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

Application for funding

	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
	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
	February 28, 2008

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months

	10. Contacts


	Contact for project substantial issues

Name: Mostapha Zahir
Title: Director General
Ministry: National Environmental Protection Agency
Phone: 93 799 400 600
Fax: 93 799 400 600
E-mail: mz.org@flashnet.it

	
	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:
	$150,000.00

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	$391,700.00, including: 

	
Government
	  $30,000.00

	
Bilateral
	-

	
NGOs
	$361,700.00

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	$541,700.00


* 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

The Initial Programme of Work Protected Areas (PoWPA) Analysis shows that Afghanistan’s level of protected area development is in the initial phase only. To date, no protected areas have been formally established and formal steps toward recognition have so far been limited to one area, the Band-i-Amir Lakes region. The primary focus of the proposed work must therefore focus on those activities and outcomes that will provide the most stable framework and platform for moving forward. The primary objective of the country project is therefore to assist with the creation of a National Protected Area System Plan (NPASP) that will in detail determine all steps required for the selection of priority areas, the mechanisms used to involve local communities in the selection process, the governance structures that will be employed for their continued management, and the benefit sharing mechanisms to ensure that benefits derived from the area devolve to stakeholders in an equitable manner.

The project will target five specific 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). The current status of protected area proposals in Afghanistan remains primarily a function of past proposals (dating back to the 1970s) revisited with some additions and changes resulting from recent survey work. However, to date, no systematic gap analysis has been conducted to analyze these proposals and determine their ability to represent and protect Afghanistan’s biological diversity. 
The gap analysis work 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). Work to establish protected areas in priority areas will continue with the expectation that some of the priorities may change as a result of the both the gap analysis and this planning exercise. 

The third major outcome, the creation of a benefit sharing policy (Activity 2.1.2), was identified as the single greatest policy need for protected area development. Government financing requirements presently make it impossible to ensure that the funds generated by protected areas will accrue to the local communities or responsible management authorities. To overcome this obstacle will require a concerted effort to analyze the present structure and craft a range of options that will be accepted by the government and the Ministry of Justice.
Finally, all participants agreed that a fourth outcome, protected area capacity building (Activity 3.2.1.), is a high priority.  This will entail a capacity needs assessment  for selected priority areas, the development of training curricula, and the initiation of training in selected, high priority areas. Participants felt that this is an ambitious outcome that will only be realizable with substantial co-financing made available from other sources. The primary focus of this project is the national needs assessment and identification of training needs. Some input is expected into the actual development of training curricula, although a large portion of this burden will necessarily fall to other organizations.

I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project

The primary objective of this project is to support key actions that will provide a solid foundation for the initial establishment, management, and operation of a national protected area system in Afghanistan. 

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

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

	National Protected Area System Plan (NPASP)
	NPASP adopted by MoAIL and NEPA
	Low 

(1) Insufficient time within project life to develop NPASP 

(2) Risk of bureaucratic processes within the government preventing NPASP from being adopted and enforced. 
Medium

(3) Risk that government will not act on the NPASP.
	(1) Both NEPA and MoAIL are invested in this process and ultimately control its completion. To accommodate for the tight time scale, activities for the development of NPASP will begin simultaneous to Gap Analysis
(2) NEPA and MoAIL, as adopting and implementing agencies, will be the owners of the process

(3) Careful attention will be given to income generating opportunities that provide incentives to local communities and responsible government agencies

	National Protected Area Gap Analysis
	Final report on protected area system adopted by NEPA and included by reference in NPASP
	Low

(1) Risk of lack of appropriate expertise to undertake the gap analysis in full.
	NEPA has sufficient GIS capacity that partners (WCS and ECODIT) will support to complete this task.

	Revenue sharing policy and procedure
	Revised revenue sharing policy adopted by relevant ministry (Ministry of Finance)
	High
(1) Risk that political opposition from other parts of the government hinders the process of adoption of the developed revenue-generation schemes.
	WCS and UNEP have recently made recommended changes to the Protected Areas Regulation that will allow for a negotiated solution to this question. 

To increase chances of success, a suite of options will be developed and presented as soon as feasible.

	Training and Capacity Building Program for Protected Areas
	National-level assessments completed, primary curricula developed, training sessions held for existing staff in MoAIL (approx. 20 ppl)
	Medium
(1) Risk of sustainability
	Additional support will be ensured for after this project concludes.

Initial training will focus on individuals within each group (NEPA, MoAIL, PACs) who will be able to implement the training programs as designed. 


Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting
The Initial PoWPA Analysis and Priority Setting Report was carried out from January to February, 2008. The report draws attention to the nascent status of Afghanistan’s protected area system as whole. To date, there has been no system-wide assessment or planning for protected areas in Afghanistan and therefore, no targets or indicators for the creation of such a system. While a number of areas have been identified because of their prior recognition as potential protected areas or generally known natural values, no systematic study has ever occurred to analyze the system as a whole. 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.
In addition to these fundamental questions, the report also identified two additional elements that need immediate attention 1) revenue and benefit sharing – as a lynchpin in the entire management scheme and indeed this country proposal, and 2) national level needs assessment – to identify all staff and training needs for the institution of a national system.
Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
A number of activities related to and in preparation for PoWPA implementation have already occurred. In preparation, the Initial Assessment and Priority Setting Report has been completed and attached to this 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 of commitment to contribute to the activities and outcomes listed in this proposal. WCS will be 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. WCS has provided 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. ICIMOD is currently reviewing its budget commitments, but expects to be able to define a specific commitment shortly after submission of this proposal. Another two international organizations (UNEP and the Norwegian-Afghan Committee) have discussed the project details and are prepared to act in a supportive role as their activities and budgets allow. 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, approaches $400 thousand.
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. 17). 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). 
The fourth technical draft of the regulation is currently with the legislative review board (the Taqnin) of the Ministry of Justice. At present, one of the key areas under discussion is the revenue sharing concept devised by WCS. This component is considered a key to enabling local community management in protected areas. 
There is also concern that adopting this proposed legislation as a “procedure” will not provide sufficient legal certainty to address competing resource uses such as exploitation of mineral resources in or near protected areas. For this reason, discussion has started to convert the present draft regulation into national legislation with approval by the cabinet. This particular policy discussion is not covered by this project proposal, but will remain an 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 Regulation, draft 2007 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 identified 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
	National Protected Area System Plan (NPASP)
	1. Conduct a desk review of all existing planning documents relevant to protected areas system planning (i.e., MoAIL national development plans, Band-i-Amir preliminary management plan, etc.)
2. Produce analysis of those elements that touch on NPASP development and may affect either the content or approval of NPASP.

3. Identified national and international consultants will then formulate an initial NPASP, to be written specifically from a national level perspective with the understanding that some areas will not receive equal treatment due to ongoing security issues. 
4. Public and government consultation process to refine objectives, activities, and strategies
5. As part of the NPASP, project consultants will incorporate monitoring and evaluation criteria and activities by specifically identifying M&E needs relevant to both the system and PoWPA processes (i.e., information sources, indicators, assumptions, and means of verification) such as to allow the ongoing and comprehensive analysis and synthesis of the progress of Afghanistan in PoWPA implementation, including necessary modules to transfer data to the World Database on Protected Areas and CBD Secretariat
6. To address the sustainability of the system, project consultants will train protected area staff in the implementation and analysis of monitoring information

7. Finally, project consultants will submit the NPASP to NEPA as required by the Protected Areas Regulations.

	1.1.5
	National Protected Area Gap Analysis
	1. Using existing reports on biodiversity (UNEP) as a base, conduct a review of the knowledge base which exists in-country and elsewhere on the ecoregions and other biogeographic units found within Afghanistan

2. After a review of available data, national and international consultants define a national ecoregional system to form the basis of the analysis

3. Identify gaps in knowledge as well as gaps in representativeness; record biodiversity elements that merit priority attention.

4. Host working group sessions to identify preliminary areas of interest (AoIs) on the basis of an approved definition of  ecoregions, existing proposals for protected areas, and other relevant information 

5. Following the initial selection of AoIs, carry out ecological surveys using remote sensing and satellite imagery and undertake supplementary field surveys where feasible (primary consideration will be security, making this a remote sensing exercise only for many areas).

6. Produce a graphic summary of the information (GIS based) with data layers showing proposed PAs with their category of protection, potential PAs which will address the gaps in representativeness and the location of key biodiversity elements.

7. Conduct a public consultation process to refine the analysis and test its acceptability among stakeholders - local communities (in selected areas only due to security), decision-makers, planners, managers, academia, NGOs, and the private sector. 
8. Publish the Report and Maps, sharing them globally.

9. Facilitate the adoption of the Biodiversity/PAs Gap Assessment report and maps by the Government.  

10. Undertake any required capacity building/training, e.g.,  in ecological survey work, interpretation of satellite imagery, data management, etc, so as to ensure sustainability.
11. Based on the results of this outcome, consultants working with the government will propose an indicative target for the coverage of protected areas in Afghanistan by year 2010 and further

	2.1.2
	Revenue sharing policy and procedure
	1. Conduct legal review of government finance policies and laws and assess their impact on proposed revenue sharing scheme as approved by the Ministry of Justice
2. Draft suite of proposals to be implemented at the local level that 1) identify all possible funding sources, 2) ensure there is a procedure for collection, distribution, and accounting for revenue stream as required, and 3) guarantees that an adequate percentage will be available for reinvestment by managing authority (MoAIL protected area administration, PAC) and local communities.
3. Hold public consultations to refine and test acceptability of proposals at the local, regional, and national level both within the protected areas system and within the financial management administrations of the government
4. Revise proposals pursuant to public consultations and submit to all relevant agencies for approval, starting with the MoAIL and NEPA
5. Depending on the status of the current proposal in the Protected Areas Regulation, final approval may be required by the Ministry of Finance.
6. To ensure the sustainability of this proposal, consultants will consider the feasibility of converting the acceptable scheme into an appropriate policy document as a procedural guideline.

	3.2.1
	Training and Capacity Building Program for Protected Areas
	1. Identify training needs as a function of outlined management areas in the NPASP.  This is anticipated to entail development of a comprehensive list of skill/knowledge sets necessary for implementation of the NPASP, assessment of current capability in these areas, and recommendations on means for addressing current deficits.  
2. Together with MoAIL staff, develop training curriculum for the primary management targets including rangers, wardens, PACs, etc.

3. Undertake specific training and education initiatives identified as high priority and achievable under the needs assessment component.  It is expected that significant investment will be made in developing the expertise and teaching abilities of university professors at Kabul University and regional educational institutions to ensure that higher-level knowledge transfer is effective, widely distributed and sustainable.  As well, key individuals in NEPA and MoAIL will be identified and mentored as trainers in high-priority management skill sets.  Partners (e.g., AKF Professional Development Network) will be engaged to provide more generalized administrative, financial and management skills necessary for effective oversight and management to employees and protected area committee members.  Specified local parks personnel and PAC members will be trained in principles of conservation awareness building for knowledge transfer to local villagers within protected areas.
4. A significant component of the needs assessment will be development of an Afghanistan-appropriate strategy for maintaining and continually enhancing the capacity of government staff and local people to manage protected areas.  This is expected to be a multi-faceted strategy entailing training trainers at various levels of sophistication and actively seeking partners and funding to sustain initiatives beyond the conclusion of the project.


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


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. 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. 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 and ICIMOD are both in the initial stages of their project objectives and workplans. For the moment, they are not in a position to comment on all aspects of their work that may be relevant to the PoWPA Activities. More information will be available as they complete their planning processes.

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.

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.

The consultation process identified the first activity as a primary need. It is an ongoing activity that will build on the some of the work done by ADB. The ADB project did not conduct a gap analysis for protected areas. The list produced was pre-existing and has never benefited from a more rigorous analysis. In addition, while many viable areas were identified in the 1970s, at the writing of these responses still none of have been formally established. The selection and establishment process will also benefit from additional public consultations (where security allows such work) to discuss boundaries for those areas and formulate formal proposals to be submitted to the Government of Afghanistan for approval. 

The second identified activity within the ADB project focused on capital intensive public works that have benefitted local communities by providing much needed infrastructure. However, this project will not have the funds to engage in this kind of work and instead will focus at least in part on the development of training local communities in protected area operations and, thus to some extent, associated livelihood strategies. The training modules and foci will be developed as part of the project. Working in tandem with existing projects, this effort hopes to fill a significant gap and contribute both directly and indirectly to the economic security of local people by endeavoring to see a proportion of revenues returned to communities and making protected areas into attractive tourism destinations with a fully functioning management system.. It will also move beyond the one area where ADB was active with communities (Band-i-Amir) and start work in other areas identified through the project process.

Under the third activity The ADB was able to provide needed capacity building to the central government and some infrastructure to Band-i-Amir, most notably a ranger station. However, this project terminated before protected area personnel were seconded by the MoA to any of the selected protected areas. Such personnel have now been identified for Band-i-Amir and Wakhan and will need training to assume their responsibilities. In addition, the local protected area committee has now been fully formed and will also require training and assistance to assume their management role. These are the areas of focus distinct from the ADB project that will be targeted by this project. 

The final activity resulted in input into a draft protected areas regulation. This regulation has not yet been passed. This project will essentially pick up where the ADB project left off and through strong ties with UNEP and WCS continue efforts first to ensure approval of the regulation and second to lead the development of a revenue sharing concept that will conform to other government financing requirements and form a cornerstone for community involvement.

Poverty reduction in the ADB project was largely a capital intensive effort that supported overall development in at least one concerned area (Band-i-Amir). This project will not be engaging in this type of activity as it does not have the funds, nor mandate. Instead, the focus will be directed at training in alternative livelihood strategies associated with the operation of the protected areas as tourism destinations (yes, there is some level of both national and international tourism in these areas) and, equally important, the policies that will allow funds to be returned to communities.

Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

Afghanistan does not yet have an approved protected areas regulation. However, it is anticipated that it will be passed by the Ministry of Justice in March of 2008. Therefore 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

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. The project will be physically housed within NEPA, in office space furnished and equipped as part of the Government in-kind contribution.  This will ensure full ownership by NEPA, 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, one of the in-kind contributors to the project.  

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)

A Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will be prepared by the Project Coordinator and will be discussed and finalized at the Inception Workshop.  The Inception Workshop will also assist the project implementers to understand and take ownership of the project’s goals and objectives, as well as finalize preparation of the project's first Annual Work Plan.
In addition, the Inception Workshop will serve to introduce the 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 Inception Workshop will detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of all project partners identified in the project proposal.  Finally, the Workshop will also provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Report, annual audits, and the final evaluation.  The Workshop will also provide an opportunity to inform the project team at NEPA on UNDP project-related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget re-phasing.

Detailed schedules for project reviews will be developed by the Project Coordinator, in consultation with other stakeholders during the Inception Workshop, and incorporated in the Project Inception Report.  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. One-page travel reports
	National and International Consultants
	Upon completion of task

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


Section I.7
Budget

I.7.A
Estimated project costs

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

	1. National Protected Area System Plan
	41,000
	36,700
	77,700

	2. Gap Analysis
	43,000
	25,000
	68,000

	3. Revenue sharing policy and procedure
	13,500
	97,220
	110,720

	4. Training and Capacity Building Program for Protected Areas
	39,000
	183,500
	232,500

	Project management budget/costs*, (including audit
 cost specified separately in the brackets)
	11,500

(2,000)
	-
	11,500
(2,000)


* A maximum of 10% of the funding request may be spent on project management, not taking into account audit costs.

I.7.B
Budget lines

Outcome 1: National Protected Area System Plan (NPASP)
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	16,000
	     
	16,000

	2. International consultants
	10,000
	30,994
	40,994

	3. Training
	     
	     
	     

	4. Travel
	15,000
	5,706
	20,706

	TOTAL for Outcome 1
	41,000
	36,700
	77,700


Outcome 2: National Protected Area Gap Analysis
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	16,000
	     
	16,000

	2. International consultants
	20,000
	25,000
	45,000

	3. Training
	     
	     
	     

	4. Travel
	7,000
	     
	7,000

	TOTAL for Outcome 2
	43,000
	25,000
	68,000


Outcome 3: Revenue sharing policy and procedure
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	13,500
	     
	13,500 

	2. International consultants
	     
	84,887
	84,887

	3. Training
	     
	     
	     

	4. Travel
	
	12,333
	12,333

	TOTAL for Outcome 3
	13,500
	97,220
	110,720


Outcome 4: Training and Capacity Building Program for Protected Areas
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	15,000
	     
	15,000

	2. International consultants
	     
	70,074
	60,074

	3. Training
	15,000
	75,000
	90,000

	4. Travel
	9,000
	31,426
	40,426

	TOTAL for Outcome 3
	39,000
	183,500
	222,500


Project management: (maximum 10% of the total amount requested from the GEF under this application):
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants engaged in managing the project
	8,000
	     
	8,000

	2. International consultants
	     
	     
	     

	3. Stationery and disposable items
	1,000
	     
	1,000

	4. Travel
	     
	     
	     

	5. Inception and closing workshops (two maximum)
	2,500
	
	2,500

	TOTAL, before audit costs
	11,500
	
	11,500

	6. Audit cost
	2,000
	
	2,000

	TOTAL project management,
 including audit
	13,500
	
	13,500


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
	212,080 
	     

	ECODIT
	International
	In-kind
	149,620
	     

	ICIMOD
	International
	In-kind
	     
	TBA

	NEPA/MoAIL
	Government
	In-kind
	30,000
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Total co-financing
	361,700
	


· Please present copies of letters of co-financing as confirmation. Please note that only confirmed co-financing is counted by ITRC at the project assessment. 

   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

	Proponents should discuss, in table  how project builds on the ADB project in Afghanistan which was designed to deliver the following outputs, those that are underlined appear to be similar to activities that the proponents wish to execute under the grant:

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,

vi) implementation of a centralized computerized integrated GIS information management system for natural resources and wildlife monitoring within the MoA 

vii) initiation of a multi-focal group national nature conservation awareness program
	Thank you for this comment. Indeed the ADB project was not mentioned, and this omission has now been recovered. 

This project will be taking the work that ADB started and using it as a basis for further activities. Responses to each are provided below with numbers corresponding to the highlighted comments:

i) This is an ongoing activity that will build on the some of the work done by ADB. The ADB project itself did not conduct a gap analysis for protected areas. 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. In addition, for various reasons, while many viable areas were identified in the 1970s, at the writing of these responses still none of have been formally established. The side identification and establishment process, promoted by the PoWPA Activities 1.1.1 and 1.1.5, will also benefit from additional public consultations (where security allows such work) to discuss boundaries for those areas and formulate formal proposals to be submitted to the Government of Afghanistan for approval.

ii) The ADB project focused on capital intensive public works that have benefitted local communities by providing much needed infrastructure. The PoWPA grant will not have the funds to engage in this kind of work and instead will focus (Activity 3.2.1, Outcome IV) on the development of training local communities in protected area operations and, thus to some extent, associated livelihood strategies. The project hopes to contribute thereby both directly and indirectly to the economic security of local people by endeavoring to see a proportion of revenues returned to communities and making protected areas into attractive tourism destinations with a fully functioning management system (Activity 2.1.2, Outcome III). In addition, the project will move beyond the one area where ADB was active with communities (Band-i-Amir) and start work in other areas identified through the project process.

iv)
The ADB was able to provide the needed capacity building to the central government and some infrastructure to Band-i-Amir, most notably a ranger station. However, this project terminated before protected area personnel were seconded by the MoA to this or any other protected area. Such personnel have now been identified for Band-i-Amir and Wakhan and will need training to assume their responsibilities. In addition, the local protected area committee has now been fully formed and will also require training and assistance to assume its management role. These are the areas of focus distinct from the ADB project that will be targeted by this project (Outcome IV). 

v)
Recognizing the previous projects and efforts, including the ADB project, the PoWPA Outcomes do not intend to include, as a stand alone outcome, Activity 3.1.1 (Identification and Removal of Legal Barriers to PAs), which indeed would overlap with the identified ADB budget line. At the same time, the proposal will work on a subject, previously untouched by the ADB or other projects, dealing with revenue sharing policy, and will indeed seek its approval under the pending Protected Areas Regulation (Action 5 under Outcome III related to PoWPA Activity 2.1.2). It is important to note, that the Protected Areas Regulation developed by IUCN remains in debate. This project will have strong ties with UNEP and WCS in continuing efforts first to ensure the approval of the regulation, specifically advocating for inclusion of the revenue sharing concept that will form a cornerstone for community involvement.
	Amendments to Section I.4.E Coordination with related projects

	Please add information on why the first project which was geared towards some of the same barriers did not fully address these even with more money.
	Barrier 1. As stated in the proposal on p. 9, the question of conflicting finance policies is an ongoing activity that the ADB project was not able to address. The fact that it remains a problem is a function of competing legislative development efforts that is currently working contrary to local financing needs in the resource sector, but also the legislative load in Afghanistan’s parliament resulting in a virtual standstill of the adoption process.

Despite these difficulties, it cannot be stressed too strongly how important this particular component is for garnering and maintaining support in Afghanistan’s local communities. Continued efforts will be required as identified by all stakeholders in the protected area development process from local to national government officials.

Barrier 2. 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. Building capacity is an endeavor that no single project can be expected to complete. As mentioned in response to the first comment, institutional capacity building is indeed an area the ADB project focused on. However, as there were no local staff or protected area committees in place, ADB’s 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 identified priority components for the central authorities, but will focus more energy on initiating the training of local administrations. 
	Section I.4.C. Text added to pp. 9 and 10 explaining the reasons for continued need to address each of the identified barriers.

	Regarding the role the project can play in poverty reduction:  Please discuss how the project learned from the ADB project which had as a focus poverty reduction.
	Poverty reduction in the ADB project was largely a capital intensive effort that supported overall development in at least one concerned area (Band-i-Amir). This project will not be engaging in this type of activity as it does not have the funds, nor mandate. Instead, the focus will be directed at training in alternative livelihood strategies associated with the operation of the protected areas as tourism destinations (yes, there is some level of both national and international tourism in these areas) and, equally important, the policies that will allow funds to be returned to communities.
	Table I.4.E. Related projects. A paragraph added at the end to incorporate the clarification.

	In the risks description and mitigation measures, please make adjustment to reflect the fact, that after the project no decisions might be taken by Government to build on its results, or that implementation will not follow as planned. Mitigation measures might need to mention mechanisms to maintain high level interest of the Government and willingness to respond. 
	Agreed. The Government of Afghanistan has a very high interest in creating stability in local communities; something that is supported both in the legal development field and the approval of projects dedicated to improving local livelihoods. The mechanisms available to ensure continued attention center on this concept, and the risk mitigation measure has been formulated as follows: (3) Careful attention will be given to income generating opportunities that provide incentives to local communities and responsible government agencies.
	Risks and mitigation table amended appropriately. 

	Why does the Stakeholders section (I.5) not include any role of NGOs in project processes?
	This was an oversight in the project description. The only Afghan NGO engaged in environmental issues (Save the Environment Afghanistan) has been involved in the project development and consultation process. They are also active members of the oversight committee for the Band-i-Amir National Park. The document has been amended to reflect this and provide adequate opportunity for future involvement of NGOs as the project implementation moves forward.
	Text added to last row of table I.5 on p. 14

	In the sub-regional workshop for South& West Asia on POWPA implementation organized in April 2008 in Dehradun, India, Afghanistan was represented by  Mr. M. Hashim Barekzai and Mr. Faqirullah Safi nominated by the Government. Are these people going to be involved in the implementation of the project?
	These individuals were nominated after the consultation and project drafting process had been completed, hence the lack of their mention in the document. Mr. Barikzai and Mr. Safi are key Ministry players and can reasonably be expected to remain intimately involved with all future protected area activities.
	No change.

	While I hope that this activity will succeed, I do have reservations given the current political instability. Remote documentation and efforts are a feasible strategy under the current conditions, but in parallel, efforts should be made to establish the appropriate national legislation and building of a grassroots understanding of why protecting these areas is important for local populations. In this light, it was surprising that the term ecosystem services was not mentioned as a vehicle to aid the local populations in understanding why taking away land and resources might actually be beneficial to them. A grassroots capacity building effort should complement the efforts on training guards.
	Agreed. Public awareness campaigns have been and will continue to be a part of the efforts directed at protected area developments in Afghanistan. However, the participants felt that the training efforts for the Protected Area Committees and associated livelihoods training would, for purposes of this limited project effort, adequately address the grassroots capacity building sought by the commentator.
	No change.

	Direct payments are not necessarily the best way to alleviate poverty. Additional efforts should be made on training the local populations in business opportunities that are related to the conservation of the resources both within and outside the parks. There are some very good examples of micro-finance programs that could be tailored to their particular circumstances. You could, for example, find that just implementing a direct payment program will not address the overharvesting and overgrazing of the resources. 
	We agree that direct payments alone are not a solution and may leave key aspects of the conservation effort untended. There has been some discussion about a micro-finance program being carried by one of the other projects currently involved in Afghanistan. Participants to the consultation process felt that attempting to set up and run a micro-finance program in the context of this comparatively short-term effort would not be appropriate. We therefore opted to allow this discussion to occur in the context of ongoing project planning in other projects. 
	No change.


   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
	1.1.5

	National Protected Area System Plan
	1.1.1 and 4.1.2

	Benefit Sharing Policy
	2.1.2

	Capacity Needs Assessment
	3.2.1


Figure 1: Map of proposed protected areas in Afghanistan
[image: image3.png]PROPOSED PROTECTED AREAS-OF AFGH

AMIR-I-8UzuRG  LITTLE PAMIR

‘ X
Badakhshan
AN

/
NURISTA) WAGHJIR VALLEY

IMAM SAHIB

Baghian

w

KOLE HASHMAT KHAN

DASHT-E N

Oruzgan

Farah

HAMUN-1-PUZAK

REGISTAN DESERT WAGHJIR VALLEY

150 200
Kilometers

0 80 160 320 480 640
Kilometers





Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter

Attached separately.
Annex III.3
Co-financing letters

Attached separately.

Annex III.4
draft Protected Areas Regulation

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


� Please note that a financial audit is necessary for every project annually.
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