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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) is designed to safeguard the world’s
biologically richest and most threatened regions, known as biodiversity hotspots. It is a joint
initiative of I’Agence Francgaise de Développement, Conservation International, the European
Union, the Global Environment Facility, the Government of Japan, and the World Bank.

A fundamental purpose of CEPF is to engage civil society, such as community groups,
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), academic institutions and private enterprises, in
biodiversity conservation in the biodiversity hotspots. To guarantee their success, these
efforts must complement existing strategies and programs of national governments and
other conservation funders. To this end, CEPF promotes working alliances among diverse
groups, combining unique capacities and reducing duplication of efforts for a
comprehensive, coordinated approach to conservation. One way in which CEPF does this is
through preparation of ‘ecosystem profiles’: shared strategies, developed in consultation
with local stakeholders, which articulate a five-year investment strategy informed by a
detailed situational analysis.

This document represents the ecosystem profile for the Indo-Burma Hotspot, which
comprises all non-marine parts of Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar, Thailand and Vietnam,
plus parts of southern China. With its high levels of plant and animal endemism, and limited
remaining natural habitat, Indo-Burma ranks among the top 10 biodiversity hotspots for
irreplaceability and the top five for threat. Indo-Burma holds more people than any other
hotspot, and its remaining natural ecosystems, already greatly reduced in extent, are
subject to intense and growing pressure from habitat loss, degradation and fragmentation,
and over-exploitation of natural resources.

Updating the Ecosystem Profile

CEPF has been making grants to civil society groups in the Indo-Burma Hotspot since July
2008, guided by an ecosystem profile developed in 2003 and updated in 2011, in both cases
through extensive processes of stakeholder consultation. A total of 315 grants have been
awarded to date.

Much has changed in the nine years since the ecosystem profile was last updated. There
have been some changes in knowledge about the status of biodiversity of global
significance, including globally threatened species and Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs). There
have been changes to the nature and relative importance of threats to biodiversity and their
root causes. In particular, there has been an acceleration of (already high) rates of
deforestation, with the rate of tree cover loss during 2010-2019 almost doubling compared
with the rate during 2000-2010. Habitat loss and over-exploitation have placed increasing
pressures on plant and animal populations, with the number of species recognized as
globally threatened on the IUCN Red List increasing by more than 70 percent between 2011
and 2020. At the same time, the impacts of climate change have started to be observed in
the hotspot: average temperatures have gone up; rainfall patterns have changed; sea levels
have begun to rise; and extreme weather events are being recorded more frequently. These
three trends: accelerating habitat loss, over-exploitation and climate change have combined
to create an ecological crisis with major implications for biodiversity, human health and
economic development.
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The last nine years have also seen changes in the enabling environment for civil society in
the hotspot. The political space available to civil society remains restricted, and several
international donors that had been an important source of support to civil society
organizations have ended their programs in the region. Finally, there is a growing body of
evidence on the effectiveness (or otherwise) of different conservation approaches that have
been tested in the hotspot since the emergence of the modern conservation movement in
the early 1990s. A number of approaches with positive impacts on biodiversity and human
wellbeing have been demonstrated in specific local contexts, although these remain limited
when compared with the sheer scale of threats to the hotspot’s biodiversity.

In light of these changes, there was a need to update the ecosystem profile and the
investment strategy it contains, in order to inform the next phase of CEPF investment in the
hotspot. This was done through a participatory process, with a view to developing a broad
platform on which funders interested in supporting conservation efforts led by civil society
could build shared goals and strategies that address the highest priorities, take advantage
of emerging opportunities, and align well with existing investments by governments and
other donors.

The ecosystem profile was updated through a consultative process coordinated by the CEPF
Secretariat between May 2019 and August 2020. More than 170 stakeholders were
consulted during the updating process, whether through the final assessment workshop,
email correspondence or providing comments on the draft profile. Additional stakeholders
were involved indirectly, by contributing to the main source documents that were drawn on
to update the ecosystem profile.

CEPF Niche

The ecosystem profile presents an overview of the Indo-Burma Hotspot in terms of its
biodiversity conservation importance, and socioeconomic, policy and civil society contexts.
It defines a suite of measurable conservation outcomes, at species, site and corridor scales,
and assesses the major direct threats to biodiversity and their root causes and enabling
factors. The situational analysis is completed by assessments of recent conservation
investment, and the implications of climate change for biodiversity conservation. The
ecosystem profile then goes on to articulate an overarching investment strategy for funders
interested in supporting conservation efforts led by civil society. The strategy includes a
niche for CEPF, where its investment can provide the greatest incremental value. In
essence, the niche for CEPF is to demonstrate approaches to responding major conservation
issues facing the hotspot (i.e., illegal wildlife trade, hydropower development, expansion of
industrial agriculture and limestone quarrying) that leverage the capabilities of civil society
and that are scalable, though replication by civil society or private sector actors or
incorporation into government programs.

The CEPF niche builds on experience from the first two investment phases (2008-2013 and
2013-2020) by focusing on approaches that have demonstrated success, moving from pilot
projects to longer-term interventions, and integrating results more concretely into public
policy and private sector practice. Recognizing that CEPF investment cannot realistically
respond to the full range of conservation issues at play in the hotspot, the CEPF niche
focuses on actions where civil society organizations can add the greatest value, and
addresses gaps in the overall landscape of donor funding for conservation.
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The shared investment strategy is both ambitious and indicative of the scale of the
conservation challenges still facing the Indo-Burma Hotspot. The amount of resources
required to adequately support work under all parts of the strategy over the next five years
very likely exceeds the amount of resources available to any individual funder for investing
in civil society. To this end, the implementation of the shared strategy will be coordinated
through regular meetings between CEPF and other funders, under the auspices of the Lower
Mekong Funder Collaborative. As other funders make decisions about investment in the
region and develop their grant portfolios, CEPF will adapt the development of its own
portfolio to avoid duplication, address gaps and take advantage of opportunities for
collaboration, synergy and amplification.

Biological Priorities for Investment

The biological basis for CEPF investment in the Indo-Burma Hotspot is provided by
conservation outcomes: the quantifiable set of species, sites and corridors that must be
conserved to curb loss of global biodiversity. The conservation outcomes for Indo-Burma
were defined during the preparation of the original ecosystem profile and then updated in
2011. During the new update, the conservation outcomes were revised again, to reflect new
information on the status of species, sites and corridors. In order to enable investment by
CEPF and other funders to be directed effectively, the conservation outcomes were
prioritized using standard criteria, including urgency of conservation action and opportunity
to enhance existing conservation efforts.

The list of species outcomes increased from 754 in 2011 to 1,298 in 2020, reflecting
increases in the number of globally threatened species officially recognized on the IUCN Red
List. The greatest increases were among reptiles and fishes, for which close-to-
comprehensive Red List assessments were completed in the interim period. The list of site
outcomes increased from 509 to 555, reflecting the identification of new KBAs, including in
freshwater ecosystems in the Mekong Basin and limestone karst ecosystems in Myanmar.
The 555 site outcomes cover a combined area of approximately 390,000 square kilometers
or 16 percent of the total area of the hotspot (2.3 million square kilometers). The list of
corridor outcomes remained relatively stable, with 65 in 2020, compared with 66 in 2011.

Five corridor outcomes were prioritized for conservation investment. They contain a total of
66 site outcomes, which were all automatically selected as priority sites. In addition to the
six corridors, a network of 24 limestone karst KBAs in Myanmar was identified as a
geographic priority for investment. The five corridors and the network of limestone karst
KBAs cover a combined area of 120,623 hectares, equivalent to 5 percent of the total area
of the hotspot. This is a major reduction in area from the geographic priorities in the 2011
ecosystem profile, which covered 786,551 hectares, or 34 percent of the hotspot. This is
due to a tighter focusing of geographic priorities in Myanmar, from the whole country to one
corridor and one network of sites. The Hainan Mountains corridor was dropped as a priority
and replaced with the similarly sized Northern Plains Seasonally Inundated Forests corridor.

In terms of taxonomic priorities for investment, 136 globally threatened vertebrate species
were selected as priority species. These comprise 39 reptiles, 34 mammals, 31 fishes and
27 birds but only five amphibians, reflecting the fact that amphibians require species-
focused conservation action only in exceptional cases. The priority species include 28
turtles, 15 primates and 10 ungulates, reflecting the high threat posed to all these groups
by overexploitation, mostly driven by demand from the illegal wildlife trade.
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Priority Corridors for CEPF Investment in the Indo-Burma Hotspot

Note: not shown on this map is Myanmar Limestone Karst, a network of small sites dispersed
throughout the country; these sites are too small to appear on a map this scale.

The list of priority species is a reduction from the 152 priority species identified in the 2011
update to the ecosystem profile. This is due to experience from the previous investment
phase that prioritizing individual species is not an effective strategy for engaging civil
society in the conservation of globally threatened plant species in the Indo-Burma Hotspot.
For the new phase, CEPF will concentrate on site-based conservation, adopting an
ecosystem approach, which is likely to be a more effective strategy for plant conservation.
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Thematic Priorities for Investment

The thematic priorities for conservation investment in the hotspot were defined through the
stakeholder consultation process, based upon an analysis of the main threats to biodiversity
in the hotspot and their root causes. The overall ranking of threats did not change greatly
from that generated by the stakeholder consultations during the 2011 update of the
ecosystem profile. In both exercises, the top-ranked threats were poaching, trade and
consumption of wildlife and industrial agriculture. Large infrastructure was ranked third in
both exercises. In 2011, the threat was defined narrowly as hydropower dams; this
definition was broadened to large infrastructure (dams, roads, ports, etc.) in 2019,
reflecting the impacts of large hydropower projects are not limited to the dams themselves
but include access roads, river engineering for navigation, transmission lines, and other
ancillary infrastructure. In both exercises, the next five highest ranked threats included
logging, intensification and expansion of smallholder agriculture, and climate change. These
can be considered the next suite of threats in terms of overall severity.

To respond to these and other threats, and to begin to address some of their root causes,
the five-year investment strategy was updated. The 11 strategic directions were retained
with some modifications. For example, Strategic Direction 2 on illegal wildlife trade was
modified to reflect the particular contributions that investments in this area can make to
mitigating the risk of zoonotic disease emergence. The list of 38 investment priorities
included in the 2011 ecosystem profile was increased to 45, drawing on experience from
stakeholders about which conservation approaches are most effective and incorporating
lessons learned from the previous phase.

Of the 11 strategic directions in the overall strategy, six were included within the CEPF
investment niche. These six strategic directions contain 23 of the 45 investment priorities in
the overall strategy, focusing on ones that play to the unique strengths of the fund and
contribute directly to its global objectives, while complementing the investment strategies of
other funders.

Strategic Directions and Investment Priorities in the Indo-Burma Hotspot

Strategic Directions Investment Priorities

COMPONENT I: CONSERVATION OF PRIORITY SPECIES

1. Safeguard priority 1.1 Sustain long-term conservation programs for core populations of
globally threatened priority species

species by mitigating
major threats [CEPF
niche]

1.2 Reestablish viable wild populations of priority species in line with
global guidelines

1.3 Conduct research on globally threatened species for which there is
a need for greatly improved information on status and distribution

1.4 Research and pilot innovative funding sources for species
conservation

1.5 Support species champions at the community level to implement
locally identified actions for priority species
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2. Mitigate zoonotic
disease risks by
reducing illegal trade
and consumption of
and threats to wildlife
[CEPF niche]

2.1 Support enforcement agencies to unravel high-level wildlife trade
networks by promoting the application of global best practice with
investigations, intelligence and informants

2.2 Facilitate collaboration among enforcement agencies involved in
combatting illegal wildlife trade, as well as with other sectors as part
of a One Health approach

2.3 Work with private and state-owned companies, with a particular
focus on logistics and online platforms, to reduce their involvement
in wildlife trafficking

2.4 Support targeted campaigns to reduce demand and mobilize public
participation in detecting and reporting wildlife crime

2.5 Understand and support action to address linkages between
biodiversity and human health, including the role of biodiversity loss
in the emergence of zoonotic diseases

COMPONENT II: PROTECTION AND STEWARDSHIP OF PRIORITY SITES

3. Strengthen
management
effectiveness at
protected areas as a
tool to conserve
priority sites

3.1 Support the use of global standards and tools for protected area
management by all stakeholders and embed in national policy

3.2 Develop accredited training programs for protected area
practitioners within domestic academic institutions and other
qualified bodies

3.3 Pilot the direct involvement of civil society organizations in
protected area management and document best practice

3.4 Support the use of the results of global standards and tools for
adaptive protected area management and budgeting

4. Empower local
communities to engage
in conservation and
management of priority
sites [CEPF niche]

4.1 Support communities to analyze conservation issues and inform
them about rights and opportunities related to natural resource
management and conservation

4.2 Pilot, amplify and develop sustainability mechanisms for community
forests, community fisheries and community-managed protected
areas through authentic, community-led processes

4.3 Develop co-management mechanisms for protected areas that
enable community participation in zoning, management and
governance

4.4 Revise KBA identification in the hotspot using the new KBA
standard

4.5 Undertake third-party evaluation of project impacts in the priority
sites

5. Strengthen
biodiversity
conservation by
promoting sustainable
livelihoods and
incentives for local
communities at priority
sites

5.1 Promote sustainable livelihood projects that demonstrably link
livelihood and socio-economic improvements to conservation
outcomes at priority sites, and document and share practices and
lessons

5.2 Develop and strengthen best-practice ecotourism initiatives at
priority sites
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COMPONENT III: ENHANCEMENT OF ECOLOGICAL CONNECTIVITY AND RESILIENCE

6. Demonstrate scalable
approaches for
integrating biodiversity
and ecosystem services
into development
planning in the priority
corridors [CEPF niche]

6.1 Analyze development policies, plans and programs; evaluate their
impact on biodiversity and ecosystem services, and propose and
actively support the application of alternative development
scenarios, nature-based solutions and mitigation measures

6.2 Develop demonstration projects for ecosystem restoration, with
protocols suitable for replication

6.3 Engage the media in order to increase awareness, inform public
debate and influence decision making on mainstreaming biodiversity
into development planning

6.4 Pilot and scale-up models for biodiversity-friendly production,
including certification and eco-labelling

7. Minimize the social
and environmental
impacts of agro-
industrial plantations
and hydropower dams
in the priority corridors

7.1 Support land registration for local and indigenous communities at
priority sites

7.2 Upgrade the legal status of unprotected priority sites threatened by
incompatible land uses

7.3 Strengthen the voices of communities who are potentially or
actually affected by agro-industrial plantations and hydropower
dams

7.4 Work with the private sector to ensure that agro-industrial
plantations and hydropower dams are developed and operated in an
environmentally and socially responsible manner

7.5 Identify water, food and energy nexus models and develop policy
options

7.6 Support research and monitoring of the impacts of agro-industrial
plantations and hydropower dams

COMPONENT IV: DEVELOPMENT OF A CONSERVATION CONSTITUENCY

8. Strengthen the
capacity of civil society
to work on
biodiversity,
communities and
livelihoods at regional,
national, local and
grassroots levels [CEPF
niche]

8.1 Support networking mechanisms that enable collective civil society
responses to priority and emerging threats

8.2 Provide core support for the sustainable organizational and
technical capacity development of domestic civil society
organizations

8.3 Establish mechanisms to match volunteers to civil society
organizations’ training needs
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9. Conduct targeted
education, training and
awareness raising to
build capacity and
support for biodiversity
conservation among all
sections of society

9.1 Invest in the professional development of future conservation
leaders through support to vocational, certificate, diploma and
graduate programs at domestic academic institutions, and promote
regional replication to each country

9.2 Investigate the feasibility of establishing an Indo-Burma
Conservation Field Studies Center

9.3 Foster leadership for sustainable development by investing in
professional development of key individuals

9.4 Implement programs of experiential education to connect school
children to nature in priority corridors and beyond

9.5 Conduct targeted, effective outreach and awareness raising for
behavioral change among rural and urban populations in regard to
the values of natural ecosystems, with a focus on livelihoods,
consumption patterns and lifestyle

9.6 Conduct targeted training and awareness raising activities for
decision makers in government and the private sector on
biodiversity conservation, including impacts of development policies
and projects on ecosystems

COMPONENT V: COORDINATION AND MONITORING OF CONSERVATION INVESTMENT

10.Evaluate the impacts
of conservation
investment on
biodiversity and human
wellbeing through
systematic monitoring

10.1 Develop common standards and systems for monitoring the
impacts and effectiveness of conservation actions

10.2 Develop common standards and systems for monitoring the
negative impacts of development policies, plans and actions across
multiple scales

10.3 Support systematic efforts to build capacity for monitoring and data
analysis among domestic organizations

10.4 Develop and test mechanisms for ensuring that monitoring results
inform national policy debates and local adaptive management

11.Provide strategic
leadership and
effective coordination
of conservation
investment through a
regional
implementation team
[CEPF niche]

11.1 Build a broad constituency of civil society groups working across
institutional and political boundaries towards achieving the shared
conservation goals described in the ecosystem profile

Conclusion

In terms of species diversity and endemism, Indo-Burma is one of the most biologically
important regions on the planet. Over the last five years, conservation investment from
international sources averaged at least $160 million per year. In spite of the considerable
sums invested, the overall level of support for conservation in the hotspot from
governments, private sector and international donors has been insufficient to address the
massive and accelerating threats to biodiversity, most significantly industrial agriculture,
poaching, trade and consumption of wildlife, large infrastructure and logging. The root
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causes and enabling factors of biodiversity loss include population growth, urbanization and
migration patterns, economic growth and increasing consumption, regional economic
integration, weak regulatory and governance frameworks, and development models that
prioritize large-scale projects with insufficient transparency or public participation. If these
threats continue unabated, the natural ecosystems of the hotspot will continue to be
degraded and lost, their capacity to deliver ecosystem services will erode, the resilience of
the region to the effects of climate change will diminish, the rate of species extinctions will
accelerate, and the risk of emergence of zoonotic diseases will increase. Civil society is well
placed to address both immediate threats to biodiversity and their underlying causes.
However, current investment does not always target the highest conservation priorities or
promote the most effective approaches, and the potential to engage civil society in
biodiversity conservation has yet to be fully realized. In this context, the opportunities for
CEPF and other funders to support biodiversity conservation in the hotspot are almost
limitless.

Over the period from 2020 to 2025, CEPF funding will concentrate on six strategic
directions, containing 23 investment priorities. The geographic focus will be five priority
corridors (the Chindwin River, the Mekong River and Major Tributaries, the Northern Plains
Seasonally Inundated Forests, the Sino-Vietnamese Limestone, and the Tonle Sap Lake and
Inundation Zone) plus a network of limestone karst sites in Myanmar. Moreover, CEPF
investment will focus on 136 priority species that require species-focused action in addition
to site-based and landscape-scale conservation. The overall objective of the investment will
be to demonstrate effective, scalable approaches to major conservation issues that leverage
the skills, experience and energy of civil society actors. Although ambitious, the CEPF
investment strategy is realistic, and represents an important opportunity to realize the
potential of civil society in the hotspot, and to make a lasting contribution to the
conservation of Indo-Burma’s unique and irreplaceable biodiversity values.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) is designed to safeguard the world’s
biologically richest and most threatened regions known as biodiversity hotspots. It is a joint
initiative of I’Agence Francgaise de Développement (AFD), Conservation International (CI),
the European Union (EU), the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the Government of Japan,
and the World Bank.

A fundamental purpose of CEPF is to engage civil society, such as community groups,
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), academic institutions and private enterprises, in
biodiversity conservation in the hotspots. To guarantee their success, these efforts must
complement existing strategies and programs of national governments and multilateral and
bilateral donors. CEPF promotes working alliances among diverse groups, combining unique
capacities and reducing duplication of efforts for a comprehensive, coordinated approach to
conservation. CEPF focuses on biological areas rather than political boundaries and
examines threats to biodiversity and their root causes on a hotspot-level basis. CEPF targets
transboundary cooperation, in areas of high importance for biodiversity conservation that
straddle national borders, or in areas where a regional approach will be more effective than
a national approach. CEPF aims to provide civil society with an agile and flexible funding
mechanism complementing funding available to government institutions.

The Indo-Burma Hotspot is ranked in the top 10 hotspots for irreplaceability and in the top
five for threat, with only 5 percent of its natural habitat remaining and with more people
than any other hotspot (Mittermeier et al. 2004, CI 2011).

The Indo-Burma Hotspot comprises all non-marine parts of Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar,
Thailand and Vietnam, plus those parts of southern China in Biounits 6 and 10 (i.e., Hainan
Island, southern parts of Yunnan, Guangxi and Guangdong provinces, and Hong Kong and
Macau Special Administrative Regions (SARs)) (Figure 1). As defined here, Indo-Burma
covers a total land area of 2,308,815 square kilometers, making it larger than any other
hotspot (Mittermeier et al. 2004). As originally defined by Mittermeier et al. (2004), the
Indo-Burma Hotspot includes parts of northeastern India, Bangladesh and Malaysia.
Northeastern India is included in a separate CEPF funding region (the Himalayas), while the
hotspot only extends marginally into Bangladesh and Malaysia. For the purposes of the
ecosystem profile, therefore, Bangladesh, India and Malaysia are considered extralimital to
the hotspot.

CEPF began making grants to civil society groups in the Indo-Burma Hotspot in July 2008,
since when there have been two phases of investment: phase I from 2008 to 2013; and
phase II from 2013 to 2020. In each phase, CEPF grant making followed an investment
strategy developed through an extensive stakeholder consultation process conducted in
2003, the results of which were documented in the original ecosystem profile, published in
May 2007 (CEPF 2007); the strategy was then updated through further consultations, in
2011, which led to an updated ecosystem profile, published in October 2012 (CEPF 2012).
The consultations that resulted in the original ecosystem profile involved more than 170
stakeholders, while those that led to the 2011 update involved more than 470, ensuring
that the ecosystem profile is truly a collaborative product of many sections of civil society,
government and the donor community.



Figure 1. Boundaries of the Indo-Burma Hotspot Followed by the Ecosystem
Profile

Much has changed in the nine years since the ecosystem profile was last updated. There
have been many changes to the global threat status of species on the IUCN Red List of
Threatened Species (IUCN 2020b), due to both changes in knowledge about species and
changes (usually deterioration) in their underlying status. There have been some changes in
knowledge about the distribution of biodiversity elements of global significance, reflected in
the documentation of new Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs): sites that contribute significantly
to the global persistence of biodiversity (IUCN 2016). There have been changes to the
nature and relative importance of threats to biodiversity and their root causes, although
there is considerable consistency between the main conservation issues identified in 2011
and those in 2019, indicating that, in spite of some local successes, the conservation
movement is still some way from addressing these problems at the hotspot scale. The last
nine years have also seen changes to the enabling environment for civil society
organizations (CSOs) in the hotspot, including to the availability of funding for them, the



regulations that govern them and the political space in which they operate. With regard to
the former, several international donors that had been an important source of support to
civil society have ended their programs in the region. These departures may be
compensated for to some degree by the emergence of Asian philanthropic support for
conservation, which is creating new opportunities. Finally, there is a growing body of
evidence on the effectiveness (or otherwise) of different conservation approaches that have
been tested in the hotspot since the emergence of the modern conservation movement in
the early 1990s. A number of approaches with positive impacts on biodiversity and human
wellbeing have been demonstrated in specific local contexts. These models can inform the
next phase of investment by CEPF and other funders, where the onus will be on taking
effective approaches to scale and adapting them to different contexts.

In light of these changes, there was a need to update the ecosystem profile and the
investment strategy it contains, in order to inform the third phase of CEPF investment in the
hotspot. This was done through a participatory process, with a view to developing a broad
platform on which funders interested in supporting conservation efforts led by civil society
groups could build shared goals and strategies that address the highest priorities, take
advantage of emerging opportunities, and align well with existing investments by
governments and other donors.



2. BACKGROUND

The ecosystem profile presents an overview of the Indo-Burma Hotspot in terms of its
biodiversity conservation importance, major threats to and root causes of biodiversity loss,
and the socioeconomic, policy and civil society context in which conservation takes place.
The profile also presents assessments of the implications of climate change for biodiversity
conservation in the hotspot, and of patterns of conservation investment over the last five
years. It defines a comprehensive suite of measurable conservation outcomes at species,
site and corridor scales, and identifies priorities for conservation investment within these.

The ecosystem profile concludes with a five-year investment strategy for donors interested
in supporting civil-society-led conservation efforts in the hotspot. This strategy comprises a
series of strategic funding opportunities, termed strategic directions, broken down into a
number of investment priorities outlining the types of activities that will be eligible for
funding. CSOs or individuals may propose projects that will help implement the strategy by
addressing at least one of the investment priorities. The ecosystem profile does not include
specific project concepts, as CSOs will develop these as part of their funding applications.
Applicants are required to prepare detailed proposals identifying and describing the
interventions and performance indicators that will be used to evaluate the success of their
projects.

2.1 Previous Ecosystem Profiles

The original ecosystem profile was developed in 2003 through a process of consultation and
desk study coordinated by BirdLife International in collaboration with the Bird Conservation
Society of Thailand (BCST), Kadoorie Farm & Botanic Garden (KFBG), and the World Wide
Fund for Nature (WWF) Cambodia Program, with the technical support of the Center for
Applied Biodiversity Science at CI (CEPF 2007). In parallel to this process, a stand-alone
investment strategy was developed for Myanmar during 2003 and 2004 (BirdLife
International 2005).

The 2011 update to the ecosystem profile was developed through a consultation process
coordinated by the CEPF Secretariat, in collaboration with BirdLife International in
Indochina, the CI-China Program, KFBG, the Samdhana Institute and the Yunnan Green
Environment Development Foundation (CEPF 2012). It incorporated and updated
information from the two earlier documents.

2.2 First Investment Phase

The original ecosystem profile was approved by the CEPF Donor Council in April 2007, with a
total budget allocation of $9.5 million. The Donor Council subsequently approved the
appointment of BirdLife International as the Regional Implementation Team (RIT) for the
hotspot in November 2007, and grant making began in July 2008, following the investment
strategy set out in the profile.

Given the significant (albeit insufficient) investments already being made in biodiversity
conservation by international donors and national governments, the CEPF investment
strategy supported civil society initiatives that complemented and better targeted existing



investments. In particular, resources were targeted at conservation efforts for freshwater
biodiversity and trade-threatened species: two long-standing investment gaps. Investment
also targeted efforts to mainstream biodiversity conservation goals into development policy
and planning. The investment strategy had four strategic directions:

1. Safeguard priority globally threatened species by mitigating major threats.

2. Develop innovative, locally led approaches to site-based conservation at 28 key
biodiversity areas.

3. Engage key actors in reconciling biodiversity conservation and development
objectives.

4. Provide strategic leadership and effective coordination of CEPF investment through
an RIT.

To maximize impact and enable synergies among individual projects, the first phase of CEPF
investment focused on 67 priority species and 28 priority sites in two conservation
corridors: the Mekong River and Major Tributaries; and the Northern Highlands Limestone
(now renamed the Sino-Vietnamese Limestone). CEPF investment was restricted to four
countries: Cambodia; Lao PDR; Thailand; and Vietnam.

During the five-and-a-half-year investment phase, between 2008 and 2013, CEPF and
BirdLife International awarded 126 grants, totaling $9.7 million and engaging 66 CSOs (36
local and 30 international) in their implementation. The impacts of these grants were
assessed at a final assessment workshop, held in Phnom Penh, Cambodia, in March 2013.
The main impacts were summarized in the final assessment report (CEPF and BirdLife
International 2014) as follows:

e Coherent and balanced grants portfolio developed, comprising 126 grants with a
total value of $9.7 million.

e Nine civil society networks to coordinate conservation efforts established or
strengthened.

e Global threat assessments completed for 3,122 species, as a basis for more effective
and better targeted conservation planning and action, resulting in an almost 50
percent increase in the number of species in the hotspot officially assessed as
globally threatened.

e Core populations of 32 globally threatened species made more secure from ongoing
threats of overexploitation and illegal trade.

e New information generated on six species identified as being in great need of
improved knowledge about their status and distribution.

e Demonstrated improvements to the protection and management of 15 CEPF priority
sites.

e Innovative, local stakeholder-based conservation initiatives with potential for wider
replication in the hotspot demonstrated in all four countries, including nest protection
schemes, conservation incentives and community fisheries co-management.

e Tangible socioeconomic benefits conferred to 186 communities at project sites.

e Strengthened protection and management of 79 percent of targeted protected areas,
as evidenced by increased SP1 Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT)
scores.

e Formal protection extended to more than 150,000 hectares through the creation and
expansion of protected areas.



e Biodiversity conservation strengthened in nearly 1,6 million hectares within protected
areas and more than 360,000 hectares in production landscapes outside protected
areas.

e Seven development plans and policies analyzed for their impacts on biodiversity and
ecosystem services, and alternative development scenarios proposed, particularly
ones related to hydropower development in the Mekong Basin.

e Targeted outreach, training or awareness raising provided for more than 900
decision makers, journalists and lawyers.

e Sixty-six CSOs engaged directly as CEPF grantees or indirectly as sub-grantees;
including 36 local organizations (55 percent).

e Strengthened capacity of 92 percent of local CSOs receiving CEPF grants, as
evidenced by increased Civil Society Organizational Capacity Tracking Tool scores.

e Increased credibility of local CSOs in the eyes of government, donor and private
sector partners, as evidenced by increased ability to influence development decision
making.

Taken together, the achievements of CEPF phase I in Indo-Burma contributed to 12 of the
20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets of the Convention on Biological Diversity’s (CBD’s) Strategic
Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020.

2.3 Second Investment Phase

The updated ecosystem profile was approved by the CEPF Donor Council in October 2012,
with a total spending authority of $10.4 million. The Donor Council subsequently approved
the appointment of the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) as the RIT for
the second investment phase. IUCN began work as the RIT in July 2013, thus beginning
phase II of CEPF investment in the hotspot. The spending authority for Indo-Burma was
subsequently raised to almost $15.8 million, thanks to additional commitments by CEPF’s
global and regional donors. These additional commitments allowed the investment phase to
be extended to seven years, from July 2013 to June 2020.

In recognition of the fact that the investments during the first phase had delivered
important results but that more time was needed, in many cases, to ensure lasting impacts
(given the scale of the conservation issues addressed), the investment strategy for phase II
built upon the strategy for phase I. The adoption of the ecosystem profile as a guide to
investment by other funders, including the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation,
Margaret A. Cargill Philanthropies and the McKnight Foundation, allowed the investment
strategy to be broadened beyond the original set of thematic, geographic and taxonomic
priorities.

The number of strategic directions in the investment strategy was increased to 11, of which
the following six were prioritized for CEPF investment:

1. Safeguard priority globally threatened species by mitigating major threats.

2. Demonstrate innovative responses to illegal trafficking and consumption of wildlife.

4. Empower local communities to engage in conservation and management of priority
Key Biodiversity Areas.

6. Engage key actors in mainstreaming biodiversity, communities and livelihoods into
development planning in the priority corridors.



8. Strengthen the capacity of civil society to work on biodiversity, communities and
livelihoods at regional, national, local and grassroots levels.

11. Provide strategic leadership and effective coordination of conservation investment
through a regional implementation team.

These strategies were focused on the sites and corridors where the top ranked threats
(hunting and trade of wildlife, agro-industrial plantations, hydropower dams, and
agricultural encroachment by smallholders) are most acutely felt: the Mekong River and its
major tributaries; Tonle Sap Lake and its inundation zone; the limestone highlands along
the Vietham-China border; and the mountains of Hainan Island. The geographic priorities
also included Myanmar, to take advantage of opportunities to strengthen capacity among
CSOs in the country and enable them to address priority conservation actions in a rapidly
changing political and development context. The list of priority species increased from 67 to
152, reflecting the gravity of the species extinction crisis in Southeast Asia (Duckworth et
al. 2012).

Over the seven years of the investment phase, 84 large grants were awarded, including two
to IUCN to serve as the RIT. These grants comprised 43 to international organizations and
41 to local organizations, with a total value of $13.7 million. Over the same period, 105
small grants were awarded, comprising 17 to international organizations and 88 to local
organizations, with a total value of $1.8 million. The impacts of these grants were assessed
at a final assessment workshop, held in Siem Reap, Cambodia, in May 2019. Highlights
included the following:

e Long-term conservation programs put in place for core populations of 33 priority
species.

e Initiatives to reduce wildlife trafficking across the Cambodia-Vietnam, Lao PDR-
Vietnam, Vietnam-China and Myanmar-China borders piloted, resulting in
intelligence-led seizures of major shipments of ivory, pangolin scales and other
illegally traded products, and public commitments by private companies of zero
tolerance towards illegal wildlife trade.

e Strengthened protection and management of 54 KBAs.

¢ Community-based conservation models piloted at 17 KBAs, including community
forests, community fisheries and community-managed protected areas.

e Tangible wellbeing benefits gained by 123 local communities, including improved
land tenure, food security and access to ecosystem services.

o Impacts on biodiversity and ecosystem services of 13 development policies, plans
and programs analyzed and mitigating measures proposed.

e Public debate and awareness of 10 key environmental issues increased through
coverage in domestic media.

e Five pilot models for biodiversity-friendly production established, including rice
farming, medicinal plant collection and cement manufacture.

e Establishment or strengthening of 49 civil society networks, enabling collective
responses to priority and emerging threats.

e Strengthened capacity of 134 CSOs working on conservation issues.



2.4 Updating Process

The ecosystem profile was updated through a consultative process coordinated by the CEPF
Secretariat between May 2019 and August 2020. More than 170 stakeholders were
consulted during the updating process, whether through the final assessment workshop,
email correspondence or providing comments on the draft profile. Additional stakeholders
were involved indirectly, by contributing to the main source documents that were drawn on
to update the ecosystem profile: the situational analysis and the long-term vision (see
below).

2.4.1 Source Documents

The 2019-2020 update to the ecosystem profile drew heavily on the 2011 update (CEPF
2012). In this regard, this document should not be considered a new analysis but, rather,
an update of an earlier analysis, which was itself a living document. For instance, the
investment strategy was updated at the mid-term assessment workshop in March 2015,
resulting in changes to the lists of investment priorities, and priority species and sites. For
the 2019-2020 update, each chapter of the 2011 ecosystem profile was reviewed, and
information and analysis that was still current was retained, while information and analysis
that was out of date was replaced. This exercise drew on peer-reviewed and grey literature
published since 2011, as well as key conservation data sources, such as the IUCN Red List
of Threatened Species (IUCN 2020b), the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA)
(IUCN and UNEP-WCMC 2020) and the World Database of KBAs
(http://www.keybiodiversityareas.org).

Another key source document was a shared situational analysis prepared on behalf of the
Lower Mekong Network by The Biodiversity Consultancy Ltd and its sub-consultants (Lower
Mekong Network 2018). This analysis incorporated inputs from more than 30 organizations
participating in the Lower Mekong Network, plus around 40 other stakeholders from civil
society, government and the private sector. The purpose of the analysis was to assess the
region’s social, economic and political context through the shared perspectives of the Lower
Mekong Network: an emerging group of CSOs, donors and their intermediaries, with a
common interest in biodiversity conservation, natural resource rights and sustainable
livelihoods. Relevant sections of the shared situational analysis were incorporated into the
ecosystem profile, to reflect current perspectives from actors likely to among the main users
of the document.

The third key source document was the long-term vision for the Indo-Burma Hotspot,
prepared by IUCN on behalf of CEPF (Mather et al. 2017). The long-term vision was
prepared through review and synthesis of secondary information, as well as consultations
with more than 100 key stakeholders. The purpose of the long-term vision is to inform
decision making about the duration and types of investments that CEPF needs to make over
the next 15 years, in order to reach a point at which it can withdraw from the hotspot with
confidence that effective biodiversity conservation programs will continue in a self-
sustaining manner.



To this end the long-term vision defines specific criteria and targets related to the following
five conditions:

1. Global conservation priorities and best practices for their management are
documented, disseminated and used by public and private sector, civil society and
donor agencies to guide their support for conservation in the region.

2. Local civil society groups (i.e. national, sub-national and grassroots organizations)
dedicated to global conservation priorities collectively possess sufficient
organizational and technical capacity to be effective advocates for, and agents of,
conservation and sustainable development, while being equal partners of private
sector and government agencies influencing decision making in favor of sustainable
societies and economies.

3. Adequate and continual financial resources are available to address conservation of
global priorities.

4. Public policies, the capacity to implement them, and private sector business practices
are supportive of the conservation of global biodiversity.

5. Mechanisms exist to identify and respond to emerging conservation challenges.

The ecosystem profile was aligned with these criteria and targets but, because it covers a
shorter time period than the long-term vision (five years versus 15), it does not address
them all. The long-term vision also makes a series of recommendations, related to priorities
and modalities for CEPF grantmaking. These are incorporated into the ecosystem profile, in
the CEPF niche (Chapter 12) and investment strategy (Chapter 13).

2.4.2 Thematic Studies

Thematic studies were undertaken to update the contextual chapters on climate change
(Chapter 10) and conservation investment (Chapter 11). Each thematic study was led by a
consultant, and involved some combination of desk study, one-to-one interviews and email
correspondence. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, no in-person interviews or small-
group meetings were possible. The output of each thematic study was a report, which was
modified and integrated into the draft ecosystem profile.

2.4.3 Final Assessment Workshop

A final assessment workshop was held in Siem Reap, Cambodia, in May 2019, attended by
more than 130 representatives of CSOs, donors and government agencies (Figure 2). These
included recent grantees of CEPF, the Chino Cienega Foundation, the MacArthur Foundation,
Margaret A. Cargill Philanthropies, the McConnell Foundation and the McKnight Foundation.
The objectives of the workshop were to: assess progress towards the investment strategy
for the Indo-Burma Hotspot; enable exchange of good practice and lessons learned among
participants; and create a space in which collaborations could emerge. Participants were
asked to reexamine the investment strategy for the Indo-Burma Hotspot (Chapter 12) and
propose revisions that respond to new needs and opportunities. Participants were also asked
to revisit the ranking of threats to biodiversity in each of the hotspot countries and at the
regional level, and to explore their root causes.



Figure 2. Participants at the Final Assessment Workshop, Siem Reap, Cambodia,
May 2019

2.4.4 Drafting and Review of Ecosystem Profile

The source documents, the outputs of the thematic studies and the results of the final
assessment workshop were integrated into a draft ecosystem profile, which was circulated
for online review in July 2020. Comments received were integrated into a final draft, which
was then reviewed internally by the CEPF Secretariat, prior to submission to the CEPF
Working Group for additional review in August 2020.

10




3. LESSONS LEARNED FROM PREVIOUS CEPF INVESTMENT

As discussed in the previous chapters, there have been two previous phases of CEPF
investment in the Indo-Burma Hotspot: phase I from 2008 to 2013; and phase II from 2013
to 2020. The proposed third phase, which will be guided by the investment strategy set out
in the updated ecosystem profile, will follow on more-or-less directly from the second
phase. It is important, therefore, that lessons are learned from the previous phases, so that
effective approaches are reinforced, and pitfalls are avoided during the third phase.

There are three principle sources of information on lessons learned. First, a series of
participatory assessments were conducted throughout phases I and II, bringing together
CEPF grantees and other stakeholders to reflect collectively on experience, document good
practice and capture lessons learned. During the first phase, the mid-term assessment was
held in July 2010 (CEPF and BirdLife International in Indochina 2010) and the final
assessment in March 2013 (CEPF and BirdLife International 2014). During the second
phase, the mid-term assessment was held in March 2015 (CEPF 2015) and the final
assessment in May 2019 (CEPF and IUCN in prep.). Second, the long-term vision for the
Indo-Burma Hotspot was prepared during the second phase (Mather et al. 2017; see
Section 2.4.1). This document incorporated feedback from more than 100 stakeholders
across the six hotspot countries, who were consulted between July and November 2015,
and formulated a series of recommendations informed by lessons learned from the first two
CEPF investment phases, as well as initiatives supported by other donors. Third, an
independent evaluation of lessons learned by the RIT was conducted between August 2019
and April 2020, through a combination of desk research and key informant interviews
(Integrated Sustainability Solutions 2020). The purpose of the evaluation, which covered
the Eastern Afromontane and Wallacea Hotspots in addition to Indo-Burma, was to assess
RIT performance, inform future ecosystem profiles, and inform the selection of future RITs.
The following sections consider the lessons documented in these three sources in turn.

3.1 Lessons Learned from Participatory Assessments

3.1.1 Lessons Learned from Phase I (2008-2013)

The first phase of CEPF investment in the Indo-Burma Hotspot established a solid platform,
in terms of results, capacity and experience, on which to build further success. Lessons
learned from the first phase were documented during the mid-term and final assessments
and in