proposing a double-track strategy: Firstly, certainly compensation payments of USD 970 can not be accommodated within the MSP budget, and will hardly have potential to be successfully replicated by the NAEP. For pragmatic reasons, in Bessaparski Hills, the income forgone payment, in addition to compensation of labor and transaction costs, will be a maximum of USD 450 in a package of measures. Secondly, work with such few farmers will focus on encouraging as much as possible organic growing minimizing damage to valuable habitat. 

Farmers are expected to receive AES in packages of 3-4 measures. Typical packages (see average package calculation line in Table 7) in Ponor are expected to include a combination of number 1.1 and number 1.2 or numbers 2.1 and 2.2, with an addition of 1.3 or 2.3. A typical package in Bessaparski Hills is expected to include combination of 2.1, 2.2 and 1.2. Income forgone compensation (which is valid for Bessaparski Hill sonly) is spread across the most typical measures, and thus the final (i.e which includes all three components of the payment: additional labor cost compensation, transaction cost, and income forgone) table AES payment scale looks as follows (Table 7).

Table 7. Final scale of AES payments
	N#
	Measure
	Payment rate (US$\ha), Ponor
	Payment rate (US$\ha), Bessaparski

	1.
	Maintenance of meadows
	
	

	1.1
	Meadow management
	38
	38-70

	1.2
	Non application of chemical inputs
	92
	92

	1.3
	Reseeding of pastures
	24
	24

	1.4
	Restoration of meadows*
	120
	120-200

	2.
	Maintenance of pastures
	
	

	2.1
	Maintenance of optimum stocking densities
	65
	65-240

	2.2
	Rotational grazing 
	65
	65-240

	2.3
	Creation of habitat features useful for birds of prey (e.g. perches,  nest-boxes)**
	30
	30

	2.4
	Mechanical/manual clearing of shrubs
	92
	92

	
	AVERAGE PACKAGE
	150
	250

	
	MAXIMUM PACKAGE
	240
	500***


Notes:

*
This measure is only available for one year per designated meadow. In the second year, one of the other meadow measures has to be selected.

**
This measure is only available in combination with other pasture and\or meadow measures.

***
Maximum is established for Bessaparski Hills purely out of budget availability and congruence with expected uptake by NAEP. Payments over 500 fall out of capacities of the project and Government at this stage.

Using the conclusions above, we can now calculate the total pool of resources which the project will have to spend on the AES. Table 8 below presents this calculation. 

Table 8. Project’s total AES pool
	Average payment per ha per year
	Average ha, covered by the scheme per year
	X3 years, total USD

	Incentive payments

	Ponor: USD 150
	200 (for about 10 big farmers)*
	90000

	Bessaparski Hills: USD 250
	150 (for about 10 big farmers)*
	112500

	Small-investment payments 

	
	
	81500

	TOTAL
	350**
	284000


Indicatively, the project envisages to work minimum with 15 bigger farmers, but most probably with 20 on average. For each such farmer the reference land area for calculation of direct AES support (exclusive of small investment payments) will be 15-20 ha. The table is indicative and does not include possible allocations to smaller farmers. 

Based on the PDF A analysis of links between AES and the sought ecological objective of obtaining 0.25 LU per ha of livestock density in target areas, the figure of 350 ha of directly supported area per year seems to be justified. As one reason, rotational grazing which starts already during the project will increase the impact area 5-7 times. As a second reason, although the design of EU AES has to operate with per-ha-flat-rate, when it comes to numbers of cattle there is a multiplication effect evidenced by farmers procuring more and more cattle for their farms (as has been evidenced in other AES in Europe) in second year and onwards. The link between flat-rate covered hectarage and numbers of new cattle will certainly be the key in the design of the project’s AES. As a third reason, NAEP will further sustain and expand the project’s effect upon 2008. In addition to HNV support, NAEP will have other relevant measures such as support for traditional grazing with aborigenous breeds of farm animal, which combined with HNV support will bring substantial synergy. In other words, the site management plans will: (1) analyze the mosaic character of project sites (totaling around 26,000 ha), defining what areas should be managed, what should be grazed as now, where grazing should increase, which areas should be left aside, etc. (2) select areas for direct targeting by AES (areas for expansion of pastoralism) based on biodiversity response to grazing, (3) identify economic multiplication and replication effects nested in the relationship between flat-rate support and numbers of cattle, (4) define replication and synergy potential through NAEP post 2008, and ultimately (5) fine-tune the total area for annual intervention (which is currently proposed at 350 ha per year). Monitoring of AES implementation will make sure that link between hectorage covered and cattle density is maintained once established.

Part III. 
Response to reviews

a)
Response to the comments from the GEFSec 

Bulgaria: Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local economy (PIMS 3460)

UNDP Response to the GEFSec Comments dated 17 April, 2006, on the MSP Brief 

	Comment
	Response
	Change in MSP brief

	2. PROGRAM AND POLICY CONFORMITY

	Program designation and Conformity:

Rationale for OP4 (the size of the area does justify OP4) and SP2 is still vague and could apply to any project. Please substantiate it taking into account the specificities of this project.


	The justification for SP2 and OP4 has been strengthened. The revised section read as follows:

OP Conformity

The project is consistent with Operational Program 4 Mountain Ecosystems of the GEF: it follows the principle of “sustainable use management of mountain ecosystems” by promoting an approach (agri-environmental scheme) that combines “productive, socio-economic, and conservation goals”. The project is guided by the OP4 complementarity principle, as its design builds on the “expected policy changes”, namely elaboration and adoption of the National Agri-environmental Program. The size of the project area and its mid term and long term replication potential (100,000 - 350,000 ha) are large enough to justify a conservation effort to be supported by the GEF. By incorporating the mountain grasslands conservation concerns into the agricultural sector and by strengthening the institutional capacity to develop and implement innovative agri-environmental schemes aiming at addressing the key threats to the mountain grasslands biodiversity in Bulgaria, the project fully addresses the guidance of the OP4.

Strategic Priority Conformity

By mainstreaming the requirements for conservation of high nature value grasslands into the agricultural policy of Bulgaria, the project approach is fully consistent with the GEF Biodiversity Strategic Priority 2 (SP2). In line with the Strategic Business Planning, Directions and Targets
 the project has been designed to address the following key considerations of SP2 Mainstreaming Biodiversity in Production Landscapes and Sectors: 
Facilitate mainstreaming of biodiversity within production systems through strengthening the systemic and institutional capacities, management procedures, relevant knowledge and partnership building. The project targets the globally significant high nature value grasslands which represent key agricultural production systems in Bulgaria very important for the dairy and meat industries. By building the capacity of the Government and farmers to design and pilot an agri-environment scheme which will provide an appropriate reward to farmers for modifying their current farming practices which are detrimental to biodiversity, the project will mainstream grasslands biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy in order to reverse negative changes caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion. By facilitating increased collaboration between the policy makers in the Ministry of Agriculture and Environment through the proposed agri-environment policy unit, the project will ensure that all practical experiences and lessons learnt from the Project are effectively utilized. 

Developing market incentive measures: The project will support innovative demand and supply side interventions to catalyze market forces by facilitating partnership with private sector and small and medium enterprises. Agrienvironmental scheme, which is the main instrument this project is based on, is an innovative mechanism which has an impact on the supply side of dairy and meat products. By targeting the supply side, the project will contribute to the  maintenance of the integrity of the grassland high nature value ecosystem. Cost-effectiveness and analysis of alternatives for other instruments to impact the supply side is discussed in the corresponding sections with a conclusion that agri-environmental support (Output 1.2), combined with secondary instruments such as certification and marketing assistance (Outputs 1.3) is best suited to Bulgaria’s current policy context.

Demonstration: providing support to projects with high replication value. The project stems from the assumption that absence of clear models so far was a key obstacle in launching agrienvironmental support to high nature value grasslands. The project aims to mainstream practical experiences and lessons learnt from the pilot agri-environment scheme into the on-going policy-making process, including the design and/or modification of future/existing grassland measures. The project has high replication value both in terms of its potential biological outreach (please see Annex 11), as well as institutional and policy context, as the Government is relying on it for finalization and launch of its national agrienvironmental program.
	Program designation and conformity
Para 17, 18, 19

	Project design:

Overall complex and ambitious for an executive agency (the Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds) whose forte and comparative advantage is the implementation of BD monitoring schemes.


	The section on the BSPB has been strengthened to include:

“The project proponents have demonstrated active involvement in the development of Bulgaria’s agri-environmental policy. BSPB has been the main partner of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests in designing of measures for high nature value grasslands. BSPB has permanent seats on two Permanent Working Groups of the Monitoring Committee of SAPARD Measure on Agri-environment and the vocational training measure. BSPB participates in the overall development of NAEP and was specifically invited by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests to take part in the design of agrienvironmental measures for high-nature value grasslands and monitoring system development. BSPB is well appraised by the Ministry of Agriculture for this, and is committed to continue playing a role in the implementation of the NAEP. BSPB owns a herd of indigenous cattle in the Eastern Rhodope which it manages for natural grazing in protected areas.

BSPB is well established NGO with over 25 staff and high reputation among the national stakeholders. As part of BirdLife International, a global network of nature conservation organizations, it can benefit from others experience and this opportunity has been used extensively in formulation of the project. In Bulgaria BSPB has managed successfully complex conservation projects and operates the two most successful nature conservation and visitor’s centres. Core part of BSPB’s work is the implementation of biodiversity monitoring schemes, including a generic scheme that monitors trends in populations of common bird species that is used to produce Europe-wide index for farmland sustainability.”
	Institutional Coordination and Support. Part 3. Implementation and Execution Arrangements.
Para 182

	Project design:

While outcome and outputs are clear , activities leading to them are unclear. Is use of GEF funding to subsidize purchase of cattle a good use?


	The entire section on the outputs has been strengthened to better describe the interventions/activities under each output. 

Thanks for pointing this out, all the references to subsidies have been removed. GEF funding will not be used to subsidy the purchase of cattle – see the revised Output 1.2. and Annex 16. 


	The GEF Alternative.
Activities: 

1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3

1.2.1. – 1.2.2.

1.3.1. – 1.3.8

2.1.1. – 2.1.4

2.2.1. – 2.2.2

3.1.1. – 31.2.

3.4.1. – 3.4.3.

Annex 16 Specifics of the AES

	Sustainability (including financial sustainability)

Financial sustainability (FS) of AES is questionable as GEF is "acting as a leverage for the future expected resources". Is this the best use of GEF funds? What is the likelihood of attaining sustainability without external resources?


	The section has been strengthened and the following paragraph has been added.

“The project’s demonstration and policy advisory niche would not be sustainable if the Government was not committed to allocating significant amounts of funding for long-term preservation of high-nature value grasslands through agri-environmental payments. Fortunately this commitment is available, and the resources for support of high nature value grasslands have been identified. This project is a request from the Government, specifically the Ministry of Agriculture’s Agri-environmental Department, to help build their capacity, create workable models for planning, disbursement, and monitoring of AES at HNV grasslands. Without the project, the absorption capacity of AES by farmers will continue to be nascent in the period of 2007 and onwards. This project is needed to bring about a boost to the use of resources for preservation of biodiversity through agrienvironmental measures in Bulgaria. After the project, agri-environment payments are going to be administered within the framework of a so-called National Agri-environment Programme (NAEP), with clearly defined and logical objectives pursued through the implementation of a range of specific sub-measures that are often organized and promoted to farmers as national, regional or local schemes. For the NAEP to bring economic and ecological benefits, it is paramount to implement one or more pilot agri-environment schemes with a limited number of pilot measures applied on a restricted geographical basis. The project is a validation and calibration instrument for this important national policy document, which becomes obligatory for implementation from 2008. Acting as a leverage for the future expected EU resources, the proposed GEF project is considered to propose the most effective and sustainable way to remedy the lack of demonstration, advisory and capacity development skills, and ensure that agri-environmental measures for HNV grasslands are going to be sustainably demanded and absorbed by Bulgarian farmers after NAEP comes into force. Further financing of agri-environmental schemes at high-nature value grasslands will be undertaken within NAEP.”


	Program and Policy Conformity. Sustainability
Paragraph 123



	FS of ecoproducts is questionable at this stage.


	Thank you for pointing this out. We further strengthened the section with the following paragraph.

“Currently, the EBRD is assessing the feasibility of developing a soft-credit/grant scheme to support businesses in high-nature value areas
, in Bulgaria. Discussions with EBRD representatives during their joint (with EC, RSPB, BSPB) mission in Bulgaria (17 – 21 April) have taken place with initially positive reaction. This will be targeted as a primary source of financing of the ecoproducts outlet. Secondly, the draft business plan was also discussed with 2 commercial banks and 3 potential outlet owners who all showed interest subject to finalization of the business plan. This will be targeted as a primary source of financing of the ecoproducts outlet. Secondly, the draft business plan was also discussed with 2 commercial banks and 3 potential outlet owners who all showed interest subject to finalization of the business plan.”
	Part C. Program and Policy Conformity. 3. Sustainability
Paragraph 125

Footnotes 45, 46.

	Replicability.
The current section explains how other project activities can be replicated. The point to make is how this project will be replicable. Please adjust accordingly.


	The replicability aspects has been strengthened in several sections of the MSP Brief:

For AES operations: Please see Activities 2.2.1, 2.2.2 as well as activities under Outputs 3.2 and 3.3. Please also see activities 3.4.1, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3 

For monitoring of agri-environmental activities:  “AEPU/MAC specialists have in their TOR functions for reaching out to local stakeholders on the one hand, and to MoAF and MoEW on the other, sharing best practices of monitoring of AES and incorporating them into national policy (specifically see Activity 2.2.1) 
	The GEF Alternative.
Activities:

2.2.1, 2.2.2, 3.4.1. – 3.4.3. 

Outputs 3.2 and 3.3.

Replicability: 

Paragraph 126, Table 

2 modified.

	3. FINANCING

	Financing Plan

Please note that the Swiss Contribution of $410,000 is a parallel contribution already budgeted in an ongoing project and should be reflected as a parallel and not co- financing. Similarly the UNDP JOBS is a parallel contribution. Please adjust the financing plan accordingly, showing the parallel contributions after the total project financing.
	Thank you for pointing this out. Tables on the front cover, in the Financing Section and in the ICA have been adjusted accordingly. A new table on the parallel financing has been developed and attached.
	Cover  Page
Financing Plan; Co-financing
Annex 8. Incremental Cost assessment. Incremental Cost matrix

	4. INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT

	Core commitments and Linkages

PDF A suggestions have yet to be factored in. Please include. 

The comments at the PDF A stage: 

Please include the linkages to the national (UNDP Bulgarian Black Sea Flyway just submitted) and regional GEF projects (e.g. Ukraine BD Conservation in the Azov-Black Sea, Africa Flyways, etc.).
	The section has been strengthened to include all the relevant projects and the steps which have been undertaken to ensure the linkages. Two new paras were added. This is also supplemented by the information presented in Annex 15 – which presents the relevant projects and the lessons learned.

For the specific projects mentioned by the reviewer at the PDF A stage:

UNDP/GEF project on Mainstreaming concerns for the globally significant migratory birds into key economic sectors in Bulgaria – linkages have been added.

WB/GEF Black Sea – Azov Sea: The project development team made initial contact with the WB team working on the Black  Sea – Azov Sea project. However, in the meantime, the WB canceled that project, so the reference to this project has been deleted.

“UNEP/GEF “Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands Required by Migratory Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian Flyways” aims to improve, on a sustainable basis, the conservation status of African/Eurasian migratory waterbirds, by enhancing and coordinating the measures taken by GEF-eligible countries to conserve key critical wetland areas that these birds require to complete their annual cycle, including their stop-over sites during migration and their stay in their "wintering grounds".  The project will thus be a catalyst for integrating best practices into conservation efforts throughout the flyway, using existing coordinating mechanisms and commitments, particularly those of the Ramsar Convention and the Agreement on the Conservation of the African-Eurasian Migratory Watebird Accord of the Convention on Migratory Species (AEWA/CMS), and a number of international and local NGOs. The Grassland project team will collaborate with the UNEP/GEF project team to ensure that the lessons learned in integrating best practices into bird conservation efforts will be shared between the two projects through the proposed communication and exchange of know-how/best practices (of UNEP/GEF project) and the Output  3.4. of the Grassland project.”
	Core Commitments and linkages
New Paras 171 and 172

Annex 14. Lessons Learnt

	5. REPSONSE TO REVIEWS

	GEF Secretariat:

Comments made at the PDF-A level have yet to be factored. It is unclear that any of the PDF-A work focused on addressing the essential issues raised.


	Comments made at the PDF A stage:

The concept is interesting but needs to be elaborated upon so that its feasibility can be tested during the PDF phase.
	During the PDF A stage, the project team conducted a comprehensive feasibility study which looked at the (i) viability and sustainability of proposed solutions; (ii) learning lessons from agri-environmental grasslands projects in the region; and (iii) assessed the validity of institutional arrangement between the submitting NGO and the Government.  The results of the feasibility study were discussed at length with the UNDP/GEF biodiversity economist and upon clearance the team proceeded in the development of the MSP Brief. The feasibility study is available upon request.
	

	The rationale for SP2 is rather vague and should be further developed to include specifics.
	The proposal now has a more elaborate justification for SP2. 


	See paragraphs 18 and 19 and comment 1 above

	Reversing the economic trends of moving away from pastoralism will be difficult and would require more innovative options than the ones envisaged. Given the changes in the market, it is unlikely that production of local milk will prove competitive unless special value could be added to the product (such as organic milk or processing of organic cheese, etc. ) which would have to factor in product conservation and transportation, and be fully considered within the context of the wider Bulgarian milk market. 

Recommendation at PDF A approval: The challenges will be to find a dairy product that will be competitive on the market and to have the outmigrating population's faith and adherence. Only that will allow for the conservation sought. Exploring real potential for niche markets, including with Kraft, will be a priority.

	This comment was made to an indicative list of options from PDF A proposal. The MSP project, for each of the root causes has argued actual barriers, and for each barriers has argued solutions that are: (i) incremental, practical and specific; (ii) fit into the policy prospects; (iii) are effective from biological impact point of view; and (iv) are cost-effective. The project does cover both supply and demand side measures: e.g. through small investment subsidy support will cover issues of product preservation and transportation to collection and processing points. Linking of farmers to collection and processing plants is one of the specific functions envisaged in the TOR (Annex 11) of AEPU/MAC. Ecolabel and ecoproducts outlet, on the other hand deal with the issues of “added value” to dairy and meat products from HNV grasslands, and wider market integration. 

Marketing of dairy products, their competitiveness, trends, organic products, etc. are discussed at length in Demand for grassland products and pricing. There is a clear conclusion that for grassland pastoralism these are exactly the products to be the focus of AES assistance, in fact milk and meat products from cattle are the only way to retain pastoralists in grassland areas such as Ponor, and this is discussed in the document. Kraft factory unfortunately is designed to operate on powder milk imported from Germany exclusively, therefore there is no room for cooperation with them in the project. However, the project links to a new development – i.e. the SAPARD planned dairy construction in the area, and this a very important baseline element which makes it possible for local farmers to sell raw milk at higher prices.
	Extensive coverage of issues relevant to this comments is summarized:

Socio-economic context: Paras 41 - 55

Demand for grassland products and pricing: paras 47– 51.

Threats, root causes and barriers
Para 69 (i), (ii) and (iii); paras 72 – 76 and  79

 Cost-effectiveness
 (including Table 5).

Annex 3 Threats, Root-causes and barrier analysis, 

Annex 8 Incremental cost-assessment, 

Annex 10 Terms of Reference for staff of AEPU/MAC;

Annex 14.Lessons Learnt form other agrienvironmental initiatives;

Annex 16 Specifics of the AES

	What are the commitments of the villagers and the government to the proposed project?


	We understand that local farmers are meant by villagers, as they are the primary beneficiary of the project.

Within the framework of the PDF A, an inquiry was carried out among local farmers on their awareness of the agri-environmental opportunities. The results from it do not claim to be representative or comprehensive, but they allow identifying almost precisely the needs of information. 80% of the farmers who have the potential to apply were not acquainted with the opportunities for financing under the SAPARD Program as a whole. More than 90% for the agricultural producers in the region do not know the investment credit opportunities which were available from State Fund Agriculture. Over 80% do not know what kind of support they can expect after Bulgaria’s accession to the EU
. None of the local farmers operate the level of book-keeping that is necessary for claiming support payments after EU accession. Farmer registration procedure is terra incognita for most farmers. Lack of outreach mechanisms and access to professional consultations in the region was one of the reasons most often referred to. All farmers asked for project support. At least 20 farmers capable of and willing for absorbing the assistance within the project are present in the area. There are many smaller farmers who are ready to invest into expansion of their pastoral activities provided there could be a small investment subsidy.
	Root causes and barriers 

Para 81 last but one paragraph.

Output 1.2

	Project Linkages to IAs programs. Please include the linkages to the national (UNDP Bulgarian Black Sea Flyway just submitted) and regional GEF projects (e.g. Ukraine BD Conservation in the Azov-Black Sea, Africa Flyways, etc.).

	Government commitments to the project are explicitly described in Country Drivennes, Implementation Arrangements, and in the description of the specifics of the operation of the AEPU/MAC. 

The strong linkages with UNDP Bulgaria other program components are indicated in the MSP proposal. Coordination with relevant UNDP, UNDP/GEF, and other projects is also presented.

The section on Core Commitments and Linkages has been strengthened as recommended by the reviewer. 
	Sections:

Implementation Arrangements
Output 2.1, Table 3.

Core Commitments and linkages
New Paras 171 and 174

Annex 14. Lessons Learnt

	UNDP Response to the GEFSec Comments dated 11 May, 2006, on the MSP Brief 

	All of the above comments (on the project submitted for CEO approval) but the question on the use of GEF funding to subsidize purchase of cattle, were answered in the revised project proposal received on May 2, 2006. Subsequently, a telephone conference was held on May 10 w/John Hough, UNDP GEF BD Coordinator; Adriana Dinu, project manager; and Nicole Glineur, GEFSec. It was agreed that the project will be revised as follows.

	GEF funds will not be used to subsidize the buying of the cattle by farmers. GEF funds will be used to remove barriers that will enable farmers to participate in pilot conservation schemes, thereby avoiding conversion of natural habitats to clearing of land for crops (e.g. potatoes). This will include compensation to farmers (e.g. small equipment) for environmental services provided such as participation in grazing rotations. 
	Thanks for pointing this out, all the references to subsidies have been removed. GEF funding will not be used to subsidy the purchase of cattle – see the revised Output 1.2. and Annex 16. 


	The GEF Alternative.
Activities: 

1.2.1. – 1.2.2.

Annex 15. Specifics of the AES

	Financial sustainability will be mentioned as a risk with mitigating activities.
	A new risk was added to the logframe and the following two paragraphs in the Risks and Assumptions section:

“The project rests on the assumptions that: (i) the Government of Bulgaria continues with a clear commitment to the development of a national policy framework for agriculture and environment in which the conservation of HNV semi-natural grasslands is a high priority; and (ii) the EU will continue its payments for agri-environmental schemes after Bulgaria joins the EU. The risk on both assumptions is low. On the first assumption, the draft National Agri-environmental Program which is under development by Bulgaria already includes under the High Nature Value Farmland schemes five sub-measures targeting the conservation and maintenance of HNV grasslands (see Figure 2 in the document).  

Based on past experience with agri-environmental schemes in the European Union as well as on the current negotiations with the new accession countries, it is estimated that the EU will continue to provide payments for agri-environmental schemes. Although this risk is estimated as low, the project mitigation strategy is to support measures to stimulate demand for grasslands products and improve profitability of pastoralism (such as grassland label and ecoproducts outlet) to ensure that products generating from grasslands are demanded by the market. “
	Part C. Program and Policy Conformity. 2 Project design. The GEF Alternative. Risks and Assumptions

Para 119 – 120

Annex 2. Logical framework – Risks and assumptions at the objective level



	Given the inexperience of the Executing Agency in implementing the proposed pilot schemes, UNDP and the Ministry of Agriculture will provide close supervision during the implementation of the proposed project.
	This is a joint project of the Ministry of Agriculture and the BSBP. The project proponents have demonstrated active involvement in the development of Bulgaria’s agri-environmental policy. BSPB has been the main partner of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests in designing of measures for high nature value grasslands. BSPB has permanent seats on two Permanent Working Groups of the Monitoring Committee of SAPARD Measure on Agri-environment and the vocational training measure. BSPB participates in the overall development of NAEP and was specifically invited by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests to take part in the design of agrienvironmental measures for high-nature value grasslands and monitoring system development. 
Ministry of Agriculture and UNDP are part of the Project Steering Committee of the project. Regular biannual supervision missions will be undertaken by the UNDP to the project sites. 

The details on the close supervision and monitoring by the MAF and UNDP are provided in the sections on implementation arrangements, stakeholder participation and the monitoring and evaluation

Implementation arrangements:” The project will establish a Project Steering Committee (PSC) consisting of representatives of: MAF, UNDP, MOEW, BSPB, SFA and the Project Coordinator of the UNDP/GEF Migratory Birds Project. The PSC bears a major function in evaluating project progress and ensuring incorporation of its lessons into the national policy-making process. The PSC will meet once every 6 months to assess project’s progress towards achievement of the planned project outputs and to review and provide guidance for further implementation. The PM will act as a Secretary to the PSC. Monitoring and Evaluation functions of the Project Steering Committee were described in the corresponding section of the project proposal. 

Stakeholder participation:

MAF is a member of the Project Steering Committee. It is a key authority for consideration of the biodiversity management plans, and consideration and adoption of agri environmental scheme. It is primary decision maker together with AEPU on approval of applications from farmers requested from project’s AES. Through project’s working group and activities of AEPU it absorbs lessons learnt from the project and finalizes NAEP. It considers possibilities for involvement of AEPU in agri-environmental activities in Bulgaria beyond the project.
	No changes were made in the document – as a result there are no highlights. The sections below are just showing where the relevant sections are in the MSP Brief

Implementation Arrangement

Stakeholder involvement Table 3

Part 6. Monitoring and Evaluation


2. Other agreements 

Endorsement letter

The endorsement letter is presented in the section Required Attachments part b Country Endorsement Letter of the approved GEF MSP Project proposal Section IV. 
Co-financing letters

The Co-financing letters are presented in the section Required Attachments part b Confirmed letters of commitment from co-financiers of the approved GEF MSP Project proposal Section IV.
Project cooperation agreement 
Please see following page

PROJECT COOPERATION AGREEMENT

between


the UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME


and


the – BULGARIAN SOCIETY FOR THE PROTECTION OF BIRDS

Whereas the United Nations Development Programme (hereinafter referred to as "UNDP") and the – Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds (hereinafter referred to as "the NGO") have, on the basis of their respective mandates, a common aim in the furtherance of sustainable human development;


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


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


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


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

Article 1. Definitions

1.
For the purpose of the present Agreement, the following definitions shall apply:

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

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

c) "The NGO" shall mean the –Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds (BSPB), a non-governmental organization that was established in and incorporated under the laws of Republic of Bulgaria with the purpose of contributing to the overall protection of the Bulgarian nature, nature related sustainable development with a specific reference to the Bulgarian population of bird species as well as migratory species frequenting the territories of Bulgaria.

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

e)
"Project" shall mean the Project Revision and Extension Document “Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local economy” (Award ID 00046789) and the activities as described in the Project Document

f)
"Government" shall mean the Government of Republic of Bulgaria 

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

h) 
"Person in charge of the Project" or "Project Manager" shall mean a person appointed by the NGO, in consultation with UNDP. He/she will carry out the operational day-to-day management of the project, and will assume the primary responsibility for all aspects of it. The Project Manager will provide overall leadership and oversight of the project to ensure that the budget, schedule, and goals are accomplished. 

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

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

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

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

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

Article II. Objective and Scope of this Agreement

1.
The present Agreement sets forth the general terms and conditions of the cooperation between the Parties in all aspects of achieving the Project Objectives, as set out in the Project Document. 

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

Article III. Duration of Project Agreement

1.
The term of the present Agreement shall commence on the date of the start of the Project as per the Project Document and be completed in accordance with the timeframe or schedule set out in the Project Document.

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

Article IV. General Responsibilities of the Parties

The Parties agree to carry out their respective responsibilities in accordance with the provisions of the present Agreement, and to undertake the Project in accordance with the document “UNDP procedures for project execution by a non-governmental organization”, which forms an integral part of the present Agreement.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Article V. Personnel Requirements

The NGO shall be fully responsible for all services performed by its personnel, agents, employees, contractors or sub-contractors (hereinafter referred to as "Personnel")

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

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

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

Article VI. Terms and Obligations of Personnel

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

a)
The Personnel shall be under the direct charge of the NGO which functions under the general guidance of UNDP;

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

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

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

Article VII. Supplies, Vehicles and Procurement

1.
UNDP shall contribute to the Project the resources indicated in the Budget section of the Project document.

2.
Procurement of capital items will be done in accordance with UNDP rules and procedures. Expenditures will be processed by UNDP as direct payments.

3.
The NGO shall be responsible for the proper custody, maintenance and care of all equipment. For the protection of such equipment and materials during implementation of the Project, the UNDP shall obtains appropriate insurance in such amounts as may be agreed upon between the Parties and incorporated in the Project Budget.  

4.
NGO will place on the supplies, equipment and other materials it furnishes or finances such markings as will be necessary to identify them as being property of UNDP.

5.
In cases of damage, theft or other losses of vehicles and other property made available to the NGO, the NGO shall provide UNDP with a comprehensive report, including police report, where appropriate, and any other evidence giving full details of the events leading to the loss of the property.

6.
In its procedures for procurement of goods, services or other requirements with funds made available by UNDP as provided for in the Project Budget, the NGO shall ensure that, when placing orders or awarding contracts, it will safeguard the principles of highest quality, economy and efficiency, and that the placing of such orders will be based on an assessment of competitive quotations, bids, or proposals, unless otherwise agreed to by UNDP.
7.
UNDP shall make every effort to assist the NGO clearing all equipment and supplies through customs at places of entry into the country where Project activities are to take place. 

8.
The NGO shall maintain complete and accurate records of equipment, supplies and other property purchased with UNDP funds and shall take periodic physical inventories. The NGO shall provide UNDP annually with the inventory of such equipment, property and non-expendable materials and supplies, and at such time and in such form as UNDP may request.

Article VIII. Financial and Operational Arrangements 

1.
UNDP has allocated to the project the total amount of US$ 1.200.000 (950.000 GEF; 250.000 UNDP). The first installment will be advanced to a separate bank account, opened for the purposes of the project by the NGO within 10 working days following signature of the present Agreement. The second and subsequent installments will be advanced to the NGO quarterly, when a Financial Report and other agreed upon documentation, as referenced in Article IX, below, for the activities completed have been submitted to and accepted by UNDP as showing satisfactory management and use of UNDP resources

2.
The NGO agrees to utilize the funds provided by UNDP in strict accordance with the Project Document. The NGO shall be authorized to make variations not exceeding 10 per cent on any one line item of the project budget provided that the total Budget allocated by UNDP is not exceeded. The NGO shall notify UNDP about any expected variations on the occasion of the quarterly consultations set forth in Article IV, paragraph 3, above. Any variations exceeding 10 per cent on any one line item that may be necessary for the proper and successful implementation of the Project shall be subject to prior consultations, approval by UNDP and corresponding to budget revision.

3.
Recruitment of international companies and consultants will be done according to UNDP rules and procedures. Expenditures related to the international companies and consultants will be processed by UNDP as direct payments.

4.
The NGO further agrees to return within two (2) weeks any unused supplies made available by UNDP at the termination or end of the present Agreement or the completion of the Project.  Any unspent funds shall be returned within one (1) month of the termination of the present Agreement or the completion of the Project.

5.
UNDP shall not be liable for the payment of any expenses, fees, tolls or any other financial cost not outlined in the Project Work Plan or Project Budget, unless UNDP has explicitly agreed in writing to do so prior to the expenditure by the NGO.

Article IX. Maintenance of Records

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

2.
Upon completion of the Project/termination of the Agreement, the NGO shall maintain the records for a period of at least four (4) years, unless otherwise agreed upon between the Parties.

Article X. Reporting Requirements

1.
The NGO shall provide UNDP and the national coordinating authorities with periodic reports on the progress, activities, achievements and results of the Project, as agreed between the Parties. As a minimum, the NGO shall prepare an annual progress report. 

2.
Financial reporting will be made on a monthly basis, as described in the document “UNDP Procedures for Project Execution by a Non-Governmental Organization”. 

a)
The NGO is expected to prepare a Financial Report and cash flow for the next period and submit it to the UNDP Resident Representative within fifteen (15) days after the end of month, in English.

b)
The purpose of the Financial Report is to list the disbursements incurred on the Project by budgetary component, reconcile outstanding advances and foreign exchange loss/gain during the month and to request a quarterly advance of funds
c)
The Financial Report has been designed to reflect the transactions of a project on a cash basis. Because of this, unliquidated obligations or commitments should not be reported to UNDP, i.e. the reports should be prepared on a "cash basis" not an accrual basis, and thus will only include disbursements made by the NGO not commitments. However, the NGO shall provide indication when submitting reports as to the level of unliquidated obligations or commitments, for budgetary purposes.

d)
The information furnished on the Report forms the basis of a periodic financial review, and its timely submission is a prerequisite to the continuing funding of the Project. Unless the Financial Report is received, requests for advances of funds from UNDP will not be acted upon by the Resident Representative.

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

3.
Within two (2) months of the completion of the Project or of the termination of the present Agreement, the NGO shall submit a final report on the Project activities and include a final Financial Report on the use of UNDP funds, as well as an inventory of supplies and equipment.

Article XI Audit Requirements

1.
The NGO shall submit to the Resident Representative of UNDP a certified annual financial statement on the status of funds advanced by UNDP. The Project will be audited at least once during its lifetime, but may be audited annually, as will be reflected in the annual audit plan prepared by UNDP Headquarters (Division for Audit and Management Review), in consultation with the Parties to the Project. The audit shall be carried out by a qualified audit firm contracted by UNDP Bulgaria which will produce an audit report and certify the financial statement. 

2.
Notwithstanding the above, UNDP shall have the right, at its own expense, to audit or review such Project-related books and records as it may require, and have access to the books and record of the NGO, as necessary.

Article XII. Responsibility for Claims

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

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

Article XIII. Suspension and Early Termination

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

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

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

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

5.
Subject to paragraph 4 (b), above, of the present Article, the NGO may terminate the present Agreement in cases where a condition has arisen that impedes the NGO from successfully fulfilling its responsibilities under the present Agreement, by providing UNDP with written notice of its intention to terminate the present Agreement at least 30 days prior to the effective date of termination, if the Project has a duration of up to six (6) months, and at least sixty (60) days prior to the effective date of termination, if the Project has a duration of more than six (6) months.

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

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

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

9.
In the event of transfer of the NGO’s responsibilities for execution of a Project to another Executing Agency, the NGO shall cooperate with UNDP and the other Executing Agency in the orderly transfer of such responsibilities.

Article XIV. Force Majeure

1.
In the event of and as soon as possible after the occurrence of any cause constituting Force Majeure, as defined in Article I, paragraph 1, above, the Party affected by the Force Majeure shall give the other Party notice and full particulars in writing of such occurrence, if the affected Party is thereby rendered unable, in whole or in part, to perform its obligations or meet its responsibilities under the present Agreement. The Parties shall consult on the appropriate action to be taken, which may include suspension of the present Agreement by UNDP, in accordance with Article XIII, paragraph 3, above, or termination of the Agreement, with either Party giving the other at least seven (7) days written notice of such termination..

2.
In the event that the present Agreement is terminated due to causes constituting Force Majeure, the provisions of Article XIII, paragraph 8 and 9, above, shall apply.

Article XV. Arbitration

1.
The Parties shall try to settle amicably through direct negotiations, any dispute, controversy or claim arising out of or relating to the present Agreement, including breach and termination of the Agreement. If these negotiations are unsuccessful, the matter shall be referred to arbitration in accordance with United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL) Arbitration Rules. The Parties shall be bound by the arbitration award rendered in accordance with such arbitration, as the final decision on any such dispute, controversy or claim.

Article XVI. Privileges and Immunities

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

1.
The present Agreement or its Annexes may be modified or amended only by written agreement between the Parties. 


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

For the NGO:





For UNDP:

Signature:
_______________________

Signature:
_______________________

Name: 

_______________________

Name:

_______________________

Title:

_______________________

Title:

_______________________

Place:

_______________________

Place:

_______________________

Date:

_______________________

Date:

_______________________

PART II : Organigram of Project 
N/A
PART III : Terms of References for key project staff and main sub-contracts

TOR’s

The TORs for  National Project Manager and AEPU Coordinator (PM), MAC AEPU Agricultural economist, MAC Biodiversity Specialist MAC Agriculture/Livestock Specialists and PMU / AEPU Administrator are listed in Annex 10 of the approved GEF MSP Project proposal

Capacity Assessment of BSPB
(please see following page)

Capacity Assessment of BSPB

	CSO Capacity Assessment Tool

	PART I. ASSESSING CSO COMMITMENT TO THE UNDP PRINCIPLES OF PARTICIPATORY HUMAN DEVELOPMENT AND DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE

	1.1 Legal status and history
	  Degree of legal articulation and biographical indications

	INDICATOR
	AREAS FOR ASSESSMENT
	APPLICABLE DOCUMENTS/TOOLS

	1.1.1 Legal status
	Is the CSO legally established?
The Bulgarian Society for Protection of Birds (BSPB) is a legal entity registered in Bulgaria under the Legal Persons with Non-Profit Purposes Act since 1988. The BSPB is the Bulgarian partner of BirdLife International since 1993.

Does the CSO comply with all legal requirements of its legal identity and registration?
The BSPB is in full compliance with its legal identity and registration following strictly its Charter Document, Internal Rules and in accord with the public register of the Ministry of Justice.

                                                                                                                                                           
	· BSPB legal incorporation documents (Charter, Court Judgment)
· BSPB core staff
· BSPB Board

	1.1.2 History
	Date of creation and length in existence
The BSPB is established on June 3, 1988 and has already a history of 19 years of successful conservation work in Bulgaria.

Reasons and circumstances for the creation of the CSO
The BSPB has been created with the objective to protect wild birds, sites essential for them, their habitats, and biological diversity in general, thus contributing to human wellbeing and sustainable and equitable use of natural resources.
Has the CSO evolved in terms of scope and operational activity
Since its establishment the BSPB has grown in membership and has developed to a national-wide organization with 14 branches and local groups. The BSPB owns and manages two Nature Information and Conservation Centers. The five BSPB regional offices cover large part of the country. At present BSPB employs 21 permanent staff, not including volunteers. 

The BSPB’s contribution to conservation has not only been globally acknowledged through joining the most respectful bird protection international NGO, but also at the national scale. The Bulgarian Government commissioned the BSPB to justify the list of SPAs within the national Natura 2000 network.


	· Annual reports

· www.bspb.org


	1.2 Mandate, policies and governance
	Compatibility between the goals of the CSO with those of UNDP and a sound governance structure 

	1.2.1 CSO mandate and policies
	Does the CSO share UNDP principles of human development?
The BSPB completely shares the UNDP Millennium Development Goals (MDG). Its main objectives are most consistent with the MDG 7: Ensure environmental sustainability, as well as MDG 8: Develop a global partnership for development. In addition the BSPB is fully aware that the biodiversity protection and more largely sustainable development is unachievable without dedicating efforts to poverty reduction, which is in compliance with MDG 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger
Does the CSO share similar service lines to UNDP? Is it clear on its role?
The BSPB principles are in line with the key thematic areas accepted by the 2006-2009 UNDP Country Programme for Bulgaria. More specifically this is the focus area: Energy and environment for sustainable development and its service lines: 3.2 Sustainable land management to combat desertification and land degradation 3.3 Conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity.

In addition the work of the BSPB contributes both directly and indirectly to the achievement of the focus area Achieving the MDGs and reducing human poverty objectives. 
	· Charter document

· Annual report

· Policy statements

http://bspb.org/stanovishta.php


	1.2.2 Governance
	Who makes up the governing body and what is it charged with?
The BSPB highest governing body is the General Assembly (GA) of members called at least once a year. The GA receives and approves reports on the finances and operations. The GA Resolutions are recorded and communicated to the membership and are obligatory for the other governance levels. The GA elects the members of the Board, who among themselves elect the Board President. The Board is voluntary and operates based on Ethical Code providing that the members have the duty to exercise loyalty to the organization, to execute their responsibilities to the organization with care and diligence, and to avoid any conflict of interest. The Board provides the operational guidance to the BSPB development and operation and meets at least four times a year. The Board Decisions are accordingly recorded in Board Meeting Minutes and are communicated to and obligatory for the executive staff. The Board appoints the Executive Director who is directly accountable to them and is charged with the overall operations and staff development and management.


How does the independent governing body exert proper oversight?
The highest governing body of BSPB receives and approves reports on the finances and operations, thus providing the proper oversight on the organization. The BSPB Reporting and Auditing scheme involves:

Reporting to the Ministry of Justice, that is the State Supervisory Organ: the BSPB files the audited financial report and the activity report annually. 

Reporting to and Audit by Tax Authorities. The BSPB files separate reports with the taxing authority in compliance with the internal legislation.

The BSPB having significant activities or assets or with substantial public support communicates to the public the report of its general finances and operations.

Although the law is not explicitly requesting for a Certified Financial Audit, the BSPB provides such as to ensure better transparency and enhance accountability.


Does the CSO have a clear and communicated organizational structure?
Besides the above-described statutory organs the BSPB’s organizational structure also involves:

The Central Office in Sofia supports and coordinates the work of the five Regional Offices and two Nature Conservation centres, which operate in accordance with the BSPB Annual Plan, Strategy and priorities. The Regional Offices and Nature Conservation centres from their side help and coordinate the activities of the 17 Branches and 3 Local Groups in the respective parts of the country. 
	· Minutes on the meetings of the General Assembly 
· Profile of board members – see 1.2.1
· Ethical code

· Minutes Board meeting - example

· CSO organizational chart

http://bspb.org/show/330-other
· Organizational effectiveness indicators



	1.3 Constituency and external support
	  Ability to build collaborative relationships and a reputable standing with other sectors

	
	· Media coverage

Natura 2000 

http://evropa.dnevnik.bg/show/?storyid=300727
http://evropa.dnevnik.bg/show/?storyid=299650
www.capital.bg/show.php?storyid=296209&show=0 - 48k



	1.3.1 Constituency
	Does the CSO have a clear constituency?
Having the clear mission to preserve the birds and their habitats, and the biodiversity in general, as well as enhancing the human living standards, the BSPB gains public respect and support. Its constituency comprises people from all walks of life and all circle of society as the targets of the BSPB conservation efforts are quite visible – the birds most of which are also flagship and cornerstone species. 

Is the organization membership based?
The BSPB is a membership based NGO. It is also the largest Bulgarian NGO with a membership of 702 individuals and 3 corporate members. It has various membership categories: individual members, family members, corporate members, foreign members, honorable members. The members pay annual fees differing depending on the category. The fee is voted by the General Assembly.


Is there a long-term community development vision?
The BSPB long-term community involvement vision involves establishment of structured networks of local caretaker groups for site-based action. These local caretaker groups are the main promoter of broadening civil society participation in conservation management as a tool for conserving the biodiversity values outside the formal protected areas management system. These groups involve various actors: students, teachers, farmers, local decision makers, local authorities, entrepreneurs, etc. Establishment and maintenance of these groups strengthens the civil society’s contribution to the protection of core areas of Natura 2000 in Bulgaria. 


Does the CSO have regular and participatory links to its constituency? 

The BSPB communicates with its constituency through the: bulletin “For the birds” issued twice a year for the Bulgarian members; Neophron bulletin issued twice a year for the foreign members and supporters; and the regularly maintained web site including news section and a moderated forum section.

Are constituents informed and supportive about the CSO and its activities?
The BSPB promotes the innovative approach of the citizen science a good example of which is the Common Bird Monitoring Programme. It is implemented through and thanks to the large involvement of the BSPB constituency – approximately 90% of the data come from members and supporters. Similar campaign is the Spring Alive where anybody wishing to contribute data can join online and upload information. Most of the information on the Important Bird Areas status and threats comes from local 

supporters – caretaker groups. 
	· BSPB Charter

· www.bspb.org
· Media coverage
· Webforum
http://bspb.org/phpbb/
· Newsletter For the Birds 
· Neophron Bulletin

· CBM bulletin



	1.3.2 CSO local and global linkages
	Does the CSO belong to other CSO organizations and/or CSO networks in its own sector?
Since 1993 the BSPB is the Bulgarian partner of the BirdLife International. BirdLife International is a global Partnership of non-governmental organisations (NGOs) with a special focus on conservation and birds. Each NGO Partner represents a unique geographic territory. 

http://www.birdlife.org
Since June 2007 the BSPB is a member of the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) in the Environmental – South Chamber. Being member of FSC BSPB takes active participation of at the national and regional level, in the development of forest certification standards and in the support of local FSC initiatives. http://www.fsc.org

Does the CSO have strong links within the CSO community and to other social institutions?
The BSPB is an important part of the conservation community in Bulgaria. It is a member of the NGO Coalition “Let nature be in Bulgaria”. The BSPB is an active participant in all the NGO conferences nationally, regionally and internationally. The BSPB has been an initiator and leader of Species Conservation Groups, e.g. for the Red Breasted Geese, for the Amphibians and Reptiles, etc.   
	· Letters of reference BirdLife Europe



	
	Participation in meetings and conferences

· Forest and biodiversity

http://www.fern.org/campaign_area_extension.html?clid=4&id=3597
http://www.birdlife.org/action/change/europe/forest_task_force/ftf_berlin_veronica_ferdinandova.pdf
http://www.birdlife.org/action/change/europe/forest_task_force/eu_fap.pdf
Timber species on CITES and enforcement
http://www.snf.se/pdf/dok-inter-citesuppropet.pdf
Bird census

http://birdlife.cz/wpimages/video/BCN_17_1&2.pdf
Conference proceedings

Forests in the EU - Ribaritza

	1.3.3 Other partnerships , networks and external relations
	Does the CSO have partnerships with government / UN agencies / private sector / foundations / others?
The BSPB has formal framework partnership agreements with the Ministry of Environment and Water, Agriculture and Forest, Association of Hunters and Anglers, etc. Being a Birdlife partner, the BSPB benefits from the globally concluded corporate partnership agreements e.g. with CEMEX, Toyota, etc.  


Are these partnerships a source of funding?
Some of the partnerships are source of funding, others facilitate the fundraising.
	· Partnership agreement with Albena Ltd

· Partnership agreement with Persina NP Directorate

· Partnership agreement with RIEW Sofia

· Partnership agreement with Varna Zoo

· Partnership agreement with MoEW

· Partnership agreement with Association of hunters and anglers

· Records of funding and list of references
· Minutes of partnership interactions
http://www.bluelink.net/
http://www.bluelink.net/zaprirodata/



	CSO Capacity Assessment Tool

	 PART II. ASSESSING CSO CAPACITY FOR PROJECT MANANGEMENT

	2.1 Technical capacity
	Ability to implement a project

	INDICATOR
	AREAS FOR ASSESSMENT
	APPLICABLE DOCUMENTS/TOOLS

	
	Convention on Migratory Birds 

http://www.cms.int/news/PRESS/nwPR2003/nw310303_ferruginous_duck.htm
Bulgaria’s National Ramsar Committee

http://www.ramsar.org/mtg/mtg_bulgaria_ramsarcommittee1.htm
http://www.ramsar.org/wn/w.n.bulgaria_five_plus_three.htm
Joint Nature Conservation Committee 

http://www.jncc.gov.uk/PDF/pub07_waterbirds_part5.3.7.pdf
Natura 2000

http://www.moew.government.bg/home_e.php?action=fullnews&id=39
http://www.bluelink.net/upload/66b96829bad10d2b3d8aa7ab3dc6b12a/NGOLetter_to_EC_N2_BG_170107.doc
High Conservation value forests

www.proforest.net/objects/publications/HCVF/hcvf-toolkit-part-1-final-updated.pdf
Kresna case

http://www.birdlife.org/action/change/europe/transport_task_force/ten-t_case_studies.pdf
Joint report  to the Bern Convention – Kresna

http://seedw.org/?apc=193621new----1&x=193621
Natural grazing in Bulgaria

www.ark.eu/media/pdf/Final%20Report,%20Bulgarije2005.pdf
Saving Europe’s most threaten birds

http://www.birdlife.org/action/science/species/species_action_plans/europe/sap_report.pdf
Species Action Plan for the Conservation of the Corncrake
http://www.unep-aewa.org/publications/technical_series/ts9_ssap_corncrake_complete.pdf


	2.1.1 Specialization
	Does the CSO have the technical skills required?
Does the CSO collect baseline information about its consituency?
Does the CSO have the knowledge needed?
Does the CSO keep informed about the latest 
techniques/ competencies/ policies/trends in its area of expertise? 
Does the CSO have the skills and competencies that complement those of UNDP?
BSPB has accumulated, through its 20 years of experience in nature and bird protection, a large scope of scientific and practical knowledge, databases, publications and other relevant information. These include prepared by BSPB species conservation action plans for globally threatened birds; field data and GIS database for 114 Important Bird Areas; data from the annual bird census, and other. The availability of this information and the experience of the staff provides a good set of technical skills.

BSPB has been developing its capacity for applied nature protection through its regional offices and local branches, and lately – through its Business and Nature Advisory Service, which is a BSPB department providing technical advise to SMEs using natural resources in their economic activities.

BSPB has been actively involved in designing policy elements related to nature and bird protection – the agri –environment measures in NRDP, measures embedded in OP Environment and OP Fishery and Aquaculture. 

BSPB has been mandated to prepare the proposal for SPAs in Bulgaria under the Bird Directive, which directly contributes to the establishment and development of the Natura 2000 network. The proposed list of SPAs was based on scientific criteria and field work, taking into account the specific protection needs of each site and the measures ensuring best biodiversity status of the habitats. 

The BSPB has contributed to national strategies and strategic planning - Biological Diversity Act, Forest Management, Hunting; Development and contribution to Management Plans of protected areas; EU Enlargement issues and impact on nature protection; Participation in EIA process

BSPB actively contributes to the formulation of EU and Bulgarian policies, through its EU Policy Officer and participation in Birdlife International Task Forces for Forestry, Agriculture, Habitats and Birds. BSPB represented the NGO sector in the High Expert Biodiversity Council with the MOEW, in the working group for the design of agri-environment measures, prepared policy statements on the above issues. 

BSPB is a national “grassroots” organization  with sound field experience in the area of biodiversity and nature protection, and specific knowledge and skills related to protection of birds and their habitats , ability to network with various stakeholders and to mobilize large groups of supporters and volunteers.


	· Bird Species Action Plans;

· IBA book;

· Scientific articles;

· “For the Birds” magazine

· Common Bird Monitoring Bulletin



	2.1.2 Implementation
	Does the CSO have access to relevant information/resources and experience?
BSPB has its own databases on species, habitats, measures, etc. The CSO already works with pro-biodiversity businesses in the area, as a local partner to the new EU initiative on Business and Biodiversity. Bulgaria, via this BSPB project involvement, has become one of the first 3 pilot countries where this new approach to biodiversity conservation is being tested. 

As a Birdlife partner, and through its mentor program with RSPB, BSPB has access to all recent knowledge and research related in the field.

Does the CSO have useful contacts and networks?
BSPB has good working contacts with the Rural Development Directorate within the MAF and signed cooperation agreements with the MOEW and the Hunters and Anglers Association.

BSPB has a network of regional offices and partners, which facilitate the regional work of the organization. 

Does the CSO know how to get baseline data, develop indicators?
For the last three years the BSPB has implemented more than 40 projects funded by international donors, which included development of project indicators, collection of baseline information, as well as monitoring and evaluation data. 

BSPB staff has received targeted training on Project Cycle and Management, including on monitoring and evaluation of project implementation. 

Does it apply effective approaches to reach its targets (i.e participatory methods)  
As a grassroots organization, BSPB relays on participatory management and involves a wide scope of stakeholders in its activities. 

As part of the Birdlife family, BSPB applies the concept of IBA management through local caretakers groups. The concept of participatory management is the basis for successful protection of the numerous habitats and protected species in the country. 

BSPB uses a multi-faceted approach in its work, taking into account not only the environmental considerations, but seeking also economic and social benefits. 
	· BSPB databases on species, sites and habitats

· Common Bird Monitoring database

· IBA book 

· BSPB project development toolkit

	
	BSPB Birdlife Bulgaria

http://www.birdlife.org/worldwide/national/bulgaria/index.html
Common Bird Monitoring scheme

http://www.ebcc.info/index.php?ID=42&basket=7c16888c251256f290f9354b09715ccb
http://www.ebcc.info/bulgaria.html
Forest and biodiversity

http://www.fern.org/campaign_area_extension.html?clid=4&id=3597


	2.1.3 Human resources
	Does the CSO staff possess adequate expertise & experience?
At present the BSPB has a staff of 25 people, which are experts in applied biology, ecology, forestry, economics, finances, EU policy and advocacy, etc. The work in split between the central office in Sofia, the 5 regional offices and the 2 nature conservation and information centres.

In addition the BSPB works with a network of known experts in different fields, with proven track record of scientific and work achievements. 

Does the CSO use local capacities (financial/human/other resources)? 

BSPB maintains five offices throughout the country. It owns 2 information centers and manages 17 local branches, which involve more than 200 volunteers in various activities (e.g. common bird monitoring, guarding of vulnerable nests during the breeding period, artificial feeding of vultures, other filed conservation activities to protect IBAs, etc.)   

Does the CSO have a strong presence in the field?
All BSPB projects are implemented in the field, thus creating local capacities and good working relations with local communities. The BSPB implements direct 'in situ' conservation measures (e.g. focusing on vultures, imperial eagle and other birds of prey in the Eastern Rhodopes). The BSPB is the only Bulgarian NGO that has an official mandate of the state to manage a protected area - Poda Lagoon.


What is the CSO's capacity to coordinate between the field and the office? 
BSPB has always combined activities on national and regional level. The BSPB projects build their logical concept on providing of case-studies and best practices, which should obligatorily be replicable at the broader – national scene. The capitalization on the regional experience lays in the BSPB philosophy.

BSPB has an organogram and a clear communication structure, which ensure efficient information flaws between the field and the office, feedback provision and decision making process.  
	· Profile of the core staff

http://bspb.org/people/1_centralOfficeOfBspb
· Staff turnover

· Chart of assignments of roles and functions and organogram
http://bspb.org/show/330-other


	2.2 Managerial capacity
	Ability to plan, monitor and co-ordinate activities

	2.2.2 Reporting and performance track record
	Does the CSO report on its work to its donors, to its constituency, to CSOs involved in the same kind of work, to the local council, involved government ministries, etc.? 
BSPB issues an annual report about its activities and financial outcomes, which is publicly available. 

As part of project implementation, BSPB carries out all relevant reporting, as per the requirements of the donor and the project. 

BSPB prepares also internal reports to the Executive Board, which provides information on the organization’s development perspectives. 

BSPB is subject to annual financial audits from an independent third party, which reports to the Board on the financial flows and eligibility of expenditures.

Larger projects or projects with wide stakeholder involvement implemented by BSPB, are monitored by a Steering Committee with wide representation.

Does the CSO monitor progress against indicators and evaluate its programme/project achievement?
An integral part of the BSPB reporting is the monitoring of the project’s progress using the measurable indicators. In addition to project monitoring and evaluation, BSPB Executive Board has set of indicators to monitor the overall organizational performance.   


Does the CSO include the viewpoint of the beneficiaries in the design and review of its programming?
BSPB is a member organizations, where members have the opportunity to vote on the annual plan and budget of the organization at the General Assembly, which is held at the beginning of each year. Further more, the Charter provides the opportunities for members to summon a General Assembly in case of emergency or problematic situations.

When preparing and implementing projects, BSPB goes through a thorough stakeholder analysis and prepares stakeholder implementation plan. 
	· Annual report
· Interim report to donors – examples
· Final report - example


	2.3 Administrative capacity
	Ability to provide adequate logistical support and infrastructure

	2.3.1 Facilities and equipment
	Does the CSO possess logistical infrastructure and equipment? 
BSPB has its own office and equipment, with telephone, fax, internet and all other necessary facilities for proper project management.

Can the CSO manage and maintain equipment?
BSPB has an inventory list, which takes into account depreciation. Equipment maintenance is budgeted into the annual budget as part of the core expenditures. 
	· Iinventory list of BSPB long-term assets and cost

	2.3.2 Procurement 
	Does the CSO have the ability to procure goods, services and works on a transparent and competitive basis?
BSPB has implemented a number of donor funded project. For each project, the Donor’s procurement guidelines, procedures and standard bidding documents have been used. 

BSPB staff has experience with implementing the procurement guidelines of the World Bank, the European Commission and UNDP, as well as the Bulgarian Public Procurement Law.

BSPB adheres to the basic “best practice” principals of procurement:

· economy

· efficiency

· transparency

· competitive supply 

· consistent information provided to all interested bidders


	· Procurement procedures

	2.4 Financial capacity
	Ability to ensure appropriate management of funds

	2.4.1 Financial management & funding resources
	Is there a regular budget cycle?
The BSPB budget cycle has four stages: 
· Budget formulation, when the budget plan is put together by the organization’s executive level and the Board; This is a participatory process and it can take a few weeks to several months, largely depending on the extent to which staff and active members are involved and their views are taken into account. Usually the budget formulation starts in November and finishes by the end of January of the next year. 

· Enactment, when the budget plan may be debated, altered, and approved by the BSPB General Assembly; The budget plan is sent to members and approved at the GA by the end of March.
· Execution, when the budget is carried out;this is where the Finacial manager and the Executive director exercises strong central control over spending, reviewing allocations to the regional offices and approving expenditures. 

· Auditing and assessment, when the actual expenditures of the budget are accounted for and assessed for effectiveness. Being an NGO registered in public benefit this stage of the budget cycle measures whether there is an effective and best possible use of the BSPB resources
Does the CSO produce programme and project budgets?
BSPB has an annual budget plan that is approved by the General Assembly. It is a very general frame that includes budget estimate for the year following the four major working directions of the society: species, sites, habitats and people. Based on this BSPB prepares organizational dynamic budget.   

What is the maximum amount of money the CSO has managed?
For the last three years the average annual turnover of the BSPB is 500 000 BGN. The largest amount managed was in 2005 – 600 000 BGN.

Does the CSO ensure physical security of advances, cash and records?
BSPB uses electronic banking. Most payments are done via bank transfer.

Cash is stored in metal safe, which is placed in the accountant’s office. All financial documentation is placed in secured room. 


Does the CSO disburse funds in a timely and effective manner?
The BSPB has establish effective internal rules concerning the timely and effective distribution of money. The disbursement of funds to sub-recipients is not only linked to contractual arrangements but also to performance and financial discipline. Usually the final disbursement is made one week after accepting the activity and financial report (including verification of expenditures). 
Does the CSO have procedures on authority, responsiblity, monitoring and accountability of handling funds? 
A primary responsibility of Executive Board, the Executive Director and Financial manager is to ensure that the organization is accountable for its programs and finances to its members, donors and the public. It includes procedures for (1) handling funds received and expended by the organization, (2) preparing appropriate and timely financial reporting to board members and to the donors, (3) conducting the annual audit of the organization’s financial statements, 4) maintaining inventory records.
Requisitioning, authorizing, verifying, recording and monitoring of all expenditures including payment of invoices, petty cash and other expenditures are assigned to different individuals. The payment/transfer orders are prepared by the accountant upon written request by a sub-recipient. The signatures of the Financial manager and the Executive director are needed to proceed with the payment. 

Payments above 5000 BGN have to be verified by the President of the Board. A cashier is responsible for the cash disbursements. 

An independent auditor reviews whether the BSPB financial operation is in conformity with the Accounting Act and with the Bulgarian National Standards for Financial Statements. with the independent external auditors the organization’s annual financial statements

and reports. The Executive Board is actively involved in the auditing process as it is an integral part of the internal control. 

Does the CSO have a record of financial stability and reliability?
BSPB has a good track record of its financial position, there have not been any litigations against BSPB for unpaid bills or other obligations. 
	· List of BSPB core & non-core donors 2004-2006

· Internal financial rules
· Financial Controls Assessment Process within BSPB

· BSPB bank accounts

· Project’s Financial report – examples

· BSPB budget frame approved by the General Assembly

· Operating budgets 

	2.4.2 Accounting system
	Does the CSO keep good, accurate and informative accounts?
Following the requirements of the Bulgarian legislation the BSPB keeps a good accounting system that includes 

accounts receivable, accounts payable, order entry, cost accounting, monthly reporting, inventory control, payroll, internal accounting control, fixed assets, etc. BSPB segregated the duties among the main staff dealing with finances, so to avoid the risk of enabling single individual to request, authorize, verify and record expenditures.
Does the CSO have the ability to ensure proper financial recording and reporting?
BSPB has a financial manager and an accountant-cashier who deal with the proper financial recording and reporting.   

The accounting software of Microinvest allows coding for grouping, reporting and management decisions. Coding corresponds to the Bulgarian accounting standards. In addition recording and reporting are made following the individual donors’ requirements. 
	· Accounting system
· Audited financial statements
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The project’s goal is to ensure long-term conservation of the high nature value grasslands of Bulgaria and the project objective is to mainstream grasslands biodiversity concerns into Bulgaria’s agricultural policy in order to reverse negative changes caused by unsustainable grazing, abandonment, and land conversion





This project will generate global benefits by securing of long-term protection for globally significant species occurring at high nature value grasslands. The project will also contribute to the the growing global knowledge on sustainable pastoralism and agri-environmental instruments. 





The project will demonstrate an innovative approach for Bulgaria which can potentially be replicated to 350,000 ha of similar habitats in the country. The national capacity to develop and manage agri-environmental schemes will be improved. Furthermore links between decision makers, scientists, and farmers will be strengthened for maximum effectiveness. 





At the local level, the project will set up a model for formation of farmer associations, which will contribute to further social development and economic growth in grassland areas. Reversing overuse of grasslands, which this project is focused on, is also important from local economic point of view as well, because it results in reduction of their productivity and economic qualities.








Programme Period: 2007-2010





Programme Component: Managing Energy and Environment for Sustainable Development 





Project Title: Conservation of globally important biodiversity in high nature value semi-natural grasslands through support for the traditional local economy





GEFSEC Project ID: 2730


IA/EXA Project ID: 3460 


Atlas Award 00046789 


Project ID 00055905





Project Duration:	4 years


Management Arrangement: NGO Execution (BSPB NGO)








Total budget:		USD 2,153,000





Allocated resources:	USD 1,923,000


GEF		USD    950,000


Government	USD    635,000 


BSPB		USD      58,000


RSPB		USD      30,000


UNDP		USD    250,000





In kind contributions 	USD    230,000


Government	USD      30,000 


BSPB		USD      90,000


RSPB		USD      70,000


UNDP		USD      30,000


Association of 


milk producers 	USD      10,000

















� In Corporate UNDP ATLAS terminology.


� The functions of AEPU / MAC is described under Outcome 2 of the MSP Proposal.


� Annex to Decision VI/26 of COP VI of CBD.


� Annex 7 describes biodiversity values of both project sites in more depth.


� Under current and EU system only private farmers that own or have established land management contracts (such as rent or lease) are eligible for EU farming support payments, including agri-environmental payments. Through private farmers, the project’s AES will be operational on private and municipal land managed by private farmers. Long term leasing (often at nominal fee) of municipal land is common practice, especially in grassland areas in mountain and hilly regions. It will be encouraged by the project as a tool for application of habitat management obligations supported by the AES.


� During the last 3 years the number of farms in the municipality of Svoge has increased by 3% thereby indicating the interest of local people in the traditional livelihood of the region. However, increased also was the share of the small farms that raise animals and cultivate small land plots only to meet their family needs.


� The local sheep breed raised on the territory of Ponor Mountain is raised both for milk and meat, hence both productions can be eligible for agri-environmental support. To improve the productive qualities of the local breed rams from the breed Pleven Black-headed sheep are used. The animals from the Pleven Black-headed breed are famous for their good milk yield, excellent fertility and fast maturing for breeding


� See Annex 16 for more a more elaborate economic analysis and a plan for involvement of local farmers in AES.


� Data according to official statistics presented in Analysis of the current situation and perspectives of the milk and dairy sector, Ministry of Agriculture and Forest, 2005


� “Green” means not only organically grown milk but also any milk production of which helps preserve biodiversity. E.g. milk products coming form HNV grasslands may not necessarily be organically grown, but if they contribute to expansion of HNV habitat they would still be branded as “green”. 


� For example, the Kraft chocolate factory in the Ponor area, relies on powder milk imported from Germany.


� Data for 2004 was that there was only one such dairy.


� European Plan for Organic Farming, 2004.


� University of World and National Economy, 2003.


� In EU terminology, the Agri-environmental department is the future “managing authority of NAEP”, i.e. the entity responsible for “programming” of agrienvironmental funds. The State Fund Agriculture is the “paying agency” responsible for financial disbursement of the programmed agrienvironmental funds. State Fund Agriculture does not participate in programming activities.


� Support letters attached.


� Selling at free markets and to processing plants together accounts for about 60% of all milk products produced by local farmers.


� There is a separate analysis of local milk production and pricing in Ponor available on request.


� For example, the Kraft chocolate factory in the Ponor area, relies on powder milk imported from Germany.


� Questionnaires and reports are available.


� There is a wide range of national activities and programs on-going in the area of agrienvironment, sustainable rural development and sustainable farming. For the purpose of this document, only the most directly relevant activities and programs have been listed and costed under the baseline scenario, which would happen in Bulgaria regardless of the GEF project. There are a number of programs and activities (apart from GEF funded) which would be leveraged or coordinated substantially with the on-going GEF proposal, and thus are contributing to financing of the incremental costs, rather than baseline. Those are listed in the co-financing arrangement section of the text and the corresponding column of the incremental cost matrix in Annex 8.


� Distribution of subsidies to individuals is classified information, and it is impossible to obtain even a rough financial estimate of how much money will be spent on the three support schemes above. Therefore, this baseline element was not monetized.


� Conclusion made by International Conference on Organic Farming held in Plovdiv, Bulgaria in 2003.


� This is past baseline and its monetary value is not assessed.


� The optimal figure the project proponents use is based on prescriptions of the Central Balkan management plan, figures from Czech and Slovak agri-environmental measures for grasslands and recommendations of grassland experts.


� For example only in the village of Breze that has 650 sheep today there were over 28 000 sheep and over 10 000 cows.


� Stock density of grazers =<0.25 LU\ha is recommended by a report for the RSPB and WWF, prepared by Guy Beaufoy, IDRiSi, Spain for grasslands in mountainous areas in Europe.


� The assessment of feasibility and sustainability potential for the grassland brand was based mainly on desk research of international experience because similar experience with branding and eco-labelling in Bulgaria is extremely limited. The international experience assessed covered schemes from Latin America (El Salvador “Bird Friendly Coffee and Cocoa” scheme introduced by SALVA Natura, BirdLife in Salvador), Spain (Organic Rice from Ebro Delta, introduced by SEO\BirdLife and the RSPB), Ireland (the Fuchsia brand of West Cork, Ireland introduced by the West Cork LEADER Co-operative), France (the Label Rouge regional label for grassland originating poultry products). The assessment of Bulgarian conditions was based upon: (i) review of existing national regulations consisting of specific articles of the Environmental Protection Act, four regulations and several ministerial orders; and (ii) review of the existing national experience with certification of products of traditional origin and environmental certification schemes. Examples studied in detail include the Bio-Bulgaria organic farming cooperative established in 1999 and the experience of Chemernik Farm, certified to produce organic milk and dairy products. The latter example of Chemernik farm is particularly relevant to the situation in the Ponor region. It is located in the same municipality of Svoge about 20 km away from Ponor.


� From the survey undertaken as part of the PDF A phase it is obvious that there is currently no possibility to register a product from the selected pilot regions under the EU-defined Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) or Protected Geographical Indication (PGI).  Therefore the development of a “place-based” local origin brand is not considered be an option for this project.


� Linkage to the AES is a great advantage in this respect because inspection and ultimate certification of the production process and products will effectively be undertaken as part of the administration and control of the AES.


� Biodiversity-wise, it does not matter which market sector absorbs the milk products, but sustainability wise, the organized market selling points are considered the most adequate.


� Please see Annex 10 for detailed TORs for responsibilities and activities of staff of AEPU/MAC.


� Administrative assistant for the PMU will also fulfil the functions of the administrative assistant for the AEPU for the whole period of project duration. TORs for Public Awareness Specialist, and AEPU Coordinator, are presented in Annex 10.


� Project institutional set up is described in detail in a separate section. 


� The two pilot areas selected represent two contrasting examples of HNV grassland with different sets of threats and the different results achieved from the different areas will inform the replication strategy of the project.


� Group applications for compensatory payments can be made by farmers who are members of a cooperative or other form of farmers’ organization. In this case the contracted party and beneficiary of the contract is the organization, not the physical persons.


� A map of HNV grassland sites has been prepared by the Bulgarian Institute of Botany as part of a national grassland inventory project. Another useful source of information for the distribution of species associated with HNV grasslands is the Bulgarian Breeding Birds Atlas published by BSPB (in print).


� Please see replication potential described in Section 4.


� More is described in Implementation Arrangements


� These densities are based on a prescription of the management plan for the grasslands of the Central Balkan National Park and agri-environmental schemes in Slovakia and Czech Republic.


� RDP allocates 4% of its planned EUR 2 billion budget for technical assistance and training in Bulgaria. The focus of at least half of this window is environmentally sustainable agriculture. This window will be available from 2007/2008.


� Will be further discussed and confirmed during MSP implementation. 


� Similar “outsourcing arrangements” for NAEPs exist in Hungary, where the local BirdLife partner is managing a separate Land Stewardship Council that administers agrienvironmental support for sustainable fisheries.


� As a business idea, the ecoproducts outlet initiative is going to be financed largely from sources other than GEF. 


� Mission from EBRD, joint by EC, RSPB, and BSPB was inspecting situation in Bulgaria in 17-21 April 2006.


� This is the core element of the project, and a detailed justification of the replication potential in Bulgaria is therefore specifically described in Annex 11.


� Estimate based on the most conservative extrapolation of eligible area size and agrienvironmental costs in Bulgarian context.


� Description of the main mandate and scope of activities of the stakeholders was provided in the description of the Institutional Context, and is not repeated here, except for those stakeholders not mentioned before.


� Co-financing is presented in the corresponding section of the document.


� Please see in the corresponding annex 


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





� LUPG, 1999. Integrating the Environment into CAP Reform.  Report for the Countryside Commission, Countryside Council for Wales, English Nature and Scottish Natural Heritage by the Centre for Rural Economy, University of Newcastle upon Tyne


� The functions of AEPU / MAC were described under Outcome 2.


� The project indicator set-up echoes the monitoring framework for the project’s AES. The latter is more detailed (see Annex 12) to enable its maximum soundness for the national policy making process.


� Please see Annex 12 for explanation of the biological indicators.


� In order to calculate this figure, baseline incomes of farmers who participated in the interviews were recorded first. Secondly, analysis was carried out to find out how much an average farmer participating in the project’s scheme would obtain from the project’s AES, and that was projected into the increased sales of his/her products. From that an approximate 7% increase was derived. This does not include possible increase from other services of the project such as those related to labels and ecoproducts outlet (which is extremely difficult to predict and has statistically high error therefore), and hence this is the most conservative estimate the project relies on.


� Description of the main mandate and scope of activities of the stakeholders was provided in the description of the Institutional Context, and is not repeated here, except for those stakeholders not mentioned before.


� Co-financing is presented in the corresponding section of the document.


� As outlined in Annex 12


� Direct coverage refers to the area that is targeted by the project’s site intervention.  For example, a project may be mainstreaming biodiversity into floodplain management in a pilot area of 1,000 hectares that is part of a much larger floodplain of 10,000 hectares. In the project case, this includes the size of the semi-natural grassland, pasture, meadows, and transitional woodland / shrubs.


� Using the example in footnote above, the same project may, for example, “indirectly” cover or influence the remaining 9,000 hectares of the floodplain through promoting learning exchanges and training at the project site as part of an awareness raising and capacity building strategy for the rest of the floodplain.  


� More details are given in description of project outcomes/outputs and in the Annexes.


� For ease of reference the full salary of the PM and AEPU Coordinator is included in the project administrative budget. However, about 50% of the work of the PM and EPU Coordinator will consist of technical assistance functions, and not administration.


� Please see tentative monitoring indicator matrix proposed for pilot areas in the matrix below. 


� The figure for cows is aggregated for the whole municipality.


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


� Agri-environmental schemes in England, Germany, Finland, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Poland, Italy, Portugal, Netherlands, and Cyprus, were studied in particular before arriving at this section of the matrix. There is a wider report available. 


� Hay is harvested only as animal fodder, padding, insulation, etc. The project team considers that there are no possibilities to create a commercial market for hay (i.e. selling it for income), because of its prohibitively high transportation costs, and therefore, this is also not considered to be an income-generation alternative. 


� In an interview, one of the big farmers in Ponor told the project team that once discouraged by lowering profitability of livestock production, he attempted at introduction of pigs. He suffered substantial financial losses as the pig breeding turned out to be much less economically and culturally known to him, and more costly in terms of fodder (corn had to be imported from other areas). Breeding pigs he entered into competition with farmers on the plains and of course lost the battle, and was re-assured of pastoral livestock as the niche for his business.


� GEF/C.21/Inf.11 April 17, 2003


� Mission from EBRD, joint by EC, RSPB, and BSPB was inspecting situation in Bulgaria in 17-21 April 2006.


� Questionnaires and reports are available.
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