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

Application for funding

Afghanistan (Phase II)

	1. Country
	Afghanistan

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	National Environmental Protection Agency

	3. CBD ratification date
	Sept. 19, 2002

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Yes, February 28, 2008 by Mostapha Zahir

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	Same set of activities as Phase I (1.1.1, 1.1.5, 2.1.2, 3.2.1, 4.1.2)

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	Yes

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	No

	8. Application submission date
	November 20, 2008

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	12 months

	10. Contacts


	Contact for project substantial issues

Name: Mostapha Zaher
Title: Director General

Ministry: National Environmental Protection Agency

Phone: 93 799 400 600

Fax: 93 799 400 600

E-mail: mostapha_zaher@hotmail.com

	
	Contact for budget issues

Name: Dr. Baheer

Title: Deputy Director

Ministry: National Environmental Protection Agency

Phone: 93 799 400 600

Fax: 93 799 400 600

E-mail: dbaheer@nepa.gov.af 

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	$85,000.00

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	$65,00.00, including: 

	
Government
	$30,000.00

	
NGOs
	$35,000.00

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	$150,000.00


* Details to be provided in the Financing Section of the proposal document below

acronyms

CBD
Convention on Biological Diversity

CITES
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Fauna and Flora

GEF
Global Environment Facility

ICIMOD
International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development

IUCN
The World Conservation Union

MoAIL
Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation, and Livestock

NEPA
National Environmental Protection Agency

NPASP
National Protected Areas System Plan

PAC
Protected Area Committee

PoWPA
Programme of Works for Protected Areas

UNEP
United Nations Environment Programme

WCS
Wildlife Conservation Society

WDPA
World Database on Protected Areas

PART I
APPLICATION

Section I.1
Summary

I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project, Phase II

Afghanistan is currently implementing Phase I of its PoWPA Country Programme, which officially commenced in July, 2008. Phase I is focusing on five PoWPA activities including 

· Activity 1.1.1 (target setting for protected area systems); 

· Activity 1.1.5 (protected areas gap analysis); 

· Activity 2.1.2 (development of an equitable revenue sharing policy); 

· Activity 3.2.1 (development of training curricula); and 

· Activity 4.1.2 (the creation of a monitoring and evaluation system). 

From these five activities, the project envisions four major outcomes starting with a National Protected Area Gap Analysis (Activity 1.1.5), which will feed directly into the second major outcome – the National Protected Area System Plan, a product required by Article 16 of the draft Protected Areas regulation and which is designed to identify national and regional protected area targets as well as provide direction for the monitoring and evaluation of the system as a whole. (Activity 1.1.1 and 4.1.2). The third major outcome is, the creation of a benefit sharing policy (Activity 2.1.2), identified as the single greatest policy need for protected area development. Finally, the fourth outcome is protected area capacity building (Activity 3.2.1.).

This project builds integrally on Phase I, and covers the same PoWPA activities. Now that Phase I has been underway for almost 5 months, it has become evident that the project requires additional capacity building at the national and local level for three areas of need. These include:

1. The need to focus more attention on training Afghan consultants, staff and government officials at all levels (national, provincial, and local) on the instruments, methods and products that are the subject of each of the outcomes of Phase I;

2. The need to engage in a broader consultation process to ensure consensus to the extent possible among the communities most likely to be affected by the implementation of Phase I outcomes; and

3. The need to increase budgets across the board for associated travel and security as a result of a worsening security situation in Kabul and many other areas in the country. 

Additional Training: It is hard to overestimate the impact that 30+ years of war have had on the people and culture of Afghanistan. One of the continuing casualties in that conflict is the education system. At present, barely half of all males between the ages of 15 and 24 are considered literate, and less than 20% of the females. While this was known, the degree to which the environmental field is missing even from among the apparently well-educated staff of the national government was not. A recent study commissioned by the Afghan parliament found a complete lack of environmental issues in the textbooks for secondary schools. Thus, even within the relevant government agencies and the apparently well-trained staff at certain levels, vanishingly few have any formal training in environmental fields. The agencies and ministries currently rely very heavily upon international organizations for environmental expertise.  Their capacity to carry this project forward depends on our ability to provide them with the training they need.  This training must come from outside Afghanistan. 

With the beginning of Phase I activities, the degree to which training and education is lacking has become apparent and it is clear that the sustainability of Phase I’s outcomes will be in jeopardy if more attention is not given to training the local consultants, government staff, and affected community members in the country. With these training and education gaps in mind, an intensive Needs Assessment to help identify specific training and capacity-building requirements will be conducted amongst the central, provincial and local staff of NEPA and MoAIL.  This assessment will be conducted by WCS local and international staff in parallel with the nation-wide consultations set to take place in the first two quarters of 2009, and will provide a solid foundation for subsequent training courses.  These targeted training courses will, in-turn, directly increase capacity within the provincial government, so that the training of protected area staff by the government continues far beyond PoWPA’s completion in Afghanistan.

Additional Consultations: Initial results from the gap analysis process are making it clear that significant changes to the prior protected area system proposals will necessarily result and that additional consultations at the local level to discuss land tenure and management issues will be required. Furthermore, there is a growing recognition stemming from other project experience that the level of effort required for each consultation must be increased to ensure maximum acceptance and participation of stakeholders. For example, when WCS first approached the residents of Ajar Valley in Bamiyan province about conservation issues, we were met with open hostility. After several months of steady and extensive outreach, community education, and consultation, the villages of Ajar Valley have begun to embrace conservation, and have asked our help in creating a protected area there. The cultural setting and historically intense mistrust of the central government, heightened by the continuing conflict, make it clear that this level of effort will need to be repeated in all areas identified by the gap analysis and the protected area system planning results.

Consultations are a major part of capacity building. We have already learned that the capacities of ministry officials in the provinces are very low, but we need to define their abilities and needs more specifically. Consultation events are the best opportunity we have to assess capacities at the local level and prioritize the type of training required. The consultations therefore directly serve one of the project’s TCB goals: to conduct a study determining the TCB needs of Afghanistan for Protected areas, and the travel budget has been carefully designed to ensure that consultations are taking place. 

In addition, consultations provide a direct opportunity for in situ training and capacity building in the “learn-by-doing” model. The establishment of protected areas (in fact, of any community-based natural resource management program) requires extensive consultations with local communities by ministry officials, and they do not yet have the training to conduct such consultations. These events are designed to train the Afghans in conducting these consultations. They in turn will conduct provincial consultations in additional provinces, inviting provincial NEPA and Agriculture officials from neighboring provinces to train them in leading consultations.  In this way, we can safely expand the consultation process across many provinces, and greatly increase the TCB effort at the provincial level.

Furthermore, additional consultations will be required for the completion of a comprehensive needs assessment amongst provincial and local NEPA and Ministry of Agriculture staff.  This will require an intensive period of meetings and consultations with identified staff within several key provinces during the first and second quarters of 2009.

Increased Associated Travel Costs: Travel costs requested under Phase II (USD 16,000) are largely due to the increased number of consultations, and to a lesser extent due to security concerns. We have good progress with Phase I, and we have confirmed that many of the potential PAs form the ADB list must be designated, but proper designation, with sustainable future of this PAs is risked not so much by security (as the project does not work in risky areas), but by underestimated input of training and consultations, which is the Phase II was designed to address. We work primarily in Badakshan and Bamiyan provinces. Despite a few recent events, these remain the safest provinces for foreigners to work, and are likely to remain so, even if security declines further in other provinces. 

The project under Phase I [this will also be relevant for Phase II] does practice risk management every day, and has an in-kind contribution from a local security manager with extensive experience in Afghanistan and other conflict zones. The WCS country director also has prior experience in conflict zones. We make daily decisions on when and how to go to work, when and how to conduct our projects in the provinces, etc. We vary all our routines, to set no patterns. We avoid dangerous places, and reschedule events as threats arise. We work closely with the Afghanistan NGO Security Organization (ANSO) to better understand our risks and mitigate them. We literally adapt on a daily basis, and our planning system remains flexible enough to handle the constantly changing environment.

The primary way that security concerns increase costs are by forcing last-minute rescheduling of events. This sometimes costs us in venues and vehicles rented, but the main costs are in staff time. It takes repeated visits with all involved to get a date scheduled, and to arrange the logistics, and that all must be repeated when an event is rescheduled. 

There are approximately 85 NGO’s with a base in Kabul that regularly attend the Afghan NGO Security Organization (ANSO) meetings. Almost all of them expect to continue operating in 2009.  After an extensive security analysis, the UN is continuing operations, and is proceeding with plans for nationwide elections in 2009.  Along with the other NGO’s here, WCS, which is the main partner to the Government in the PoWPA projects, is committed to continue to operate as well. 

Given our experience working in this conflict zone, and the methods we have outlined, our objectives, to which we committed under Phase I and now under Phase II are realistic and worthy. Our accomplishments so far, and the magnitude of the needs here, justify the risk. Further investment in protected area planning is desperately needed in Afghanistan. 80% of the population of Afghanistan depends on natural resources for day-to-day survival, and without adequate planning and better management, these resources will not exist in the near future. The products of this work include baseline data on Afghanistan’s wild species and wild lands, and a solid, data-based framework, a rational plan for national system of protected areas. These products are vitally important, and durable.  Even if security concerns limit the establishment of protected areas in the immediate future, these plans will be useful when security improves. They provide the framework for future work. PoWPA helps Afghanistan create the plan that will guide rational, prioritized development of future protected areas. It complements the work of ADB and other donors that been doing successfully in Afghanistan for 3 years now, continually adapting to the changing security situation. Given the large size and diversity of the country it does make sense to conduct gap analysis, work on legislation and do capacity building even though some geographic areas would be excluded for security reasons. The government office for wildlife has remained unchanged through all the recent years, and this assures continued ownership of the project (which is also the case with multiple other international donor projects currently active in Afghanistan).

The Afghan government and its key partner in the project – the Wildlife Conservation Society – are therefore taking the opportunity of Phase II to top its Phase I with the necessary skills development and training activities.  The two phases, implemented to the extent possible in overlapping fashion, will enable Afghanistan to apply needed resources to training activities not originally planned and supporting a substantially increased consultation process, to improve inputs and thus come closer to successful implementation of the activities in PoWPA Phase I. 

As with Phase I, the project is based on a strong partnership between the National Environmental Protection Agency (GEF OFP and responsible for protected area system management), the Ministry of Agriculture (responsible for providing and maintaining protected area rangers), the Wildlife Conservation Society (providing overall management and technical support) and ECODIT (involved in the gap analysis and NPASP activities with in-kind co-financing).

I.1.B
Expected outcomes, indicators, risks and mitigation measures, Phase II

	Expected outcomes
	Indicators
	Risk associated with attaining the indicator (high, medium, or low)
	Risk mitigation measures

	Outcome I.

Set of trainings and consultations to enable national stakeholders to fully participate in (1) NPASP preparation and implementation, (2) protected areas system gap analysis, and (3) the development and institution of revenue sharing policies and procedures

	a.

Capacity-building and training needs identified by intensive consultations and a detailed assessment in the areas of protected area system planning, gap analysis skills and knowledge, revenue-sharing policy development and ongoing monitoring and evaluation processes. 

b.

10 national and 15 regional/local government officials trained in NPASP preparation (linked to Outcome I of Phase I)

c.

3 NEPA staff members and 10 scientists from the Afghan Wild Species Executive Committee (AWSEC) trained in gap analysis methods and applicable GIS tools ensuring sustainability of the ecological gap analysis At least 5 local communities introduced to in separate training sessions to be held either in Kabul or in the field depending on security and travel restrictions (linked to Outcome II of PoWPA Phase I)

d.

20 national and 20 regional/local government officials and at least 5 local communities trained in the elaboration of options for PA revenue-sharing policy development (linked to Outcome III of PoWPA Phase I)


	MEDIUM

These activities are planned to run in parallel with  Phase I. Time may not be sufficient to carry out both phases simultaneously.  The Government of Afghanistan may lose focus due to declining security issues, and the food crisis. 

Security environment may impede consultation process.


	Phase II is the product of careful design, involving WCS central and local office, central Government, local stakeholders. With continued expert support from WCS the project is expected to remain on-track despite the addition of the important training element. The country director of WCS and other key staff continue to cultivate their relationships with the heads of the relevant government agencies – these relationships are the best way to keep their focus. 

The project under Phase I [this will also be relevant for Phase II] does practice risk management every day, and has an in-kind contribution from a local security manager with extensive experience in Afghanistan and other conflict zones. The WCS country director also has prior experience in conflict zones.  We make daily decisions on when and how to go to work, when and how to conduct our projects in the provinces, etc.  We vary all our routines, to set no patterns.  We avoid dangerous places, and reschedule events as threats arise.  We work closely with the Afghanistan NGO Security Organization (ANSO) to better understand our risks and mitigate them. We literally adapt on a daily basis, and our planning system remains flexible enough to handle the constantly changing environment


Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and PHASe I

The Phase II application targets the same PoWPA activities as Phase I, and hence is fully based on the initial PoWPA Analysis and Priority Setting Report, which was carried out from January to February, 2008. The Phase I application was submitted in February 2008. Both the Initial Report and the Phase I application call attention to the nascent status of Afghanistan’s protected area system. While still in the initial stages of the gap analysis component, this assessment remains unchanged. The system-wide assessment has produced habitat prediction maps for a suite of wildlife that are now being analyzed against protected area proposals. Feedback from consultations held so far has helped to refine this mapping process. Additional information on ecosystems and key plant communities is occurring simultaneously with a full report expected mid-2009. Already, areas in northern Afghanistan, previously unidentified, are being highlighted by the assessment as likely new targets for protected area development. It has become obvious, however, that there is need for further capacity building at the national and local level to ensure that the products of this project to have long-lasting value. The complete lack of exposure to environmental subjects has resulted in a complete educational void even among the well-educated Afghan partners and participants in this project. None of the methods, tools or products is understood, creating a substantial risk that they will not be carried forward after the programme’s completion. For this reason, additional training and consultations are urgently needed.

Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
The Environment Law of Afghanistan specifically mandates the creation of a National System of Protected Areas. Further, it mandates the creation of a list of protected species and the identification and protection of critical habitat for those species.  The National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) is charged with these responsibilities. The project has been working with NEPA and biologists of Kabul University to establish the process for listing protected species, also using the ADB list as a reference. To date, twenty eight species have been evaluated, and 24 have been recommended for listing. The government of Afghanistan is acting on its legal obligations.

Other activities, implemented under the auspices of WCS, UNEP, and ADB have contributed to the current state of development. As such, a number of activities related to and in preparation for PoWPA implementation have already occurred. In preparation, the Initial Assessment and Priority Setting Report was attached to the Phase I application for reference. In addition, the government has identified staff and outlined commitments, both financial and in-kind, for the implementation of PoWPA activities (see Co-Financing section). So far, three international organizations, (WCS, ECODIT, and ICIMOD) have submitted formal letters and two (WCS and ECODIT) are currently contributing to the activities and outcomes listed in this proposal. 

WCS is directly involved in all aspects of the project and has provided a formal letter of commitment for a total in-kind contribution of more than $200 thousand with the Phase I application and an additional $20 thousand with this Phase II application. WCS continues to provide direct support to the government in the establishment of Band-i-Amir as a provisional conservation area as well as contributing to the preparation of this report. 

ECODIT, Inc., whose mandate is to provide direct support to NEPA, has committed technical assistance of roughly $150 thousand. For its part, the government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, specifically the MoAIL and NEPA, have similarly identified staff members who will be dedicated to the implementation and management of the project. The total commitment for all organizations, not including the requested GEF funding, from the Phase I application approaches $400 thousand. With this Phase II application, an additional $50 thousand in in-kind contributions have been identified to support the additional activities and inputs.

Related to PoWPA are the activities of the MoAIL and NEPA to determine preliminary management costs for selected protected areas including Band-i-Amir and protected areas in the Wakhan corridor (see map, p. 3). A financial plan detailing establishment, start-up, and operations costs has been prepared and submitted for approval by the Ministry of Finance in the amount of $500 thousand. The government does not appear prepared to accept this full amount and negotiations are ongoing to determine the exact amount that will be available for protected area management.

Also related is the work on the draft Protected Areas Regulation that is still ongoing. In 2006, a draft Protected Areas Regulation was prepared with the assistance of IUCN and UNEP and submitted for approval to the Ministry of Justice. Additional input into the regulation specific to revenue sharing and collaborative management agreements has been provided by the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS). As of November 2008, NEPA has submitted a revised version of the regulation (now technically submitted as a tarzulamal or procedure) to the Ministry of Justice’s legislative review body (the Taqnin) for their comment and approval.

To counterbalance the lack of authority carried by a “procedure,” discussions have started on the creation of amendments to the Environment Law that would allow for the conversion of the procedure to a regulation. This policy discussion remains outside the scope of this this project proposal, but will continue to be monitored as a key area of concern for WCS and UNEP in their ongoing technical assistance to the relevant government bodies.

In addition to this specific work, UNEP has been and will continue to be involved in the development of the country’s legal framework for environmental protection. It is anticipated that analyses and developments in this sector will be related to certain aspects of protected area development. WCS has also been involved in the development of the environmental laws for the country with direct involvement in the benefit sharing questions. In particular, WCS has been engaged in preparing a Compendium of Environmental Law and Practice for the country that provides detailed descriptions and analyses of all environmental laws, legal structures, and procedures. This ongoing work will be drawn upon to support the direct activities of this project.

Section I.4
Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system

	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Surface area, hectares
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	Wilderness Area
	2
	37,000
	Ib
	State

	National Park
	1
	56,000
	II
	State

	Wildlife Reserve
	3
	190,000
	IV
	State

	Protected Landscape
	1
	1,300,000
	V
	State


The World Database of Protected Areas lists 15 protected areas in Afghanistan. Seven were provided with recognition by the Government of Afghanistan in the 1970s and are recognized by IUCN, including one Category II national park (a “protected area managed for ecosystem protection and recreation”) and six Category IV wildlife or waterfowl reserves (“protected area[s] managed mainly for conservation through management intervention”). However, none are officially recognized by the current government, none have official boundaries, and none are currently managed as protected areas – although some work has started in Band-i-Amir. There have also been three protected areas proposed but not included in the WDPA. Two are at the extreme eastern end of the Wakhan and have been proposed by WCS as two separate protected areas.

The following list contains the seven provisional/potential protected areas in Afghanistan that the Afghanistan Government has officially stated they are committed to creating. Afghanistan is in favor of a complete suite of protected areas, including the other nine sites – however, these other potential protected areas are not listed here as current local security concerns make it unlikely that they will be developed in the immediate future.

1. Band-i-Amir National Park

Approx size: 560 sq km + 565 sq km buffer zone

Current status: Undesignated. Expected to be declared a Provisional National Park in spring 2008 with Parliamentary approval as a full National Park by 2011.

Projected status: IUCN II-- National Park

Current level of National Government commitment: Full commitment. Unapproved request for staff and infrastructure in next year’s budget.

2. Ajar Valley Wildlife Reserve

Approx size: Boundaries not yet agreed—approximately 500 sq km

Current status: Gazetted as a Wildlife Sanctuary in June 1977. No management currently in place, but possibility of receiving provisional status in late 2008-early 2009.

Projected status: IUCN IV-- Habitat/Species Management Area

Current level of National Government commitment: Verbal commitment from senior officials and unapproved request for staff and infrastructure in next year’s budget. 

3. Dasht-i-Nawar National Flamingo and Waterfowl Sanctuary

Approx size: ca. 700 sq km, no boundaries defined

Current status: None

Projected status: IUCN IV – National Park, community protected area etc.

Current level of National Government commitment: Dasht-i-Nawar was declared a National Flamingo and Waterfowl Sanctuary by the Directorate of Wildlife and National Parks in 1974. Security concerns may make it impossible to work in this area.

4. Big Pamir Wildlife Reserve

Approx size: Boundaries not yet agreed—approximately 700 sq km

Current status: Gazetted as a Wildlife Reserve in 1978, but current status is uncertain and there is no management. Expected to receive provisional status 2009.

Projected status: IUCN IV – Habitat/Species Management Area

Current level of National Government commitment: Verbal commitment from senior officials.

5. Little Pamir Wildlife Reserve

Approx size: Boundaries not yet agreed—approximately 240 sq km

Current status: Undesignated; there is no management. Expected to receive provisional status in 2009-2010. 

Projected status: IUCN Ib—Wilderness Area 

Current level of National Government commitment: Verbal commitment from senior officials. 

6. Waghjir Wildlife Reserve

Approx size: Boundaries not yet agreed—approximately 130 sq km

Current status: Undesignated; there is no management. Expected to receive provisional status in 2009-2010.

Projected status: IUCN Ib—Wilderness Area

Current level of National Government commitment: Verbal commitment from senior officials. 

7. Upper Wakhan National Park

Approx size: Boundaries not yet agreed—approximately 13,000 sq km

Current status: Undesignated; there is no management. Expected to receive provisional status in 2010.

Projected status: IUCN V—Protected Landscape

Current level of National Government commitment: Verbal commitment for consideration from senior officials at the 2006 International Workshop on Wildlife and Habitat Conservation in the Pamirs in Urumqi, China.

The total area covered by the seven parks listed is approximately 1.5 million hectares. This represents roughly 2.5% of the territory of Afghanistan (63 million ha.). Even though there are other protected areas identified, none of the proposed boundaries have been established or reviewed in any way, making an estimate for the entire system not possible.

Other than some of the major species, it is not at present known what percentage of which ecosystems and species are in fact covered by the proposed protected area system in Afghanistan. The Wakhan proposals are aiming to provide a safe refuge for Marco Polo sheep (Ovis ammon polii), however so little is known about their range and distribution in Afghanistan that changes to the proposal will likely be necessary. Another species of concern is the snow leopard (Uncia uncia), considered endangered throughout its range. Again, not enough is known about its range and distribution in Afghanistan to ensure that the proposed protected area system will be effective at providing sufficient habitat to secure its continued survival. Other species of concern include Siberian ibex (Capra sibirica), markhor (Capra falconeri), and urial (Ovis orientalis).

Currently, the IUCN lists four Afghan species as critically endangered: Paghman Salamander (Batrachuperus mustersi), Siberian Crane (Grus leucogeranus), White-rumped vulture (Gyps bengalensis), and the Sociable lapwing (Vanellus gregarius). Eight species, including the snow leopard, markhor, and Saker falcon (Falco cherrug), are listed as endangered and 23 species are listed as vulnerable. The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Fauna and Flora (CITES) lists 35 Afghan species and/or sub-species on Appendix I, 96 species on Appendix II, and 54 species on Appendix III although none of the Appendix III species have been listed by Afghanistan. 

I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

Threat 1.
Hunting and wildlife trade.  It is difficult to get accurate information on hunting and wildlife trade in Afghanistan in part due to a lack of official records, but also due to a general reticence by local people to respond to inquiries. However, anecdotal evidence from field scientists and local people indicates that after the departure of the Soviets, hunting dramatically increased. In central regions of the country, hunters indicate that the availability of more sophisticated weaponry decimated populations of ibex and urial. A local resident of the Wakhan said that camel-loads of carcasses were brought down from the Little Pamir during the years of civil conflict in Afghanistan after 1989 (Fitzherbert 2003). More recently, local residents in this area have said that hunting continues although it is more opportunistic than it was in the years following Soviet withdrawal. Field observations from Bamiyan and Ajar Valley suggest that since larger mammals have become more difficult to hunt, bird hunting is occurring at an unsustainable rate.

Threat 2.
Over-grazing. The subject of rangeland health and grazing regimes has been not yet been adequately studied in Afghanistan. However, it is apparent from preliminary assessments that one of the most significant natural resource problems in certain proposed protected areas (Band-i-Amir and the suite of Wakhan protected areas) is overgrazing.  Of the problems noted in WCS reports for habitat in protected areas (i.e., shrub collection for firewood and dryland farming), overgrazing has the most widespread impact and the most striking feature of these rangelands is the low cover and poor productivity of grasses.  It is difficult to ascertain how much poor forage plant growth is associated with the natural conditions of the areas and how much is exacerbated by current and historic grazing.  However, there is little doubt that livestock grazing has major impacts on vegetation composition and production and that this represents a threat to the plant and animal communities in the protected area. Substantial effort will still be required to fully understand the magnitude of the problem and find appropriate means for reversing current trends.  

Threat 3.
Absence of law enforcement. As none of the protected areas have been officially recognized by the government, they remain open access areas without the benefit of dedicated law enforcement personnel. Given budget constraints, it is likely that this imbalance will continue even after approval resulting in a general inability to prevent the types of inappropriate uses described in the first two threats. It will take a concerted effort to hire and train rangers who will be in a position to act as enforcement personnel.
I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1.
Obstructive Finance Policy. Current government finance policy makes it unlikely local protected area revenues will be shared in an equitable and time relevant fashion. The Environment Law requires the Afghan government to enter into collaborative arrangements with communities for the management of protected areas (Environment Law §41(3) and §42, 2) and provides for “compensatory measures” (Environment Law §45, 2(6)). Pursuant to this mandate, the proposed Protected Areas Tarzulamal, draft 2008 provides for collaborative management of resources between the MoAIL and local communities, as well as revenue sharing. Through the Collaborative Management Agreement, local communities are expected to participate in park management activities. As compensation for assuming these management responsibilities and abiding by restricted access to resources critical to their livelihoods, the regulation proposes a simple revenue sharing concept under §30.2. 

The barrier arises in that the revenue sharing scheme as proposed runs contrary to government finance law. Afghanistan’s government finance practices require all receipts to first be deposited in the central coffers. The reasoning behind this is to allow the government to ease discrepancies in earning capacity by shifting funds to sectors or agencies not capable of generating sufficient revenue to maintain operations. Unfortunately, it also prevents the earmarking of funds for use by a sector that generates them to maintain and improve management. 

To date, this issue has not been solved. The question of conflicting finance policies is an ongoing activity that other projects (notably ADB, IUCN, and UNEP) have not yet been able to fully resolve. This is a function of competing legislative development efforts that at present are working contrary to local financing needs in the resource sector, but also the current legislative load in Afghanistan’s parliament resulting in a virtual standstill. Continued efforts will be required.

Barrier 2.
Lack of baseline knowledge. Much of the information on Afghanistan’s biodiversity is old and no longer reliable. Efforts that have been made in recent years have yet to add substantially to the knowledge base that existed prior to 1978. Although WCS has been actively involved in conducting research to fill in some of these gaps, this effort is not intended to include a complete gap analysis of the protected area system. 

The result is that while a number of areas have been identified for inclusion in a protected area system, there is still little understanding of whether this covers the most important areas, or whether species and habitats identified as needing protection are adequately represented. All participants in the assessment agreed that until such an analysis has been undertaken, there is a strong likelihood that important areas or priorities within the system will be missed.

Baseline knowledge will continue to be an issue for many years, if not generations, to come. The almost absolute lack of scientific data related to protected areas, wildlife, botanicals, and local communities in Afghanistan is not an endeavor that any single project can hope to overcome. This project intends to build on the information already gathered under the ADB project and from other sources (WCS, UNEP, Madera, etc) to increase the level of understanding where funds and security allow to improve applicable elements of the protected area management and planning.

Barrier 3.
Lack of Institutional Capacity. Institutional responsibility for the management of Afghanistan’s protected area system devolves to two national level agencies – the MoAIL and NEPA. The primary site management authority will be shared by the MoAIL and local communities organized into Protected Area Committees (PACs). So far, the entire system has only one warden and five rangers. The gap between capacity and need is great. To cover this gap, the managing bodies still need a greater understanding of actual needs, a means of incorporating this into funding requests from the central budget, and a concerted effort to secure the necessary funding.

Institutional capacity building is indeed an area the ADB project focused on. However, as there was no local staff or protected area committees in place, these efforts were necessarily restricted to the central management authorities in Kabul and not the newly established administrations located in the protected areas. This project will continue to identify priority components for the central authorities, but will focus more energy on initiating the training of local administrations and the involved communities.

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

	PoWPA activities to be addressed
	Project outcomes that correspond to PoWPA activities
	Activities per each outcome

	1.1.1 And 4.1.2

1.1.5

2.1.2
	Outcome I.

Set of trainings and consultations to enable national stakeholders to fully participate in (1) NPASP preparation and implementation, (2) protected areas system gap analysis, and (3) the development and institution of revenue sharing policies and procedures

	1- (1, 2, and 3) Comprehensive consultations along with capacity building and training Needs Assessment conducted within central NEPA and MoAIL offices in Kabul, and within provincial government offices across Afghanistan (dependent on the security situation).  Current levels of understanding, knowledge, skills and capability in the areas of protected area system planning, implementation and management, biodiversity gap analyses and revenue-sharing policy development will be thoroughly assessed, the results of which will directly feed into the plans for the ongoing training and capacity-building element of PoWPA.

Conduct 2-3 training events for NSPAP development looking at international best practices for plan content and direction, as well as associated planning processes. Training will first be directed at the immediate partners and participants in the program including local consultants, selected NEPA and MoAIL staff. 

A set of consultations and trainings will be conducted later for established PACs and interested local communities (possibly in conjunction with other consultations) will be held to improve capacity to understand and participate in the national level planning process. 

Trainings and consultations will be conducted both in Kabul as well as in selected branch locations and local communities depending on security concerns. 

This complements Phase I Outcome I – it will be integrated between Activities 3 and 4 of Phase I Outcome I.


1. Conduct training events for a selection of technical experts in NEPA and MoAIL, including the local consultants hired to assist with the gap analysis research. Training will be designed to improve understanding and capacity to participate in the ecological gap analysis and selection process as well as act as trainers at local level branches and with local communities to ensure that results are fully understood and the knowledge transferable. 

A set of consultations and trainings will be conducted later for local communities generally (i.e., not limited to established PACs). To decrease the burden on the project and community members, the potential to hold these consultation and trainings in conjunction with other consultations will be explored.

Gap Analysis trainings and consultations will be conducted only in Kabul for the technical experts. Introductions and local level trainings may happen locally, but may also be conducted in Kabul as required by the subject matter (GIS-based work) and security concerns. 

This complements Phase I Outcome II – it will be integrated between Activities 2 and 3 of Phase I Outcome I.


2. Conduct training events directed at local consultants, selected NEPA, MoAIL, Ministry of Finance, and Ministry of Justice staff to improve understanding of revenue sharing options, accounting procedures, anti-corruption measures, and other legal requirements. 

Additional training and consultations will be held for PAC members and officials in Faizabad, Bamyan, Ajar Valley, Wakhan corridor, with potential to include Nuristan residents or other area as warranted by the progress of protected establishment and other consultations.

Training and consultations will be conducted in Kabul, unless otherwise required for a given community and dependent on security concerns for the area in question.

The trainings complement Phase I Outcome III – it will be integrated between Activities 1 and 2 of Phase I Outcome III. The consultations complete Action 4 of Outcome III (Phase I)


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

	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	UNEP
	EU and GEF; funding pending
	NEPA
	3.1.1 – supplemental

	WCS Afghanistan Biodiversity Program
	USAID; $6.9 m initial contract value + $3.4 m extension until FY 2010
	NEPA, MoAIL, PACs
	3.1.1 – supplemental

	ECODIT, Inc. Biodiversity Support Program for NEPA
	USAID; $6.4 m total contract value
	NEPA
	1.1.1 - supplemental; 

1.1.5 - supplemental; 

2.1.1 - complementary; 

3.2.1 - additional as needed; 

4.1.2 - agency-wide

	ICIMOD
	USAID; $3 m total contract value
	MoAIL
	Unknown.

	Afghan Conservation Corps
	USAID; unknown
	MoAIL
	1.1.2 – supplemental


Those projects related to the PoWPA activities remain the same as identified in Phase I. 

While UNEP’s efforts touch on certain aspects of protected area development, they are not specifically directed either at a PoWPA Initial Assessment and Priority Setting exercise, nor will they target the activities specified in this project. UNEP has been and will continue to be involved in the development of the country’s legal framework for environmental protection (for example, they are currently working alongside Government agencies towards the implementation of several UN agreements including the Convention on Biological Diversity, Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species and Convention on Climate Change). It is anticipated that analyses and developments in this sector will be related to certain aspects of protected area development.  In addition, UNEP have been mandated to create one protected area within Afghanistan and thus are working towards establishing one such area in northern Badakhshan. UNEP are also in the process of recruiting an international consultant to manage their Protected Area programme.

WCS has also been involved in the development of the environmental laws for the country with direct involvement in the benefit sharing questions. Beyond this, WCS has been engaged in preparing a Compendium of Environmental Law and Practice for the country that provides detailed descriptions and analyses of all environmental laws, legal structures, and procedures. This ongoing work will be drawn upon to support the direct activities of this project.

ECODIT is in the initial stages of their PoWPA objectives and workplans for 2009.  They have hired an international consultant to conduct the plant gap analysis and are working closely with NEPA to establish a long-term biodiversity strategy for Afghanistan.  One of their first actions towards this strategy is the establishment of a task force consisting of NEPA representatives and members from a range of organizations including WCS, UNEP and Kabul University.  

ICIMOD are also in the initial stages of designing their work plan for PoWPA in 2009.  In November 2008, ICIMOD funded a 10-day GIS training workshop in Kabul, attended by representatives from the Ministry of Agriculture, US Geological Survey and Afghanistan Information Management Service.  Mr Hamidullah Sahibi – one of the local PoWPA consultants from WCS – also attended.  It is expected that ICIMOD will contribute significantly to the revenue-sharing activities in 2009, including the funding and organization of a study tour for the relevant stakeholders.

The Afghan Conservation Corps has been directly involved in certain questions related to protected area development, but their funding and status is presently uncertain. They are listed here as possible partners in the future.

Since their involvement in several PoWPA consultations and working groups during 2008, WCS hopes to continue working closely alongside the local environmental group Save the Environment Afghanistan (SEA) in 2009, although their funding and status within PoWPA is currently uncertain. SEA was the first Afghan conservation organization to be established and, through their efforts in raising community awareness of conservation and their environmental monitoring programmes, contribute a wealth of information and local knowledge to the process.  

In 2007, ADB completed a project directly related to the efforts targeted by this project. Similar activities included:

i) identification and (re)establishment of protected areas, 

ii) identification and provision of essential community development works and other social and humanitarian services to rural residents living within or adjacent to selected protected areas as part of the incentive package for community participation in conservation initiatives,

iii) as further incentives, provision of livelihood assistance to identified villages, settlements and communities within and/or adjacent to selected protected areas that will be facilitated in a small grants program,

iv) institutional strengthening and capacity building for the Department of Forests and Range (MoA) to ensure effective sustainable custodianship of natural resources and their management in identified nature conservation areas,

v) development of national policies, legislation and regulations for natural resource and conservation management.

On the question of ADB lessons - expansion vs. consolidation of the PA system: the majority of the PAs proposed in the ADB list have high ecological value and do require protection. If the ADB list remains unimplemented, Afghanistan will simply have no areas to consolidate. The Government of Afghanistan has, beyond its verbal commitment, stipulated through the Environment Law that a National System of Protected Areas be established, that protected species be listed, and their habitats protected. Therefore, the ADB list of prospective areas stands. However, the ADB project itself did not do studies to “validate” the proposed list – validate in ecological and “social” sense (by doing the necessary ecological research and consultations at sites). The list produced under the ADB project was defined by the pre-existing data and the ADB project never assumed the ambition for doing a rigorous gap analysis; for various reasons, the list operated with many viable areas which were identified in the 1970s, and needed research. This is where Phase I and Phase II continue the ADB results. The implementation results of the ADB project pointed to the need for additional ecological research and additional local consultations, which is exactly the point of Phase I and Phase II of PoWPA.

On the issue of the best strategy for PA activities in a country undergoing a conflict: the Government and PoWPA team in fact fully learned the lesson of ADB – in that a country undergoing a crisis/conflict will indeed not be able to cover all geographic areas with ecological studies and social promotion. The ADB project ended up focusing its efforts in a concentrated manner on those aspects which were least influenced by security concerns (i.e. its work with communities at Band-i-Amir).  The PoWPA projects, both phases, recognize form the start that certain geographic areas will be excluded from ecological studies and social dialog. Work indeed will have to be “less wide-spread” and “more concentrated”. Given the large size and diversity of the country it does make sense to conduct gap analysis, work on legislation and do capacity building even though some geographic areas would be excluded for security reasons. The government office for wildlife has remained unchanged through all the recent years, and this assures continued ownership of the project (which is also the case with multiple other international donor projects currently active in Afghanistan). The fact of exclusion of some geographic areas for security reasons has now been reiterated with more emphasis in the application, and we believe this fact does not impair the objective and activities of either phase of PoWPA. In fact, the need to be “concentrated” was the driver of the PoWPA Phase II request. In creating this plan of work, the project team has taken care to learn from previous efforts in this area. From ADB and our own earlier efforts, we have learned that success requires extensive local consultation, both to learn what we need to know as implementers, and to educate the locals as to the potential benefits.  For example, ADB arranged for a Ranger Station/visitor center to be built at Band-i-Amir, but ownership of the land at the location they chose is disputed, causing great dissension in the community.  Undisputed land owned by the provincial authority is very close by. As the project team learned after a short time of concentrated field work, additional consultations would have revealed this problem.

Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

Despite the numerous challenges facing Afghanistan –the food crisis, the impending election, the security situation-- despite all these challenges, local, provincial, and central government officials continue to work with us and ask us for help in planning for protected areas, conservation, and community based natural resource management. We have held two major consultations on the Gap Analysis in Kabul:  Director Generals from Afghanistan’s Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA, the lead organization), the Ministry of Agriculture, and other ministries attended the consultations. Provincial officials traveled to Kabul to attend. They both contributed to the process and learned from it.  The successful progress and participation with the Gap analysis has earned us the confidence of the Afghans:  all the appropriate Afghan officials have agreed to serve as chairs of the other committees, as planned in our original application.  

They continue to seek our help.  As long as the Afghan officials continue to work with us and devote their time to issues of Protected areas,  we will continue to help them.   We hope that PoWPA will continue to support this effort.

Afghanistan does not yet have an approved protected areas regulation. Negotiations and consultations through 2008 have so far proved unsuccessful, but are continuing. Nonetheless, all procedures for stakeholder involvement will at a minimum comply with the requirements contained therein. As per the regulation, PACs must be established for each area and must comprise a majority representation by communities. This mechanism ensures stakeholder involvement in all aspects of protected area management.

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	NEPA
	NEPA is the lead agency in the establishment of the NPASP and individual protected areas. As such they are the focal point for this project and will be involved in all aspects.

	MoAIL
	MoAIL is the lead agency for protected area management. They have been involved in the development of this proposal and will be providing co-financing in the form of expert time for the implementation of all aspects of this project.

	Provincial Government
	Provincial governments are identified in the draft Protected Areas Regulation as the nominating body for the chair of the Protected Area Committee. Both as the highest authority in the region and as the chair of the PAC, this level of government will be involved in all consultation processes.

	District Government
	District governments are represented on the Protected Area Committee as required by the draft Protected Areas Regulation. They will be involved in all consultation processes.

	Border Police
	Border police are not identified by either regulation or law in the implementation of protected areas in Afghanistan. WCS has held meetings with upper level management and will continue to explore opportunities. Due to security concerns, however, the inclusion as this stage is uncertain.

	Protected Area Committees
	Protected Area Committees must be established for each protected area as required by the proposed Protected Area Regulation. This body will be the central governance structure for all work in protected areas. 

	Community Governance Bodies
	Public consultations on each element will be a large part of the work performed. The Protected Area Committees already established will be included in each consultation.

	Tourism Companies
	Due to the current security concerns in the country, only a few companies are operating in the country. WCS and other organizations have been in contact with them regarding concession development and will ensure that they are included in appropriate consultations.

	NGOs
	Non-governmental organizations active in this area have been identified and included in the PoWPA process to date. The project will ensure that they remain a part of the process through the continuing consultations and participation in the Protected Area Committee activities.


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

As in Phase I, monitoring and evaluation of the country project will be implemented by NEPA with the support of WCS. Financial management will be housed at the WCS office as per a Memorandum of Understanding between NEPA and WCS. As with Phase I, the intention is to eventually house the project within NEPA to ensure full ownership by NEPA and better integration with on-going developments within the Agency, including in particular UNEP’s substantial work input into NEPA’s activities and the start-up activities of ECODIT.  However this is not currently possible since NEPA lacks the funds and necessary capacity for conducting monitoring and evaluation activities. 

Day to day project management responsibility will be vested in a Project Coordinator who will be appointed by NEPA in consultation with WCS. The position of Project Coordinator will be a full-time position with both management and technical responsibilities (in lieu of engaging consultants).  In order to make sure that the workload remains realistic, some administrative support duties may be performed by WCS or others as part of their in-kind contribution to the project. 

The project will be monitored and evaluated regularly in close collaboration between WCS, ECODIT, and UNEP pursuant to monitoring and evaluation procedures to be developed by the Project Coordinator with the guidance and input of WCS.  Progress will be assessed according to the adopted indicators (Section I.1.B) and stakeholders from various levels will have a key role in the monitoring process. The objectives of the Monitoring and Evaluation activities will be:

· To analyze project progress, impacts and achievements

· To assess the relationship between activities planned in the project document and those implemented in the field, using performance indicators

· To re-orient the project as needed (adaptive management)

· To draw recommendations for future transfer of activities to other areas

· To allow inter-project evaluations and systematic exchanges (with other GEF projects)

In addition, a Phase II Workshop will serve to introduce the monitoring and evaluation project to the team of contributors and others who may become involved as time and resources permit – including UNEP, ECODIT, ICIMOD, and the Afghan Conservation Corps. The Phase II Workshop will detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of all project partners identified in this capacity-building process.  We have budgeted $2,000 for a Phase II workshop.  No other project management costs are being requested.  This is because Phase II will be run concurrently with Phase I: therefore, the audit and other project management functions already funded in Phase I will serve Phase II as well. 

Following is a summary of the monitoring elements envisaged.

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible party (ies)
	Timeframe

	1. Inception report
	NEPA and WCS
	One month after receipt of funds

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	NEPA
	Quarterly basis after approval of application

	3. Project completion report
	NEPA and WCS
	24 months from date of approval


Section I.7
Budget

I.7.A&B
Estimated project costs and budget lines

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

	Outcome I.

Set of trainings and consultations to enable national stakeholders to fully participate in (1) NPASP preparation and implementation, (2) protected areas system gap analysis, and (3) the development and institution of revenue sharing policies and procedures

	83,000
	65,000
	148,000

	Training cost for 3 sub-sets of trainings (includes costs of local logistics at the training sites and fees of training designers and facilitators)
	67,000
	45,000
	112,000

	Travel (both within the country and international travel)
	16,000
	20,000
	36,000

	Project management budget/costs
	2,000
	
	2,000

	Local consultants
	2,000
	
	2,000

	TOTAL FOR PHASE II
	85,000
	65,000
	150,000


I.7.C
Co-financing (provide information on all co-finance sources directly relevant to the PoWPA activities which are the focus of this application)

	Institution
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)

	
	
	
	Confirmed*
	Unconfirmed

	Wildlife Conservation Society
	International
	In-kind
	35,000
	     

	NEPA/MoAIL
	Government
	In-kind
	30,000
	     

	Total co-financing
	65,000
	


   PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments – if applicable

	Comment
	Response from project developer
	Please modify the application to incorporate your response, mark changes in yellow color, and say here at which page/paragraph the application was modified

	Except for the trainings, the additional consultation and increased in travel costs are not directly related to capacity building.  I understand the need for these additional costs but it is not clear how they relate to capacity building in this project or are they more to supplement the budget for phase I?
	We agree that we did not initially make it sufficiently clear in our proposal, now this is corrected: Consultations are a major part of capacity building. We have already learned that the capacities of ministry officials in the provinces are very low, but we need to define their abilities and needs more specifically.  Consultation events are the best opportunity we have to assess capacities at the local level and prioritize the type of training required. The consultations therefore directly serve one of the project’s TCB goals: to conduct a study determining the TCB needs of Afghanistan for Protected areas, and the travel budget has been carefully designed to ensure that consultations are taking place. 

In addition, consultations provide a direct opportunity for in situ training and capacity building in the “learn-by-doing” model. The establishment of protected areas (in fact, of any community-based natural resource management program) requires extensive consultations with local communities by ministry officials, and they do not yet have the training to conduct such consultations. These events are designed to train the Afghans in conducting these consultations. They in turn will conduct provincial consultations in additional provinces, inviting provincial NEPA and Agriculture officials from neighboring provinces to train them in leading consultations.  In this way, we can safely expand the consultation process across many provinces, and greatly increase the TCB effort at the provincial level.
	Section I.1.A (paragraph ‘additional consultations’) amended.

	In my reading of the proposal, it appears that the difficulties and risks from the Phase I activities were underestimated and this request is to rectify the situation. My concern is that the security situation is rapidly deteriorating and further investment in these activities does not necessarily make sense under the current conditions. The risks that all of this effort will be for naught seem too high and these funds could be used in other areas with much less risk.

I am concerned about operational realism for the entire project, given deteriorating security and political situation.  No evidence of risk management being employed.  The increase in travel costs due to security is not very clear: why the added costs and are the added costs worth it vis a vis the risk?  This is not addressed at all.
	Thank you for the comment. The investment requested under Phase II (USD 16,000) is driven primarily by the need for increased training and number of consultations to ensure the quality and sustainability of results, and only to a small extent by aggravated security concerns. We have good progress with Phase I, and we have confirmed that many of the potential PAs form the ADB list must be designated, but proper designation, with sustainable future of this PAs is risked not so much by security (as the project does not work in risky areas), but by underestimated input of training and consultations, which is the Phase II was designed to address. We work primarily in Badakshan and Bamiyan provinces. Despite a few recent events, these remain the safest provinces for foreigners to work, and are likely to remain so, even if security declines further in other provinces. Although Phase II requests only about USD 4,000 (of the USD 16,000 travel budget) to address increased security concerns, it is legitimate to question whether risk management strategies have been employed by the project, and whether it is in general a wise investment. The project team does have a risk management strategy and believes investment is worthy. 

The project under Phase I [this will also be relevant for Phase II] does practice risk management every day, and has an in-kind contribution from a local security manager with extensive experience in Afghanistan and other conflict zones. The WCS country director also has prior experience in conflict zones.  We make daily decisions on when and how to go to work, when and how to conduct our projects in the provinces, etc.  We vary all our routines, to set no patterns.  We avoid dangerous places, and reschedule events as threats arise.  We work closely with the Afghanistan NGO Security Organization (ANSO) to better understand our risks and mitigate them. We literally adapt on a daily basis, and our planning system remains flexible enough to handle the constantly changing environment.

The primary way that security concerns increase costs are by forcing last-minute rescheduling of events. This sometimes costs us in venues and vehicles rented, but the main costs are in staff time.  It takes repeated visits with all involved to get a date scheduled, and to arrange the logistics, and that all must be repeated when an event is rescheduled. 

The news coverage does not tell the whole story. There are approximately 85 NGO’s with a base in Kabul that regularly attend the Afghan NGO Security Organization (ANSO) meetings.  Almost all of them expect to continue operating in 2009.  After an extensive security analysis, the UN is continuing operations, and is proceeding with plans for nationwide elections in 2009.  Along with the other NGO’s here, WCS, which is the main partner to the Government in the PoWPA projects, is committed to continue to operate as well. 

Given our experience working in this conflict zone, and the methods we have outlined, our objectives, to which we committed under Phase I and now under Phase II are realistic and worthy. Our accomplishments so far, and the magnitude of the needs here, justify the risk. Further investment in protected area planning is desperately needed in Afghanistan. 80% of the population of Afghanistan depends on natural resources for day-to-day survival, and without adequate planning and better management, these resources will not exist in the near future. The products of this work include baseline data on Afghanistan’s wild species and wild lands, and a solid, data-based framework, a rational plan for national system of protected areas. These products are vitally important, and durable.  Even if security concerns limit the establishment of protected areas in the immediate future, these plans will be useful when security improves. They provide the framework for future work. PoWPA helps Afghanistan create the plan that will guide rational, prioritized development of future protected areas. It complements the work of ADB and other donors that been doing successfully in Afghanistan for 3 years now, continually adapting to the changing security situation. Given the large size and diversity of the country it does make sense to conduct gap analysis, work on legislation and do capacity building even though some geographic areas would be excluded for security reasons. The government office for wildlife has remained unchanged through all the recent years, and this assures continued ownership of the project (which is also the case with multiple other international donor projects currently active in Afghanistan). 
We have adjusted the risks table and the justification part to reflect the above points in the application.
	Section I.1.A rationally has been substantially extended to justify the project’s investment rationale.

Section I.1.B Risks – security has been added as risk and a mitigation strategy explained.

 

	The document makes limited reference to the lessons learned from ADB project and how this smaller project will adapt. Given the challenges of the ADB GEF project, should we really be support expansion of the protected area system as opposed to consolidation? What is the best strategy in an area that is rife with conflict? Should the PoWPA activities be the guiding direction or something that is more adaptive to the difficult operational circumstances?  I don’t believe that any of these questions are adequately addressed.  In addition, many protected areas have only verbal commitments from Government with regards to their creation.
	Thank you for this comment. PoWPA Phase II is fully integrated with Phase I, which in turn strives to incorporate ADB project lessons. We have added substantial texts to emphasize this.

On the question of  ADB lessons expansion vs. consolidation of the PA system: the majority of the PAs proposed in the ADB list have high ecological value and do require protection. If the ADB list remains unimplemented, Afghanistan will simply have no areas to consolidate. The Government of Afghanistan has, beyond its verbal commitment, stipulated through the Environment Law that a National System of Protected areas be established, that protected species be listed, and their habitats protected, therefore the ADB list of prospective areas stands. [Our original text on this was misleading. We have revised and expanded that section]. However, the ADB project itself did not do studies to “validate” the proposed list – validate in ecological and “social” sense (by doing the necessary ecological research and consultations at sites). The list produced under the ADB project was defined by the pre-existing data and the ADB project never assumed the ambition for doing a rigorous gap analysis; for various reasons, the list operated with many viable areas which were identified in the 1970s, and needed research. This is where Phase I and Phase II takes on to continue on the ADB results. The implementation results of the ADB project pointed to the need for additional ecological research and additional local consultations, which is exactly the point of Phase I and Phase II of PoWPA.

On the issue of the best strategy for PA activities in a country undergoing a conflict: the Government and PoWPA team in fact fully learn the lesson of ADB – in that a country undergoing a crisis/conflict will indeed not be able to cover all geographic areas with ecological studies and social promotion. The ADB project ended up focusing its efforts in a concentrated manner on those aspects which were least influenced by security concerns (i.e. its work with communities at Band-i-Amir).  The PoWPA projects, both phases, recognize form the start that certain geographic areas will be excluded from ecological studies and social dialog. Work indeed will have to be “less wide-spread” and “more concentrated”. Given the large size and diversity of the country it does make sense to conduct gap analysis, work on legislation and do capacity building even though some geographic areas would be excluded for security reasons. The government office for wildlife has remained unchanged through all the recent years, and this assures continued ownership of the project (which is also the case with multiple other international donor projects currently active in Afghanistan). The fact of exclusion of some geographic areas for security reasons has now been reiterated with more emphasis in the application, and we believe this fact does not impair the objective and activities of either phase of PoWPA. In fact, the need to be “concentrated” was the driver of the PoWPA Phase II request. In creating this plan of work, the project team has taken care to learn from previous efforts in this area. From ADB and our own earlier efforts, we have learned that success requires extensive local consultation, both to learn what we need to know as implementers, and to educate the locals as to the potential benefits.  For example, ADB arranged for a Ranger Station/visitor center to be built at Band-i-Amir, but ownership of the land at the location they chose is disputed, causing great dissension in the community.  Undisputed land owned by the provincial authority is very close by. As the project team learned after a short time of concentrated field work, additional consultations would have revealed this problem.
	Section I.3 paragraph added in the beginning.

Section I.4.E added with in-detail analysis of ADB lessons. 

	Training itself needs to be targeted to specific competency outcomes, i.e. it must be clear what those being trained should be able to do at the completion of the training. Training in situ, using the project activities as the subject matter of training, i.e. learning by doing, would be the most effective approach.
	We agree completely that training needs to be targeted to specific competency outcomes.  We believe that those specific targets are best developed in consultation with the recipients.  We need to understand their current capabilities better.  We also need to explain the opportunities to the provincial and local officials. For example, it is hard for a provincial official to agree to give up a bright, educated staffer for some weeks of training on GIS until the official understands what a powerful tool GIS can be, and how it will help his office to have a staff member with those skills. 

Although an identification of training gaps and needs has and continues to be an important and ongoing action under Phase I, it is clear, as the project developer has also highlighted in these comments, that this needs assessment must be specifically targeted at the three main project activities for PoWPA – 1) planning for a system of effective protected areas; 2) conducting gap analyses to assess representation of species; and 3) developing workable revenue-sharing policies.  This is exactly what we plan to do within Phase II of PoWPA, and will use a comprehensive needs assessment carried out in both the main government offices of Kabul and within provincial and local offices across Afghanistan to form the basis of this training.  This assessment will be aimed particularly at the provincial NEPA and MoAIL staff members, so that capacity and training gaps at this early stage are filled and, in turn, the provincial staff will be fully-equipped to train future generations of PA staff.  With this needs assessment and training initiative being an extension of the TCB element of Phase I and also the PoWPA consultation process, we agree that the details were not as explicit as they needed to be in the Phase II application.  Additions regarding this point have been inserted into the text, detailing the needs assessment and targeted training approach further.
	Section I.1A Justification expanded for training and additional consultations.  

Table I.1.B amended appropriately.

Table I.4.D amended appropriately.




   PART iii
Annexes

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

III.1.A

The initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting process

Activity 1: Participatory Analysis

This activity consisted of a comparative analysis of the PoWPA activities and the status of the Protected Area System in Afghanistan, including current and planned activities. NEPA and WCS conducted preliminary consultations with stakeholders (including government and non-government actors), a review of law and policy, and an assessment of current and planned activities. 

Activity 1 resulted in the compilation of the needs of the Protected Areas system as related to the CBD PoWPA Activities, a prioritization of those activities and a preliminary recommendation for planning.

Activity 2: Formal Consultation

The consultation process occurred in the context of two workshops that brought together stakeholders to discuss the results of the analysis and the priority activity areas for national action. It developed consensus on the next steps, including the key activities out of the PoWPA-13 to implement the full GEF proposal.

Activity 3: Final Report

The final report was drafted based on the result of the participatory analyses and two consultation workshops. It includes the key initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting requirements. Drafts of the report have been shared with key Government and non-government stakeholders. The final version has been endorsed by the Director General of the National Environmental Protection Agency.

III.1.B

Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes

The final report is available on request.
III.1.C
Linkage between initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes and activities proposed under this application

	Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting result
	Which activity is it linked to in the application

	National Protected Area Gap Analysis
	Outcome I

	National Protected Area System Plan
	

	Benefit Sharing Policy
	

	Capacity Needs Assessment
	


Figure 1: Map of proposed protected areas in Afghanistan

Attached separately.

Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter

Attached separately.

Annex III.3
Co-financing letters

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


� The three bullets are the key outcomes of Phase I.


� The three bullets are the key outcomes of Phase I.


� Costs of local consultants are covered from the Phase I budget.


� The three bullets are the key outcomes of Phase I.
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