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SECTION I: ELABORATION OF THE NARRATIVE
PART I: Situation Analysis
1. Georgia, covering an area of 69,500 square km, is located in the west of the South Caucasus region, bordering the Russian Federation in the north, and the Republics of Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Turkey to the south. It is located on the southern slopes of Great Caucasus Mountain Range, on the isthmus between the Black and Caspian Seas. The Caucasus region is one of the Global 200 WWF ecoregions
 , one of the World’s 25 biologically richest and most endangered terrestrial ecosystems
, and one of the World’s 221 Endemic Bird Areas. The region has extremely high plant and animal diversity and a high level of endemism. Located at a biological crossroads, species from Central and Northern Europe, Central Asia and the Middle East, and North Africa mingle with endemics found nowhere else. Over 6,500 species of vascular plants are found in the Caucasus. At least a quarter of the plants are found nowhere else on Earth – the highest level of endemism in the Temperate Zone of the Northern Hemisphere. One-third of the endemic plants in the Caucasus region are thought to have originated in the Greater Caucasus Range. Seventeen endemic plant genera thrive in the Caucasus, nine of which are associated with high mountain communities. Plant associations from the Tertiary period have been preserved in the Colchic and Hyrcanic refugia – centers of plant endemism. 
2. Georgia holds the major part of the region’s biodiversity with almost all Caucasus ecosystems and habitats represented and a high number of globally threatened species
. Georgia is recognized as holding an important reservoir of biodiversity based on the richness of species, and level of endemism recorded. The reason for the diversity may be explained by its location (at the juncture of two major biogeographic regions), the land form (the peninsula between the Black and Caspian Seas provides an important migration route and fly way), the topography of the landscape (with great variations in altitudes, and opportunities for isolation) and the climate (which varies significantly across the country, resulting in very varies habitats – from sub-tropical drylands and dry forests, to mountain tundra). The biomes of Georgia are: forests, sub-alpine zone, alpine zone, subnival zone, nival zone and the semi-deserts, steppe and arid light woodlands of the east. Three Caucasus endemic bird species (Caucasian Black Grouse, Caucasian Snow Cock and Caucasian Chiffchaff) occur in Georgia, which is a unique fact for the European continent.
3. Georgia’s biodiversity has come under severe threats following the breakup of the Soviet Union with the economic collapse and the decline of the rule of law and order that accompanied it. The main threats to Georgia’s globally significant biodiversity are: (i) habitat degradation and fragmentation caused by illegal logging timber trade, overgrazing and water pollution; (ii) poaching and illegal wildlife trade; (iii) overfishing; and (iv) infrastructure development. 
4. Georgia’s main strategy for biodiversity conservation is the development and management of its network of protected areas. The first nature reserve in Georgia was established in 1912, and another 14 strict nature reserves and five hunting reserves were subsequently established during the Soviet era. Since independence, Georgia has undertaken an ambitious program of expanding the network of protected areas. This has been done with strong donor assistance. 
5. Protected Areas represent the cornerstone of Georgia’s biodiversity conservation strategy, as reflected in the government’s commitment to achieve a 20.2% coverage (1,417, 522 ha) by 2010 by establishing new protected areas and enlarging some of the existing ones.  For this purpose, Georgia has developed a very comprehensive programme on protected areas and strong partnerships with numerous international organizations, such as BMZ/KfW/GTZ, Governments of US and Norway, IUCN, WWF, Conservation International, etc. This programme for protected areas is composed of a series of national and international projects, mainly targeting investments at individual protected areas and capacity development at national and site level. For example, BMZ/KfW jointly with WWF Caucasus has been supporting the development of Borjomi-Kharagauli National Park; BTC Co and IUCN supported the development of a management plan for Ktsia-Tabatskuri Sanctuary and capacity building of the Department for Protected Areas. The USDOI /ITAP “Georgia Protected Areas Support Project” is a one-year project, which will improve current legal basis for protected area management, develop a training center for rangers in Tbilisi and directly support public awareness in two national parks. The BMZ/KfW/GTZ -”Ecoregional Conservation Programme in the South Caucasus” aims to establish a new National Park, a joint secretariat for Caucasus ecoregion conservation and to support public awareness activities. IUCN and the Government of Norway have initiated a project to assist the government in identifying gaps in protected area management. WWF with funding from Mava Foundation will support Georgia in creating the enabling conditions for the implementation of PoWPA. All the projects mentioned above are supporting individual protected areas, or national gap analysis on protected area management. 

6. The Parliament of Georgia adopted the law on Protected Areas System in 1996, putting the PA network under a firm legal footing. Georgia now has a system of protected areas covering about 482,842 ha of land or 7 % of the country’s territory. The system is composed of 39 protected areas (PA) of the different management categories presented in the table below. The PA network has grown to include 21 nature reserves, four national parks, three national monuments, eleven managed reserves and one protected landscape. Until 2008, all protected areas were managed by the Department of Protected Areas (DPA). The DPA was replaced in January 2008 by the newly created parastatal, the Agency for Protected Areas (APA), under the oversight of the Ministry of Environment. The APA is just now developing its own internal management policies and systems. The problem analysis table in Annex F presents the threats to biodiversity of Georgia’s PAs, the biophysical impacts, root causes, barriers to effective conservation, barrier removal strategies and the baseline situation concerning biodiversity conservation in Georgia’s network of protected areas.
Table 1: Georgian protected areas (NBSAP 2005)
	#
	Type
	Area (ha)
	Established

	
	Nature reserves – IUCN Category I – managed for strict protection

	1.
	Lagodekhi
	22,358
	1912

	2. 
	Tusheti
	10,694
	1980

	3
	Babaneuri
	770
	1960

	4.
	Batsara
	3,042
	1935

	5. 
	Vashlovani
	8,480
	1935

	6.
	Algeti
	6,400
	1965

	7.
	Liakhvi
	6,388
	1977

	8.
	Saguramo
	5,241
	1946

	9.
	Mariamjvari
	1,040
	1935

	10.
	Kazbegi
	8,707
	1976

	11.
	Ajameti
	4,848
	1935

	12.
	Sataplia
	300
	1935

	13.
	Borjomi
	17,948
	1935

	14.
	Bichbinta
	1,461
	1935

	15.
	Miusera
	2,300
	1934

	16.
	Ritsa
	17,200
	1930

	17.
	Pskhu
	27,333
	1978

	18.
	Gumista 
	13,400
	1976

	19.
	Skurcha 
	85
	1971

	20.
	Kintrishi
	13,893
	1959

	21.
	Kobuleti
	331.25
	1999

	National parks – IUCN category II – managed for conservation and recreation

	1.
	Borjomi-Kharagauli NP
	57,964.44
	1995

	2.
	Kolkheti NP
	44,313
	1999

	3.
	Tusheti NP
	83,453
	2003

	4.
	Vashlovani MP
	25,114
	2003

	Natural monuments – IUCN category III – managed for conservation of natural features

	1.
	Alazani natural monument
	138
	2003

	2.
	Takhi-Tefa 
	0,5
	2003

	3.
	Artsivis Kheoba 
	
	2003

	Managed reserves  - IUCN category IV – preservation through active management

	1.
	Gardabani
	3,315
	1957

	2.
	Korugi
	2,068
	1958

	3.
	Iori
	1,336
	1965

	4.
	Chachuna
	5,200
	1965

	5.
	Katsoburi
	295
	1964

	6.
	Ktsia-Tabatskuri
	-
	1995

	7. 
	Nedzvi
	-
	1995

	8.
	Tetrobi
	-
	1995

	9. 
	Kobuleti
	438.75
	1999

	10. 
	Ilto
	5,273
	2003

	11. 
	Lagodekhi
	1,998
	2003

	Protected landscapes – IUCN category V –managed for ecosystem restoration and conservation

	1.
	The Tusheti Protected landscape
	27,903
	2003



7. In March 2006, BMZ/KfW, CI and WWF launched the Caucasus Protected Area Trust Fund covering Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. It is expected that the Trust fund will be operational by the end of 2009. Once effective, the Trust Fund will pay up to 50% of operational costs of priority protected areas in the three countries (the ones identified in WWF Ecoregional planning process), once the following conditions are in place: (i) the government already covers 50% of the management costs of the respective protected area; (ii) the PA has or is in the process of developing a management plan and a business plan; and (iii) the government submits a grant proposal to the Trust Fund. The Trust Fund will be a very useful mechanism for financing long-term recurrent costs of priority protected areas in Georgia, provided that other sources of revenues will be identified and the systemic and institutional framework conducive to financial sustainability established.
8. Although there is a strong commitment of the Government of Georgia to allocate funds to PAs, reflected in the positive trend of PA budget, existing financing falls far short of the amount required for effective management of the existing protected areas, let alone for the expansion of the system to meet conservation priorities and CBD targets. There is very little funding for PAs at present other than government and donor funding. The creation and development of new PA is mostly funded by donors and recurrent costs are mostly covered by the government of Georgia. Although government funding has increased from about $1.12 million in 2007 to $2.59 million in 2008, the 2008 government contribution is still only 34% of the estimated optimum level of funding needed to cover operational and investments costs for the PA network.  Total funding for PA management recurrent costs in 2008 also included $320,000 from KfW and $50,000 in tourism-based revenues from PAs for a total of $2.91 million. There is clearly a need for finding new financial resources to supplement existing funding for PAs and developing the capacity at the systemic, institutional and individual level for planning, developing and implementing a sustainable finance plan for the PAS. Recognizing that the current governmental financing is insufficient, that the Caucasus PAs Trust Fund requires an enabling legislative and institutional environment, and that these two sources of funding would still not cover the total optimal costs of the expanding PA system [and would therefore need to be completed by site-level revenue generation mechanisms and increases in site management cost-effectiveness], the Government of Georgia is requesting financial assistance from the GEF to cover the incremental costs associated with creating the enabling environment for achieving financial sustainability of the Protected Areas System which in time will enable the expansion of the system. 
9. The long-term solution is that the Protected Area System of Georgia is able to secure stable and long-term financial resources, allocate them in a timely manner and appropriate form, cover the full costs of protected areas and, ensure that the protected areas are managed effectively and efficiently. However, achievement of this solution is hampered by the following barriers at the systemic, institutional and know-how levels:

10. Legal-regulatory and policy barriers - the current legislation on PAs is limited as: (i) the economic and financial elements of this law do not fully reflect existing budgetary regulations; (ii) standardized national PA business planning guidelines do not exist with the exception of the financing plan scenarios prepared for Kolkheti National Park with World Bank/GEF assistance; (iii) current level of public financing and donor assistance is not sufficient for management effectiveness of PAS and innovative and sustainable models for revenue generation, including PPPs are not supported; (iv) there are inconsistencies and collisions among PA and other laws; (v) it fails to define clear codes of management, and gives only general principles (some of which have proved contradictory – e.g. some strict nature reserves allow tourism and some not); (vi) it fails to distinguish between the PA as a designated territory and the PA as a management unit. The present legal framework allows only for certain types of revenues to be reinvested into PA management, but  does not allow the APA to reinvest revenues from tourist concessions back into PA management costs – they must go into the national budget. Laws on tendering serve as a barrier to the development of co-management partnerships with local populations holding traditional tenure/resource use rights. Laws do not specifically allow for co-management with local populations. For example, a broad consensus has developed amongst stakeholders that the enforcement of hunting bans in present and planned protected areas like the Tusheti complex is not a viable strategy. Tushetians have a strong hunting tradition dating back hundred of years and had developed traditional rules (e.g. no hunting of female tur) that ensured the conservation of species hunted. The creation of Tusheti turned these hunters into poachers. Even thought Tusheti has 25 enforcement agents, enforcement is only marginally effective. The development of wildlife based tourism under some form of partnership with traditional hunters is generally seen as the best strategy for such cases. Partnerships with local populations/businesses may be more effective in cost reductions (reducing the need for APA enforcement) than in generating revenues. With regard to tools for revenue generation – The PA legislation lacks a macro-level conceptual approach and plan to define the PA system needs, and stipulate diversity of funding options, as the current PA funding menu does not cover full PA operational and investment costs. Furthermore, there is no approved system-wide strategy and implementation plan for user fees, the tourism sector is not supportive of user fees, revenue generation is only partially considered when making tourism related infrastructure investments and non-tourism fees are not generating revenue for PAs; c) a system-wide strategy and plan for fee collection is only partially in place; d) communication plans and marketing for tourism fees and other revenue mechanisms are only partially in place; e) the payment of fees for environmental services is not operational; f)  the business concessions in PA is not used as a source of revenue.  

11. Institutional and individual capacities - individual protected areas, as well as APA headquarters lack institutional and individual level capacities to manage the system appropriately. At the institutional level, APA’s internal policies and standards are insufficiently developed. For example, APA does not have standards and policies on the use of business plans at the site or the system level. APA does not have policies and procedures for linking PC funding to PA objectives, needs and costs as identified in PA management plans and business plans. APA does not have policies for integrating the funding gaps identified in PA business plans with plans, strategies and budgets. There are no standards for minimum acceptable returns on investments for tourism related investments. At the individual level, there is no capacity in-country for the development of business plans for Protected Areas. APA lacks the in-house capacity for the preparation of protected areas management plans and there are no capacities in training institutions for training professionals to prepare PA management plans. The existing management plans (prepared by various external consultants) differ significantly and usually do not address adequately the needs of individual PAs. There is limited capacity to support activities other than protection (habitats and species management, education and interpretation, recreation, nature resources management, business management); Staff capacities are inadequate to raise additional funds to ensure financial sustainability.  Capacities for economic valuation of PAs have not been developed and there has been no use of environmental economics for PA valuation. Environmental economics could be used to put values on environmental services that are not traded in the market, such as the watershed value of mountainous PA. In addition, these could be served as very strong tools to convince decision makers and the general public to increase PA funding and support for the network. Capacities lacking at the APA field level include insufficient capacities for awareness-raising for local stakeholders and the general population on the objectives and values of PA and for the need for such things as regulations and restricted use and the need for the levy of tourist entry fees.

12. Know-how barriers: Apart from inadequate legal, institutional and policy settings, there is a culture-driven disbelief to adopt innovative tools that never demonstrated success in local circumstances at the site level. Without knowing biodiversity and ecosystem values, PA staff is unable to assess whether or not PAs provide opportunities for any additional income generation, and what exactly could those mechanisms be, how they would need to be commercially organized without degrading the biodiversity, as well as in terms of legal procedures, documentation, infrastructure, staff requirements and qualifications. Legalized mechanisms for engagement of local entrepreneurs or local people in tourism and Natural Resource Management concessions have not piloted in any of the Georgian PAs; neither have models for engaging local communities in site management. Experience in participatory management and financial planning at the site-level is non-existent, as well as experience in conflict resolution with local population. This results in neglect of revenue generation mechanisms at the site level and even drives the local communities into poaching and generally, combined with imposed restrictions on livelihood opportunities within PAs, into “bad attitude” towards PAs  overall. 

Part II: Strategy

13. GEF assistance is needed to improve the financial sustainability of Georgia’s protected areas network and to capture the global benefits of biodiversity conservation that can only be realized through diversified funding sources. The Project Objective is to strengthen the financial sustainability of the protected area system and its legal foundation. This will be achieved through three outcomes that cover the development of a sustainable financing plan, legal/policy/regulatory reform, the development of capacities needed to implement the financing plan and the field demonstration and testing of new financial tools and of new public/private partnerships.
GEF Outcome/Activity 1: Enabling legal and policy environment for sustainable PAs financing
14. Output 1.1  PA Network Sustainable Financing Plan (NSFP) adopted. This output will support the participatory development of a comprehensive strategic plan for the sustainable financing of the PA network. The plan will detail methods for targeting decision makers, the government budgetary office and other stakeholder groups as well as the general public. As an initial step, an economic valuation of the ecosystem services will be conducted for the PA network. The plan will include strategies and measures for PA-based tourism marketing and development with an emphasis on increasing PA financing from tourism. Tourism provides the main opportunity for PA-based revenue generation, but there is little capacity for marketing/promoting increased tourism. Very little has been done to promote domestic tourism.  Furthermore, the plan will include strategies and measures for developing natural resource management in ways that contribute to PA financing and cost reductions as well as for creation of incentives for conservation through the development of innovative public/private partnerships with local communities/user groups and local businesses. The plan will include the strategies and the measures for diversifying and increasing the PA financing from non-PA sources and will target the specific financing mechanisms to be developed. It will also suggest measures for improving the cost effectiveness of the use of funds for PA management. A needs-based, prioritized framework for putting Government of Georgia Treasury financing for PA onto a more rational, needs-based footing will be developed. One section of the Plan will elaborate on strategies and methods for improved donor coordination and definition of specific roles for donors to support the implementation of the Network Financing Plan. A final chapter will define responsibilities for implementation of the Network Financing Plan with a strong emphasis on direct implementation by APA staff. The project will facilitate the formal adoption of the PA Network Sustainable Financing Plan through assisting the APA in arranging stakeholder discussions of the draft plan, soliciting stakeholder comments and incorporating these comment into the plan, preparing final document and other relevant legal documents necessary for the formal adoption of the plan by the government. 
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15. Output 1.2. Amendment to existing PA legislation, including sub-laws and  regulation adopted, to facilitate implementation and enforcement of the PNSFP. This will include detailed legal review and revision of the legal-regulatory framework for PAs management in order to allow for: a) revenue generation opportunities allowed for each type of PA; b) retention of raised income by PAs and permission for its reinvestment into site management;  c) resource user fees at PAs and procedures for their collection and retention by sites; d) delegation (in full or in part) of PA management to private companies, NGOs, local community groups thus “legally” recognizing public-private-partnership” models for PAs; e) tourism and natural resource use based concessions at PAs; f) linking the PA law with the Law on State Budget, thus ensuring better accuracy and predictability of central budget allocations to PAs; and (g) setting of standard formats for PA business plans for IUCN Category I and II, with guidance for site managers. 
GEF Outcome/Activity 2: Capacity development for more cost-effective PA management
16. Output 2.1. Training programme on PA financing for APA up and running. Under this output, training capacities for the development of PA management and business plans, application of environmental economics tools in PAs valuation, PA-based tourism marketing and public awareness will be developed within academic institutions or other existing training institutions.  This will be achieved through:  (i) development of a curriculum with a focus on (a) business planning; (b) economic valuation of PAs; (c) PA-based tourism; and (d) marketing and public awareness strategies; (ii) selection of a host institution
 for the training programme; (iii) production and distribution of training materials; (iv) selection of professors from existing academic institutions and training  of these professors by international specialists; 
17. Output 2.2.  Internal APA policies and standards improved and APA staff from  headquarters and 23 regional offices trained in PA financing. Under this output, internal APA policies and standards will be developed and approved. Furthermore, trainers trained under the output 2.1 will train APA headquarters staff in business and management planning. Furthermore, a number of regional workshops will be conducted for the staff of all 23 APA offices to train them in PA-based tourism marketing and awareness raising. Effectiveness of trainings will be measured by the number of certificates gained by trainees and questionnaires filled out by them. In addition, training effectiveness will be measured by the number and the quality of management plans and business plans that will be developed by the trained people; programme will be adjusted accordingly with the feedback from first training sessions and; institutional and financial sustainability of courses will be insured through a fixed-term agreement with a host institution.

GEF Outcome/Activity 3: Testing site-level revenue generation mechanisms
18. Several of the new financing mechanisms will be demonstrated at a field demonstration site. The following set of criteria were developed for site selection: (i) Sites should provide opportunities for: tourism-based revenue generation; (ii) Capacity of APA staff to support these initiatives and to ensure follow-on beyond project completion; (iii) Existence of co-financing and opportunities for collaboration with other partners; (iv) Commitment/interest of stakeholders; and (v) NRM-based Contributions to PA financing - Select PAs with an appropriate status/category that allows for NR harvest and commercialization; and existence of at least one biodiversity product value chain that is financially attractive and that can be developed sustainably without degrading the PA. There has been almost no work done on biodiversity product value chain identification profitability analysis and identifying a site with a financially attractive value chain posed the greatest problem. Wildlife based ecotourism kept coming out as the value chain with the most clearcut potential. When the criteria were then applied to field sites, Tusheti came out as the clearly preferred choice with opportunities for both tourism and NRM-based financing opportunities. The Tusheti PA complex is the second most visited PA tourism destination in Georgia. Furthermore, the development of wildlife based ecotourism provides a major opportunity for resolving a major conflict with the local population who deeply resent being deprived of their centuries old hunting traditions since the creation of the PAs. During the stakeholder consultation meeting arranged under the project preparatory phase, APA management and other major stakeholders from a range of international and national organizations such as WWF, NACRES, IUCN, GTZ, USDoI, WB supported the idea of testing the co-management and/or PPP arrangements with local population for wildlife based ecotourism in Tusheti. A full presentation of Tusheti is found in Annex I. 

19. Output 3.1. Business planning approach model tested at Tusheti. The Tusheti PA complex protected areas management plan will be updated integrating the evolving components of the PA Network Finance Plan. This management planning will involve stakeholders and will include the reclassification of portions of the PA complex to allow carefully controlled wildlife based ecotourism under the public-private partnerships to be developed in Output 3.2. The partnerships will be developed with the local Tushetian population. They must abandon their involvement in the poaching of the Red Listed vulnerable Tur and other protected species and collaborate on enforcement against poaching as a condition for participating in managed wildlife based ecotourism. A business plan will be developed for the Tusheti PA complex in conjunction with the management plan. An improved system of tourist entrance fees will be developed and tested. Tusheti will be used as the first test case for the environmental economics PA valuation and the results will be used in a public awareness program with both local and national components. The national component will allow partial testing of the sub-plan for tourism development and marketing.  More cost-efficient strategies/techniques for PA management will be tested/developed with local partners taking on partial responsibility for some functions such as patrolling. More strategic techniques for patrolling and enforcement by APA agents will include linking the salaries and bonuses for enforcement agents to the number of days spent of patrol, the number of traps/guns/illegal equipment seized, the successful prosecution of poachers arrested, etc.
20. Output 3.2. Tourism and other NRM based concessions piloted in Tusheti PA. The first public-private partnership for the co-management of a protected area will be demonstrated at Tusheti. Hunting is so firmly anchored in the cultural traditions of the Tushetians, that a broad consensus has developed that the current total ban on hunting at Tusheti is not a realistic solution. The project will develop a co-management arrangement with the local Tushetians for wildlife based tourism and/or other natural resource management opportunities in the managed reserve(s) to be created. In return, the local co-managers will commit to self-policing themselves to minimize the poaching of the tur (a Red List vulnerable species of mountain goat found at Tusheti). The other form of public-private partnership to be developed will involve the awarding of revenue-generating concessions with private sector tourism operators/investors. The tourism development may also include community-based ecotourism in and around the Protected Area with the goal of establishing wild mammals’ (e.g. brown bear, bezoar (wild) goat, east Caucasian tur) viewing and tracking tours. This should bring financial returns to the local community and the Protected Area in the future. Results and finding of the biodiversity and socio-economic studies as part of the Work on Reclassification of the NP (Budget Notes, paragraph 7) will be fully utilized for wildlife tracking. Understanding of aspects of the local wildlife ecology such as their movement and habitat use patterns will be especially relevant to the successful implementation of wildlife viewing/tracking pilot project. The project will identify enthusiastic locals (especially hunters) and encourage and support them (through small business training and/or seed funding) to form small company(s). This small company (or companies) will establish partnerships with other local people to provide accommodation, catering, transport and other related services. The project will work towards establishing wildlife-watching tours for visitors. Meetings/negotiations will be conducted with national tour agencies to invite them into possible partnership with the local communities and the Protected Areas. The involvement of local hunters is particularly important because they are currently involved in poaching and for them this pilot project will be a good alternative of sustainable use of wildlife.

21. Global environmental benefits. The Caucasus has been recognized as a globally significant ‘biodiversity hotspot’ based on the richness of species and level of endemism recorded. Almost 100% of Georgia’s threatened and globally important species are concentrated in the protected areas of Georgia. All protected areas in Georgia are under-funded. Some of the PA that are the most important for globally important BD and that suffer from inadequate funding are Vashlovani NP and State Reserve, Lagodekhi NP and State Reserve and Kolkheti NP. The project will create the enabling conditions for, and will result in increases in, the sustainable financing of the PA network. This will in more effective management of the PA network of Georgia. Biodiversity conservation will be enhanced on the 495,892 ha of land in the PA network that makes up 7 % of the country’s territory and Georgia will ability to expand the network will be strengthened.The Tusheti field demonstration site has globally significant biodiversity that will enjoy greater protection because of this project. Two of the three species of Caucasian endemic birds, the Caucasian black grouse (Tetrao mlokosiewiczi) and Caucasian snow cock (Tetraogalus caspius), are found at Tusheti. Among Caucasian endemic mammals the east Caucasian Tur (Capra caucasica) is the most prominent species and is found on the IUCN Red List as a vulnerable species. The project will develop major incentives for the local population, who are almost invariably involved in the major problem of poaching of the tur, to abandon this practice.  
PART III : Management Arrangements 
22. Overall responsibilities. The project will be executed by the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Natural Resources through the Agency for Protected Areas (APA). The APA will assign a National Project Director (NPD) responsible for implementation of the project as well as for the achievement of the overall project outputs. The NPD will be an APA senior/mid-level official, but will be ultimately accountable to the Project Executive Board for the overall progress on project implementation. A Project Management Unit (PMU) will be created and will composed of a Project Manager (PM) and an Assistant. The PMU will be in charge of project day-to-day management. 
23. The Project Executive Board (PEB) will direct the project and will be the ultimate decision-maker for it. It will ensure that the project remains on course to deliver the desired outcomes of the required quality. The PEB will make management decisions for the project when guidance is required by the Project Manager or when project tolerances have been exceeded. More specifically, the PEB will set up tolerance levels for project stages in terms of duration and disbursement of financial resources. The PEB will review and clear Annual Work Plans (AWP) and annual progress achieved by the project through Annual Project Reviews based on the approved annual work plans. The Annual Workplan and the budget revisions will be sent to the UNDP Regional Center in Bratislava for clearance by the Regional Technical Advisor on Biodiversity It will review and approve project stage (quarterly) plans and will authorize any major deviation from these agreed stage plans. The PEB is the authority that signs off on the completion of each stage plan as well as authorizes the start of the next stage plan. It will ensure that required resources are committed, will arbitrate any conflicts within the project or negotiate a solution to any problems between the project and external bodies. The PEB will meet on a quarterly basis (more often if required). Prior to the quarterly meetings, the PM will duly submit the progress report on the previous period and the plan for the next one. The PEB will evaluate submitted documents and be in charge of approving plans and budgets. 

24. The PEB will be composed of the Executive, Senior User and Senior Supplier components. The Executive is ultimately responsible for the project, supported by the Senior User/Beneficiary and Senior Supplier. The Executive’s role is to ensure that the project is focused throughout its life cycle on achieving its outputs. The Executive has to ensure that the project has a cost-conscious approach, balancing the demands of the user (or beneficiary) and supplier. For the project purposes, the APA through its National Project Director will assume the Executive Role in the Board.

25. The Senior User/Beneficiary is responsible for specification of the needs of all those who will be primarily using or benefiting from the project outputs, for user liaison with the project team and for monitoring that the solution will meet those needs. The Senior User role commits user resources and monitors project outputs against agreed requirements. The representative of the Division of Biodiversity Protection under the Department of Integrated Environmental Management, MoE as well as the director of Tusheti National Park as a direct beneficiary of the Pilot project will represent the Senior User in the PEB. 

26. The Senior Supplier represents the interests of those committing resources either financial or human to the project. The Senior Supplier is accountable for the quality of the outputs delivered by the supplier(s). The Senior Supplier role must have the authority to commit or acquire supplier resources required. UNDP will represent the senior supplier role and will be supported by the other major project co-financier donors.

27. Project Assurance – this is one of the key roles in the project management structure. The Project Assurance will act as an independent and objective quality monitoring agent, avoiding the potential “self-serving bias”. In addition, the project assurance will verify the products’ or outputs’ quality. The Regional Technical Advisor for Biodiversity at the UNDP Bratislava Regional Center and UNDP Program Associate will play the Project Assurance role. 

28. For implementation of Tusheti Demonstration project, a contract will be outsourced to a local NGO/company through a competitive bidding process.

29. Communications. The NPD and the PMU will communicate with a variety of audiences and be in charge of keeping the stakeholders informed of the progress overall and on the most important project events. Further, they will be responsible for building and sustaining APAs commitment to the project and the involvement of project stakeholders. To do this, the APA and PMU will develop a communications strategy. They will maintain a high level of transparency and openness throughout the project implementation. The PMU and APA will prepare promotional materials which will bear the logos of all project partners. The same standard will also apply for all other written materials and publications and will also apply to all public events. 

30. Financial and other procedure. Payments will be performed primarily through direct payments
. A letter of agreement will be signed between the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Natural Resources and UNDP CO outlining the support services that UNDP will provide to the executing agency during the project implementation. The NPD will authorize the payments to be made on the basis of the budget approved by PEB. During absence of the NPD, the Project Manager will be authorized to process such transactions. UNDP will provide support services as agreed between the parties and set out in the standard service agreement letter between the APA and UNDP. Granting external access to ATLAS system to the project personnel will be part of the standard service agreement.
31. In accordance with standard UNDP procedures, all resources/equipment gained through project support remains the property of UNDP until project closure when a decision will be taken as to how to dispose of these resources. It is standard practice to leave resources with the implementing partner after project closure as a contribution to the development of national capacity. 

32. In order to accord proper acknowledgement to GEF for providing funding, a GEF should appear on all relevant GEF project publications, including among others, project hardware and vehicles purchased with GEF funds. Any citation on publications regarding projects funded by GEF should also accord proper acknowledgment to GEF. The UNDP logo should be more prominent -- and separated from the GEF logo if possible, as UN visibility is important for security purposes.”
PART IV: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget 

33. Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with a support of UNDP/GEF Regional Coordination Unit (RCU) in Bratislava. The Logical Framework Matrix provides impact and outcome indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. The METT tool will be used as one of the main instruments to monitor progress in PA management effectiveness. Baseline METT scores are attached in Annex I of the CEO Endorsement document. The M&E plan and reporting requirements include: inception workshop and inception report, quarterly and annual project reviews by the project board, project implementation reviews, short quarterly operational reports for GEF submission and detailed quarterly progress reports in UNDP format, including financial reports, mid-term and final evaluations, project final review by Project board and production of a terminal report. The principle components of the M&E Plan and the indicative cost estimates related to M&E activities are outlined below. The project's M&E Plan will be presented and finalized at the Project's Inception Meeting following a collective fine-tuning of indicators, means of verification, and the full definition of project staff M&E responsibilities. Full details of the M&E plan are found in the Request for CEO Endorsement. 
Audit clause
34.  The project will be subject to independent annual audits that will be conducted in accordance with UNDP financial rules and procedures.
PART V: Legal Context 

35. This Project Document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article I of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between the Government of Georgia and the United Nations Development Programme, signed by the parties on 1st July 1994. The host country implementing agency shall, for the purpose of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement, refer to the government co-operating agency described in that Agreement.
The UNDP Resident Representative in Georgia is authorized to effect in writing the following types of revision to this Project Document, provided that he/she has verified the agreement thereto by the UNDP-GEF Unit and is assured that the other signatories to the Project Document have no objection to the proposed changes:

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

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

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

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

SECTION II: STRATEGIC RESULTS FRAMEWORK
	Project Strategy
	Objectively verifiable indicators
	Baseline
	Target
	Sources of verification
	Assumptions

	Objective:

To improve the financial sustainability of the protected area system in Georgia
	Improved financial sustainability of PAS measured by financial sustainability score card:

- improved legal-regulatory and institutional frameworks  

- improved business planning  and tools for cost-effective management 

- improved availability and utilization of tools for revenue generation 
	26.5% -- 52 out of total possible score: 196 (2008 data)

38.5%  - 30/78

27.4%  -  17/61

8.7% - 5/57
	50% --  98/196

61.5%-50/78

37.7%-23/61

43.9%  - 25/57
	Financial Sustainability scorecard;

Project evaluation;

End-of-year PAS financial reports
	Renewed regional political stability

Government is willing to implement legal-regulatory and policy reform in PAS management in order to achieve financial sustainability of PAS 

APA and MOE leadership remain committed to the project objectives

Project co-financing is anticipated



	
	Improved management effectiveness of the  35 PAs (381,969.76 ha) as measured by RAPPAM tool
	Overall PA system-level management effectiveness

1. PA system-level design:
180

2. PA policies: 107

3. Policy environment: 110 

Overall management effectiveness of individual PAS

1. Lagodekhi State Reserve (SR): 231

2. Tusheti SR: 197

3. Babaneuri SR: 181

4. Batsara SR: 185

5. Vashlovani SR: 203

6. Liakhvi SR: 121

7. Mariamjvari SR: 169

8. Sataplia SR: 157

9. Borjomi SR: 182

10. Kintrishi SR: 206

11. Kobuleti SR: 228

12. Borjom-Kharagauli NP: 171

13. Kolkheti NP: 202

14. Planning: 57

15. Tusheti NP: 195

16. Vashlovani NP: 196

17. Mtirala NP: 194

18. Tbilisi NP: 124

19. Algeti NP: 130

20. Kazbegi NP: 134

21. Natural Monument (NM) Alazani: 196

22. NM Takhti-Tepha: 180

23. NM Artsivi Gorge: 180

24. NMs of Imereti Caves: 77

25. Gradabani Managed Reserve (MR): 191

26. Korugi MR: 153

27. Iori MR: 159

28. Chachuna MR: 216

29. Katsoburi MR: 178

30. Nedzvi MR: 152

31. Kobuleti MR: 233

32. Ilto MR: 173

33. Lagodekhi MR: 239

34. Ajameti MR: 163

35. Kintrishi Protected Landscape (PL): 200
	By the end of the project Overall Management Effectiveness Scores for 35 PAs improved by at least 50%
	Management Effectiveness Scores for 35 PAs measured by RAPPAM methodology 
	

	Outcome 1:

Sustainable Financing Plan for Georgia’s protected area system: 


	Existence of  legal-regulatory framework supportive to financial sustainability of PAS 


	Legal framework is not supportive – it requires all revenues from PAS to go to the central budget; it doesn’t provide for co-management.


	Legal-regulatory framework:

-  allows for all after taxes revenues from concession to be retained in PAS;

- lays the basis for co-management partnerships between APA and local resource users for NRM in PA 
	Law/amendments to the law published in the official parliamentary journal
	APA and MOE set an effective coordination mechanism  for development of PAS financial plan and take a lead on preparation of the document

	
	Improved funding of 35 PAs of Georgia  covering 381,969.76 hectares 


	Currently only 34.0% of PAS funding needs - optimal management costs and investments are being met, largely through government funding;
	Funding sources will be identified for covering the remaining 47% funding needs. Potential funding options to be considered: Tourism concessions awarded to private sector, increased tourist entry fees, CPAF funding, donations
	Financial sustainability plan;

APA budget;

End-of year PAS financial reports
	

	Outcome 2:

Improved  institutional  effectiveness of protected area institutions in sustainable financing 
	Number of approved PA management plans that include business plans completed by professionals trained in business planning by the project
	6 PAs have management plans – all are out of date

0 PA have business plans
	At least 3 PA with updated management plans, each including a business plan, completed by project-trained professionals
	Hardcopies of PA business plans signed by appropriate authorities

Final evaluation
	Existing training institutes are committed to building new training capacities

	
	Level of systemic, institutional  and individual capacities of PAS agencies for PAS management as measured by capacity assessment score card
	Total score (2008):

- systemic: 43% -13/30

-institutional: 42% - 19/45

-individual: 33%-7/21

- Policy Formulation:

Systemic: 67% - 4/ 6

Institutional: 33% - 1/3

- Implementation: 

Systemic: 56% - 4/9

Institutional: 41% - 

11/ 36

Individual: 33% - 4/12

- Eng. and consensus:

Systemic: 33% - 2/6

Institutional: 33% - 2/6

Individual: 33% - 1/3

- Info and knowledge

Systemic: 33% - 1/3

Institutional: 67% - 2/3

Individual: 33% - 1/3

- M&E and learning:

Systemic: 17% - 1/6

Institutional: 50% - 3/6

Individual: 33% - 1/3
	Total score (2011):

-systemic: 80%:24/30

-institutional: 80% - 38/45

-individual: 67% - 14/21

- Policy Formulation:

83% - 5/6

100% - 3/3

- Implementation:

78% - 7/9

81%- 22/27

67% - 8/12

- Eng. and consensus:

83% - 5/6

 83% - 5/6

67% - 2/3

-Info and knowledge:

67% - 2/3

67% - 2/3

67% - 2/3

- M&E and learning:

83% - 5/6

67% - 4/6

67% - 2/ 3
	Capacity assessment scorecard
	

	Outcome 3:

New financial mechanisms and public/private partnerships tested/demonstrated at pilot field site contributing to the improved financial sustainability
	Management effectiveness of the Tusheti PAs field demonstration site (METT Scorecard) 
	56
	70 
	METT scorecards 
	Local residents and private sector stakeholders are willing to participate in PPPs based on economic benefits they can realize; Government supports establishment of a pilot PPP/concession in Tusheti PA  

	
	Amount of PA-based revenues in dollar values for Tusheti PA 
	2008 budget: $90,012

2008 revenues: $0

2009 expected revenues: $10,412 (tourist service) 
	2011 revenues: at least $20,824, 100% increase in Tusheti PA revenues compared to 2009 figures
	Project reports;

Final evaluation;

APA financial expenditure reports
	

	
	Number of NRM or tourism-based public-private partnerships and/or concessions established 
	Absence of any public-private partnerships and/or concessions in Tusheti PA complex
	At least one public private partnership or concession on NRM/or tourism established 
	legal documents on establishment of PPP/concession(s);

project reports; final evaluation;


	


SECTION III : Total Budget and Workplan

	Award ID:  
	

	Award Title:
	PIMS 3957 BD MSP: Catalysing financial sustainability of Georgia’s protected Areas’ System

	Business Unit:
	UNDP Georgia: GEO10

	Atlas project ID
	

	Project Title:
	PIMS 3957 BD MSP: Catalysing financial sustainability of Georgia’s protected Areas’ System

	Implementing Partner  (Executing Agency) 
	Agency for protected Areas, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Natural Resources of Georgia


	Project ID  Expected Outputs
	GEF Outcome/
Key Activity
	Timeframe
	Responsible Party
	Planned Budget
	Notes

	
	
	
	
	Fund
	Donor
	Budget code
	Budget Description
	AmountUS$
	

	
	
	2009
	2010
	2011
	
	
	
	
	
	2009
	2010
	2011
	Total
	

	Ensuring Financial sustain- ability of Georgia's protected areas system
	1. Sustainable Financial Planning
	X
	X
	 
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	72100
	Contractual service-Companies
	10000
	5000
	0
	15000
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	71300
	Local Consultants
	24000
	8250
	2500
	34750
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	71200
	International Consultants
	56000
	25000
	25000
	106000
	3

	
	Sub-total
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	90000
	38250
	27500
	155750
	 

	
	2. Capacity Development for cost-effective PA management
	X
	X
	 
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	72100
	Contractual services-companies
	0
	38000
	0
	38000
	4

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	71300
	International Consultants
	44000
	0
	0
	44000
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	71400
	Local consultants
	2500
	11200
	0
	13700
	6

	
	Sub-total
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	46500
	49200
	0
	95700
	 

	
	3. Demo project - Tusheti PAS
	X
	X
	X
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	72100
	Contractual service-companies
	188000
	120000
	114550
	422550
	7

	
	Sub-total
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	188000
	120000
	114550
	422550
	 

	
	Management and Oversight
	X
	X
	X
	GoG
	04000
	UNDP
	71400
	Contractual services-indivudals
	50988
	50988
	50988
	152964
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	04000
	UNDP
	72200
	Office equipment
	2000
	0
	0
	2000
	9

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	04000
	UNDP
	72400
	Communications & Audio visual equipment
	1334
	1333
	1333
	4000
	10

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	74100
	Professional services (audit)
	2334
	2333
	2333
	7000
	11

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	62000
	GEF Trustee
	73100
	Rental Maintenance-premises 
	4000
	0
	0
	4000
	12

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	04000
	UNDP
	74200
	Audio visual and Printing and production costs
	0
	0
	10000
	10000
	13

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	04000
	UNDP
	71600
	Travel-Local DSAs
	4752
	4752
	4752
	14256
	14

	
	
	
	
	
	GoG
	04000
	UNDP
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	2400
	2400
	2400
	7200
	15

	
	Sub-total
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	67808
	61806
	71806
	201420
	 

	
	Total  budget
	392308
	269256
	213856
	875420
	 


	TOTAL BUDGET SUMMARY
	
	
	
	

	Responsible Party/ Implementing Agent
	Amount Year 1 (USD)
	Amount Year 2 (USD)
	Amount Year 3 (USD)
	Total (USD)

	GEF (cash)
	330,834
	209,783
	144,383
	685,000

	UNDP (cash)
	61,474
	59473
	69473
	190,420

	Government of Georgia (in-kind)
	3,882,667


	3,882,667


	3,882,666

	11,648,000



	Donors (in-kind)
	631,805
	631,805


	631,806
	1,895,416

	GRAND TOTAL
	4,906,780
	4,783,728
	4,728,328
	14,418,836


Budget notes:

1. Contractual services – companies:








· To contract local NGO/company to organize regional and national stakeholder workshops for finance plan preparation: 

· Five thematic one-day regional workshops – 20 people each (lodging for 15 x 1 day DSA), $10,000  (2009)

· One day national workshop to present/debate full draft financing plan 40 people (lodging/DSA for 20 x 2 day), $5,000 (2010)








2.  Local consultants:









·  2 national consultants for 6 man/weeks to conduct environmental economics valuation. 2 x $100/day x 8 weeks $8000 (2009)









· 1 local consultant for 5 man/weeks to develop a plan for public awareness raising, lump sum contract $2500 (2009)

·  1 local consultant for 5 man/weeks to develop PAS-based tourism development plan, lump sum contract $2500  (2009)










· 1 Local consultant for 5 man/weeks to develop a plan for NRM-based contributions for PA financing, lump sum contract $2500 (2009)








· 1 Local consultant for  5 man/weeks to develop a plan for diversifying PA financing (carbon credits, taxes, trust funds, etc), lump sum contract, $2500
 (2009)






· 1 Local consultant  for 2.5 man/weeks to develop a plan for coordinating donor inputs, lump sum contract, $1250 (2009)








· 1 Local consultant for 5 man/weeks to develop a synthesis report, lump sum contract $2500 (2010)


· 1 Local consultant for 10 man/weeks to review and revise a legal/regulatory framework governing tourism concessions in ways that create partnerships and revenues for PA management, lump sum contract, $5000 (2010)

· 1 Local consultant for 5 man/weeks to conduct project mid-term evaluation: lump sum contract: $2,500

· 1 Local consultant for 5 man/weeks to conduct project final evaluation: lump sum contract: $2,500


3. International consultants:









·  1 International consultant for 3.6 man/weeks to develop a plan for PA-based tourism development $600/day x 18 days+ $200DSA x 21 days+ $2000 ticket, lumpsum contact, $17,000 (2009)



· 1 International consultant for 2.4 man/weeks to develop a plan for NRM-based contributions for PA financing cost, 12days x $600/day + $200DSA x 14 days + $2000 ticket, lumpsum contract, $12000 (2009)

· 1 International consultant for 2.4 man/wks to develop a plan for for diversifying PA financing (carbon credits, taxes, trust funds, etc), $600/day x 12 days + $200DSA x 14 days + $2000 ticket, lump sum contract, $12,000 (2009)

· 1 International consultant for 2 wks to develop strategies for reducing PA management costs, $600/day x 12 days + $200DSA x 14 days + $2000 ticket, lump sum contract, 12,000 (2009)



· 1  International consultant for 1 man/wk (Same consultant used in Outcome 2 home-based) to develop guidelines for business planning, 5 days x $600 = $3000 (2009)

· 1 International consultant for 6 man/weeks to conduct project mid-term evaluation, Lump sum contract, including $600 daily fee*30 days+$200DSA*25 days + $2000 ticket=$25,000



· 1 International consultan for 6 man/weeks t to conduct project final evaluation: lump sum contract, including $600 daily fee*30 days+$200DSA*25days + $2000 ticket=$25,000







4. Contractual services – companies:








· Local NGO to conduct training of APA staff in PAS management planning, $10,000 (2010)


·  Local NGO/company to organize awareness raising training for one person from each of 23 APA offices at two regional workshops: 2 trainings of five days each (east, west Georgia) (travel, DSA, etc) = 2 x $7,000 =  $14,000 (2010)









· Local NGO/company to organize 2 regional tourism marketing training workshops for one person from each of 23 APA offices: 2 trainings of five days each (east, west Georgia) (travel,DSA, et) = 2 x $7,000 =$14,000
 (2010)

5.  International consultants:









· 1  International consultant for 3.4 man/weeks to train the trainers in business planning. These trainers will provide the training to APA headquarters staff in output 2.2. He/she will participate and oversee that training, but all his/her costs are covered here: 17 days*$600/day fee+14 days in Tbilisi*$200/day DSA+One round trip airplane ticket $2000=$15,000 (2009)



· 1 International consultant for 6 man/wks to train the local consultants in environmental economics. (The environmental economics valuation will be done in Output 1.1. by the consultants trained and supervised by the international consultant whose costs are paid in Output 2.1.). International consultant will do two missions:


· 1st mission 3 weeks







· 2nd mission 2 weeks







· 30 days fees: $600*30=$18,000 






· Two round trip tickets: $2000*2=$4000 






· 5 days DSA: $200*35=$7000








· Total $29,000









6. Local consultants:










· 1 national consultant  for 2.5 man/weeks to train local trainers in awareness raising: Lump sum contract: $1250 (2009)










· 1 national consultant for 2.5 man/weeks to train local trainers in tourism marketing: Lump sum contract: $1250 (2009)











· 2 professors/trainers trained by international consultant for 1.2 man/week to train APA headquarters staff in business planning: 2x6 days x $100 daily/fee = $1200 (2010)





· 2 local consultants for 5 man/weeks to conduct awareness raising training for one person from each of 23 APA offices at two regional workshops on business planning: 2 consultants*$2,500 monthly sum = $5000 (2010)

· 2 local consultants for 5 man/weeks to conduct tourism marketing awareness raising training for one person from each of 23 APA offices at two regional workshops: 2 consultants*$2500 monthly sum = $5000 (2010)

7. Contractual service-companies: 

Local NGO/company to implement Tusheti Protected Areas Demonstration project:




· Update management plan for Tusheti, $30000  (2009)






·  Develop Business plan, $30000 (2009)








·  Conduct awareness raising for Tusheti (nationwide coverage), $100,000 (2009)

· Conduct tourism marketing primarily targeting Georgians, $20,000 (2009)




· Optimize the tourist entry fees systems: Natl consultant(s): 1 consultant x 2 mo + travel & DSA=$6000 (2009)

· Test and develop more cost effective patrols and enforcement: Int Conslt 12 days*$600 daily fee+13 days*$200 DSA+$2,000 Airline ticket = $12,000 (2009)

· Work on Reclassification of the NP (2009, 2010):







o   Biodiversity surveys, $20,000 (2009)







o   Socioeconomic surveys, $20,000 (2009)







o   Participatory workshops for stakeholder inputs, $10,000 (2010)





o   Formal legal boundary description, $10,000 (2010)






· Ecological monitoring focusing on wild goat and tur and developmentof GIS system at Tusheti, $50,000 (2010)



· Creation & capacity building for local partners/concessions (2011)





o   Bookkeeping skills









o   Business planning/management








o   Communications









o   Internal governance systems








· Subtotal capacity building, $64,550








· Start up costs, Grants: $50,000 (2011)






8. Contractual services - individuals:









·  Project coordinator for 3 years: $2732/month*36 months=$98,352. Salary is based on UNDP CO service contract holder salary scale and equals to  Service Band 4, MiD level (National Mid-level professional: NOB, step I-VI)



·  Assistant to the coordinator for 3 years: $1517/mo*36 months=$354,612. Salary is based on UNDP CO service contract holder salary scale and equals to  Service Band 3,Quartille 1 (General category staff: G5/IX-G6/VI)




9. Office equipment: Computers for coordinator and assistant






10.  Communications&audio-visual equipment: 

· connectivity charges: $111.11*36month=$4,000



1. Professional services: 

· 3 annual audits: $7,000







2. Rental Maintenance-premises: 

· Inception workshop: $4,000






13. Audio-visula and prointing production costs: 

· Production of a documentary on the project: $10,000



14. Travel-local DSAs: 

· monitoring and oversight travel of project and APA staff to demo site: 12man/day*6month*3years*$66DSA=$14,256

15. Miscellaneous costs: 

US$200*36 months=$7,200
SECTION IV: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

PART I : Approved MSP PIF

Project Identification Form (PIF)

Project Type:  FORMDROPDOWN 
 
the GEF Trust Fund

Submission Date:  November 15, 2007

Re-submission Date:       
	Indicative Calendar

	Milestones
	Expected Dates

	Work Program (for FSP)
	n/a

	CEO Endorsement/Approval
	December. 2008

	GEF Agency Approval
	Dec. 2008

	Implementation Start
	January 2009

	Mid-term Review (if planned)
	October 2010

	Implementation Completion
	January 2012


part i:  project IDentification                                                        
GEFSEC Project ID
:      
gef agency Project ID: 3957
Country(ies): Georgia
Project Title: Catalyzing Financial Sustainability of Georgia’s Protected Area System 
GEF Agency(ies):  FORMDROPDOWN 

Other Executing partner(s): Ministry of Environmental Protection and Natural Resources

GEF Focal Area (s):  FORMDROPDOWN 
 FORMDROPDOWN 
, FORMDROPDOWN 
 
GEF-4 Strategic program(S): SO1/SP1

Name of parent program/umbrella project: n/a       
A. Project framework  (Expand table as necessary)
	Project Objective:  to improve the financial sustainability of the protected area system in Georgia.

	Project Components
	Type
	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs 
	Indicative GEF Financing*
	Indicative Co-financing*
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total ($)

	
	
	
	
	($)
	%
	($)
	%
	 

	1. Sustainable financing plan for Georgia Protected Area System 
	TA
	PA system set on a path towards financial sustainability – (measured by financial scorecard)

Reduction in financing gap to meet protected area management objectives 
	National level financial analysis 

Sustainable Financing  plan for PAS;

Adoption of new policies/laws/measures which will allow for creation of well tested site-based financing mechanisms

Model business plans developed 
	121,400
	11
	935,000
	89
	1,056,400

	2 Institutional and individual capacity to implement the sustainable financing plan is in place. 
	TA
	Improved management effectiveness

(METT)
Institutional capacity assessment score card 
	DPA and PA staff training in business planning and financial management;
System to monitor management effectiveness
Information management and reporting on protected area financing
	93,400
	12
	700,000
	88
	793,400

	Models for revenue generation mechanisms tested, including private public partnerships
	TA, INV
	Diversification of revenue streams demonstrated 
	Model PPPs established in selected PAS; 

Financial models for revenue   generation demonstrated
	404,700
	14
	2,438,448
	86
	2,843,148

	4. Project management  
	 
	66,000
	8
	753,000
	92
	819,000

	Total  
	 
	685,000
	12
	4,826,448
	88
	5,511,448


           *   List the $ by project components.  The percentage is the share of GEF and Co-financing respectively to the total amount for the component.

        ** TA = Technical Assistance;  STA = Scientific & technical analysis.


B.   Indicative Financing Plan Summary For The Project ($)
	Source of Financing
	Project Preparation

	Project 
	Agency Fee
	Total

	GEF 
	PPG                40,000
	685,000
	72,500
	797,500

	Co-financing 
	1,062,918
	4,826,448
	 
	5,889,366

	Total
	1,102,918
	5,511,448
	72,500
	6,683,858


        *   Please include the previously approved PDFs and planned request for new PPG, if any.  Indicate the amount already approved as 
            footnote here and if the GEF funding is from GEF-3.

C.   Indicative Co-financing for the project (including project preparation amount) by source and
       by name  (in parenthesis) if available, ($)

	Sources of Co-financing 
	Type of Co-financing
	Amount

	Project Government Contribution
	In-kind
	1,250,000

	GEF Agency(ies)
	In-kind
	3,000

	Bilateral Aid Agency(ies)  - USDoI/ITAP
	Grant 
	600,000

	Bilateral Aid Agency (ies) KfW/GTZ
	Grant 
	2,250,000

	Private Sector – BTC CO 
	Grant 
	400,000

	NGO (WWF – Mava; IUCN – Norway; WWF- Norway)
	Grant 
	839,918

	BMZ/ KfW/WWF Caucasus
	Grant 
	546,448

	Total co-financing
	 
	5,889,366


D.   GEF Resources Requested by Focal Area(s), agency (ies) share and country(ies)* n/a
part ii:  project JustiFication

A. State the issue, how the project seeks to address it, and the expected global environmental benefits to be delivered:  

1. The Caucasus region is one of the Global 200 WWF ecoregions
 , one of the World’s 25 biologically richest and most endangered terrestrial ecosystems
, and one of the World’s 221 Endemic Bird Areas
. Georgia, situated in the central part of the Caucasus, holds the major part of the region’s biodiversity with almost all Caucasus ecosystems and habitats represented and a high number of globally threatened species
. Three Caucasus endemic bird species (Caucasian Black Grouse, Caucasian Snow Cock and Caucasian Chiffchaff) occur in Georgia, which is a unique fact for the European continent. The main threats to Georgia’s globally significant biodiversity are: (i) habitat degradation and fragmentation caused by illegal logging timber trade, overgrazing and water pollution; (ii) poaching and illegal wildlife trade; (iii) overfishing; and (iv) infrastructure development. In order to secure its globally significant biodiversity, Georgia established a system of protected areas covering about 482,842 ha of land or 7 % of the country’s territory. The system is composed of 39 protected areas (PA) of different management categories. 

2. Protected Areas represent the cornerstone of Georgia’s biodiversity conservation strategy, as reflected in the government’s commitment to achieve a 20.2% coverage (1,417, 522 ha) by 2010 by establishing new protected areas and enlarging some of the existing ones.  For this purpose, Georgia has developed a very comprehensive programme on protected areas and strong partnerships with numerous international organizations, such as BMZ/KfW/GTZ, Governments of US and Norway, IUCN, WWF, Conservation International, etc. This programme for protected areas is composed of a series of national and international projects, mainly targeting investments at individual protected areas and capacity development at national and site level. For example, BMZ/KfW jointly with WWF Caucasus has been supporting the development of Borjomi-Kharagauli National Park; BTC Co and IUCN supported the development of a management plan for Ktsia-Tabatskuri Sanctuary and capacity building of the Department for Protected Areas. The recently initiated USDOI /ITAP “Georgia Protected Areas Support Project” is a one-year project, which will improve current legal basis for protected area management, develop a training center for rangers in Tbilisi and directly support public awareness in two national parks. The BMZ/KfW/GTZ -”Ecoregional Conservation Programme in the South Caucasus” aims to establish a new National Park, a joint secretariat for Caucasus ecoregion conservation and to support public awareness activities. IUCN and the Government of Norway have initiated a project to assist the government in identifying gaps in protected area management. WWF with funding from Mava Foundation will support Georgia in creating the enabling conditions for the implementation of PoWPA. All the projects mentioned above are supporting individual protected areas, or national gap analysis on protected area management. 

3. In March 2006, BMZ/KfW, CI and WWF launched the Caucasus Protected Area Trust Fund covering Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. It is expected that the Trust fund will be operational by the end of 2007. Once effective, the Trust Fund will pay up to 50% of operational costs of priority protected areas in the three countries (the ones identified in WWF Ecoregional planning process), once the following conditions are in place: (i) the government already covers 50% of the management costs of the respective protected area; (ii) the PA has or is in the process of developing a management plan and a business plan; and (iii) the government submits a grant proposal to the Trust Fund. The Trust Fund will be a very useful mechanism for financing long-term recurrent costs of priority protected areas in Georgia, provided that other sources of revenues will be identified and the systemic and institutional framework conducive to financial sustainability established.
4. Although there is a strong commitment of the Government of Georgia to allocate funds to PAs, reflected in the positive trend of PA budget, existing financing falls far short of the amount required for effective management of the existing protected areas, let alone for the expansion of the system to meet conservation priorities and CBD targets. It is estimated that only 19.6% (1,257,485 USD) of the basic management costs of the protected areas are covered currently by the state budget. There is clearly a need for finding new financial resources to supplement existing funding for PAs and developing the capacity at the systemic, institutional and individual level for planning, developing and implementing a sustainable finance plan for the PAS. Recognizing that the current governmental financing and the future Trust Fund will not be enough to cover the costs associated with the management of existing protected area system, the Government of Georgia is requesting financial assistance from the GEF to cover the incremental costs associated with creating the enabling environment for achieving financial sustainability of the Protected Areas System which in time will enable the expansion of the system. 

5. The normative situation is “Protected Area System of Georgia is able to secure stable and long-term financial resources, allocate them in a timely manner and appropriate form, cover the full costs of protected areas and, ensure that the protected areas are managed effectively and efficiently. However, achievement of the normative situation is hampered by a series of barriers at the systemic, institutional and know-how levels that this project will attempt to remove. The main barriers to achieving the normative situation are: (a) Legal-regulatory and policy barriers - the current legislation on PAs is limited as: (i) the economic and financial elements of this law do not fully reflect existing budgetary regulations; (ii) standardized national PA business planning guidelines do not exist; (iii) current level of public financing and donor assistance is not sufficient for management effectiveness of PAS and innovative and sustainable models for revenue generation, including PPPs are not supported; (iv) there are inconsistencies and collisions among PA and other laws; (v) it fails to define clear codes of management, and gives only general principles (some of which have proved contradictory – e.g. some strict nature reserves allow tourism and some not); (vi) it fails to distinguish between the PA as a designated territory and the PA as a management unit; and (b) Weak institutional and individual capacities - individual protected areas, as well as the coordinating body of the PA system in Georgia, lack the technical and financial capacities to manage the system appropriately. The lack of trained human resources is the main issue;  many PAs lack management plans and none of the PAs have a business plan; there are no capacities to prepare business plans internally; existing management plans (prepared by various external consultants) differ significantly and usually do not address adequately the needs of individual PAs; there is also a lack of experience in managing PAs for objectives other than protection (habitats and species management, education and interpretation, recreation, nature resources management, business management) and a lack of experience in raising additional funds to ensure financial sustainability.  
6. The overall goal of the project is the establishment and maintenance of a comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national Protected Area System for Georgia. The project’s objective is to improve the financial sustainability of the protected area system in Georgia. This objective will be achieved through the following outcomes: (i) sustainable financing plan for Georgia PAS including necessary regulatory, legislative, policy and institutional measures is developed; (ii) institutional and individual capacity (including business planning) to implement the sustainable financing plan is in place; and (iii) different models for revenue generation mechanisms are tested, including private public partnerships. 

7. The project will strengthen government capacities at systemic, institutional and individual levels to ensure that the funds leveraged for the management of protected areas are used efficiently and effectively. Specifically, the first and the third outcomes will contribute to system-level capacity development, e.g. establishment of enabling environment for  financial sustainability of protected areas systems, including development of financial plan for PAS and testing of different income generating models, both financial and institutional. The second outcome will focus on institutional and individual capacities through enabling the Department of Protected Areas to undertake business planning and financial management, etc.  The activities may include but not limited to: (i) review and revision of current legal-regulatory basis to promote sustainable use of natural resources (non-timber forest products, grazing and mowing in some areas, fishing, etc.) and different management/ownership modalities of PAS; (ii) promotion of private-public partnerships (PPPs) to maximize the tourism potential in PAS, through removing legal and institutional barriers for establishment of PPPs, brokering partnerships between the private sector and Protected Areas, marketing, etc; (iii) development of guidelines for business planning; and (iv) training of DPA national and local staff in business planning and corporate management aspects, development of model business plans, etc. All of these will create the enabling environment for financial sustainability and empower the PA agencies to use the funds more effectively. The project will address a wide range of issues, including: (i) building a diverse funding portfolio, going beyond conventional mechanisms and including multiple funding sources; (ii) setting-up mechanisms to manage the funds in a way that promotes cost efficiency and management effectiveness, allows for long-term planning and security, and provides incentives and opportunities for managers to generate and retain funds at the PA level; and (iii) factoring finance into PA planning and management processes, and ensuring that there is sufficient human capacity to use financial tools

8. The project will secure long-term conservation of 482,842 ha of globally significant biodiversity of the Georgia (which is included in its entirety in the Caucasus Ecoregion and hot spot) and will help the Georgian Government to achieve the PA coverage target of CBD PoWPA in a financially sustainable way. In addition, lessons learnt in protected area financing will contribute to the regional (the other Caucasus countries: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Turkey, Russia) and global knowledge on financial mechanisms for protected areas.

B.     Describe the consistency of the project with national priorities/plans
9. The project is aligned with the Government’s policy for biodiversity conservation, as stated in the National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and Action Plan and the relevant legislation. Whereas it is difficult for the Government, in light of the existing socio-economic problems of the country, to allocate sufficient amount of state budget resources for effective operation of the protected areas, the governmental agencies involved in protected areas management seek alternative approaches to ensure financial sustainability of the system and enable the existing protected areas to perform their functions. 
C.        Describe the consistency of the project with gef strategies and fit with sp

10. The proposed project contributes to the achievement of the Strategic Objective 1 of BD Focal Area Strategy: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Areas, the Strategic Program on “Sustainable Financing of Protected Areas”. Outcome 1 will support the development of a sustainable financing plan which would include the legal and institutional framework to enable protected areas to plan and conduct income generating activities, to retain and invest back in conservation activities the funds generated. Outcome 2 will build the capacity of the Department of Protected Areas and Protected Area authorities in business planning so as to effectively implement the sustainable financing plan. Outcome 3 will demonstrate replicable innovations in protected area management, testing public-private sector partnerships and other types of governance and new income generating activities, such as utilization of non-timber forest products, grazing and mowing in some areas, fishing, game viewing, tourism and recreation, etc. The project will also explore the feasibility of applying market-based charges for PA goods and services, such as: tourism charges, resource extraction fees and payments for ecosystem services. 
D.    Outline the Coordination with other related initiatives 
11. The Government of Georgia has set up a comprehensive programme for protected areas implemented in partnership with a series of international organizations. The proposed project is an integral part of this overall programme and preliminary meetings and discussions were held with all key stakeholders for the design of this PIF. The project will use the lessons learned from PA management planning of the WB/GEF Georgia Protected Areas Development Project, which targeted the improved management effectiveness of four individual protected areas in Georgia (this project is focused on site interventions and is expected to be completed in 2007). The proposed project will ensure that the training center which will be established under the USDOI /ITAP “Georgia Protected Areas Support Project” will have the capacity to deliver business planning trainings for PA managers.  The project complements the BMZ/KfW, CI and WWF initiative on Caucasus Protected Area Trust Fund (covering Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia) by assisting with the establishment of the legal and institutional framework conducive to financial sustainability of protected area systems, development of guidelines for the business planning, and demonstrating new sources of revenue generation.

E.     Describe the incremental reasoning of the project
12. In the absence of the project, even though the Government of Georgia has articulated its commitment to biodiversity conservation by establishing a comprehensive Protected Area System and programme and a target of 20.2 % coverage, this will likely remain an ambitious programme unless fundamental PA financing issues are addressed. The PA system will neither be able to provide effective protection to biodiversity within its existing national system nor expand to include ecosystems and habitats that are receiving sub-optimal coverage. 

F.   Indicate risks, including climate change risks, that might prevent the project objective(s) from being achieved
	Risk
	Risk  rating
	Risk mitigation strategy

	Insufficient support for key decisions on behalf of the most important government institutions
	L
	Key government officials will be consulted during project preparation. Letter of endorsement will be signed. A Project Board represented by major players, including representatives of relevant Ministries will be established in the implementation stage to direct the project and make decisions at key decision-makings points.  In addition, to increase the capacity and ownership from the government side, it is suggested to have the Ministry of Environment as a project executing agency, which will coordinate the project activities through the National Project Director appointed from its staff. Targeted PR to high level officials; 

	Business planning is not recognized as necessary element in PA management. 
	L
	The project will carry out comprehensive training programs in PA business planning at local and central level; Best practice will be promoted and demonstrated through pilot BP preparation and launching of activities. 

	Resistance to change in PA administrations
	L
	The project will provide various trainings to PA administrations and will strengthen the capacity of the administrations.

	Staff turnover and major change in the structure of the Ministry of Environment, including PA territorial units
	M
	The risk will be continuously monitored and its status shared with the project Board. Appropriate risk management actions will be developed by the project and agreed upon with the project board.


G.      describe, if possible, the expected cost-effectiveness of the project
13. A comprehensive cost-effectiveness analysis will be developed as part of the project preparation stage.  Currently, only 19.6% (1,257,485 USD) of the basic management costs of the protected areas are covered by the state budget with some additional ad-hoc funding from the international donors on charismatic national parks. The Caucasus Trust Fund, once operational will provide some additional financing, but only for those protected areas which fulfill certain criteria. The existing financial flows are not always managed effectively, either in relation to PA financing needs or conservation priorities. Thus, in many cases, PA funding is skewed towards recurrent costs, especially staffing, while critical investment needs remain under-funded. By focusing on creating the enabling environment for protected area financial sustainability, the project aims at improving the ability of the Department of Protected Areas to secure stable and long-term financial resources, allocate them in a timely manner and appropriate form, cover the full costs of protected areas and, ensure that the protected areas are managed effectively and efficiently. 
H.  Justify the comparative advantage of GEF agency: 
14. The project fully complies with the comparative advantages matrix approved by the GEF Council. The project is strongly linked with the portfolio of environmental projects currently being implemented by UNDP Georgia and will benefit from their experience. It is also fully within the scope of the agreed areas of activities between the UNDP and the Government. Given UNDP’s recognized role in capacity development to enable countries to access investments for environmental management and based on the fact that UNDP is the implementing agency for a large portfolio of GEF – funded protected area projects covering 22 countries in Europe and CIS and working on 60 protected areas covering over 15 million hectares, the Government of Georgia has requested UNDP’s assistance in the design and implementation of this project. Thus, while deciding to implement the project through UNDP, the government of Georgia has taken into consideration long-lasting successful cooperation with UNDP Georgia in almost all GEF focal areas, including biodiversity protection 
, UNDP’s implementation capacity, country presence and its experience and expertise in capacity development. Moreover, UNDP has recently received a clearance on implementation of Enabling Activities BD2, where one of the components is a capacity needs assessment, including legal-regulatory and policy review that might be perfectly fed into the various components of the PA project. 
part iii:  approval/endorsement by gef operational focal point(s) and GEF agency(ies)

A.   Record of Endorsement of GEF Operational Focal Point (S) on Behalf of the Government(S): (Please attach the  country endorsement letter(s)  or regional endorsement letter(s) with this template).

	Nino Tkhilava

Head of Department, Ministry of Environment Protection and Natural Resources;

GEF Operational Focal Point Georgia
	Date: 15 November 2007


B.  GEF Agency(ies) Certification



	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for project identification and preparation.

	
Andrew Hudson
UNDP- GEF Officer-in-Charge Coordinator
	Adriana Dinu, UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Coordinator
Project Contact Person

	Date: November 15, 2007 
	Tel. and Email:
+421 2 59 337 332

adriana.dinu@undp.org 


PART III: Organigram of Project 

[image: image2]
PART IV: Terms of References for key project staff and main sub-contracts
	For Technical Assistance*

	Local
	
	
	

	Environment economics valuation expert
	500
	16
	The two consultants will be economists from an existing training institute or university. They will receive training in environmental economics and the application of environmental economics from the international consultant. They will conduct and environmental economics valuation of Tusheti PA complex as a practical exercise as part of their training during the first mission of the international consultant. They will then conduct an environmental economics valuation of the PA network and prepare a draft report. During the international consultants second mission, they will work under his supervision to revise and strengthen their draft. They will receive training from the international consultant in the curriculum on environmental economics applications to PA prepared by him so that they can teach this course.

	Awareness raising expert
	500
	5
	The consultant will develop a plan for awareness raising at the national level and a generic plan for local awareness rasising at the level of the individual PA or small group of PA covered by a single PA administration. The consultant will define the key targets groups and both levels and the general level of awareness of each group at the national level. He/she will define the key messages to be communicated and the most cost effective choice of media for transmitting the messages and raising awareness. He/she will complete the chapter on awareness raising for the PA Network Financing Plan.

	Tourism development/natural resource management expert
	500
	5
	Develop PAS-based tourism development plan for PAS finacial plan 

	Tourism development/natural resource management expert
	500
	5
	Assess potencial for revenues generation from Natural Resource Management and develop a plan for NRM-based contributions for PAS financing

The consultant will work under the supervision of the international consultant on this theme – see the TOR for the international consultant for details of the tasks to be completed

	Environmental economics/natural resource management expert
	500
	5
	Develop a plan for diversifying PA financing (carbon credits, taxes, trust funds, etc), lump sum contract
The consultant will work under the supervision of the international consultant for this theme – see the TOR for the international consultant for details of the task to be completed

	Environmental/natural resource management and policy expert
	500
	2.5
	This consultant will conduct his/her mission after the PA Network Financing Plan has begun to take shape. The consultant will consult with APA, Ministry of Environment and all of the donors to determine each actors perception of the needs and opportunities for enhanced coordination and their ideas on the most appropriate mechanisms. The consultant will develop a plan for donor coordination in support of the implementation of the PA Network Financing Plan. He/she will seek mechanisms for APA to play the key role of facilitator to guide donor coordination in support of GoG priorities for the PA network and for biodiversity conservation

	Environmental law and policy expert
	500
	12
	The consultant will meet with the key PA network stakeholders and will conduct a full review of laws related to protected areas to more precisely define the specific legal barriers to sustainable financing. The consultant will a strategic plan for affecting needed legal reforms and will lead the implementation of the plan. He/she will draft new legislation to overcome the identified legal barriers and will lead a participatory process for presenting the drafts to stakeholders, soliciting stakeholder input and for modifying/improving the new legislation. He/she will modify the legislation and will advise and facilitate the approval process

	Environmental/natural resources policy and management expert
	500
	9
	The consultant will meet with key stakeholders to review their perceptions of the PA Network Financing Plan. He/she will then synthesize all of the diverse consultant reports into a coherent, concise fully formatted document ready for approval and publishing

	Trainer of trainers in awareness raising
	500
	2.5
	The consultant will provide professional training for trainers/professors from an existing training institute/university for awareness raising on PA values. The trainer will integrate the results of the plan for PA awareness raising prepared above.

	Trainer of trainers in tourism marketing
	500
	2.5
	The consultant will provide professional training for trainers/professors from an existing training institute/university for PA-based tourism marketing. The trainer will integrate the results of the plan for PA-based tourism development prepared above.

	Trainer in business planning
	500
	2.4
	Assist international consultant to conduct training in business planning for APA headquarters staff

	Trainer in awareness raising
	500
	10
	Trainer will provide training for one APA staff member from each of the 23 PA administrations in awareness raising

	Local trainer in tourism marketing
	500
	10
	Trainer will provide training for one APA staff member from each of the 23 PA administrations in awareness raising

	Project evaluator
	500
	10
	2 consultants to participate in project mid-term and final evaluations. Specifically, collect data and information on project and related activities, set-up meetings with different stakeholders, participate in stakeholder consultations, contribute to evaluation reports

	International

	Protected Areas management expert
	3000
	3.6
	The consultant will develop a plan for developing PA-based tourism in ways that generate strong levels of financing for PA management and that create incentives for conservation. He/she will supervise the work of the national consultants. Tusheti will be used as the main field site for inputs into plan development. The consultant will analyze the opportunity for concentrating on domestic tourism over the next few years while waiting for the negative international image created by the August 2008 war to wane. The consultant will identify the key barriers to PA-based tourism development and will develop an effective plan for overcoming these barriers. The plan will be phased over time. The consultant will to identify specific donors that are interested in financing the implementation of the plan.

	Natural resources management expert 
	3000
	2.4
	The consultant will develop a plan for developing natural resource management within the PA network in ways that generate revenues for PA financing or that reduce the costs of PA management through the establishment of effective public-private partnerships with local communities or businesses. The consultant will supervise the work of the national consultant. The consultant will identify the full range biodiversity-based value chains that could form the basis for NRM partnerships and will identify those of the greatest potential. A special emphasis will be placed on analyzing opportunities presented by trophy hunting. Specific recommendations for each priority value chain will be developed. The consultant will develop guidelines for participatory approaches for co-management. The consultant will analyze the advantages, disadvantages and risks of reclassification of PA in order to develop new public private partnerships for more effective conservation. This will all be developed into an overall plan for NRM in support of PA financing and conservation.

	PAS finance expert
	3000
	2.4
	The consultant will review the potential and the advantages and disadvantages of the full range of financing alternatives, including all of those identify in the Lee Thomas report. In consultation with key stakeholders, he/she will select the specific funding mechanisms to be included in the Financing Plan. These will be developed into a detailed plan for diversifying non-PA based funding sources for the PA network.

	PAS management expert
	3000
	2
	The consultant will identify the opportunities for improving the cost-effectiveness of the use of available funding for PAs. A special emphasis will be placed on strategies for improving the effectiveness of enforcement agents, given the importance of this activity in PA management. Measures for minimizing the high turnover in APA personnel will be another focus of the study. The consultant will develop his finding and recommendations into an overall plan for improving the cost effectiveness of PA management.

	Trainer of trainers in business planning
	3000
	4.4
	The consultant will provide training in business planning for TA for trainers/professors from existing training institutes/university. He/she will develop a curriculum for environmental economics applications to PA. With the people trained, he/she will lead the training of APA staff.

	Trainer of trainers in environmental economics
	3000
	6
	During the first mission, the consultant will train two economists who are also trainers/professors, in the use of environmental economics for the valuation of PAs. Tusheti will be used as a pilot site for PA valuation. The consultant will prepare a program of valuation of the PA network of Georgia to be implemented by the two trainees in his absence. On his second trip he/she will review and revise the PA network valuation done by the two trainees. He/she will prepare a course in environmental economics for PA valuation and will train the two trainers/professors in its use.

	Project evaluator
	3000
	12
	2 consultants to conduct project mid-term and final evaluations evaluation based on standard UNDP/GEF TOR for mid-term evaluations


* Project manager’s and assistant’s sallaries will be fully covered from UNDP core budget.

Annex A: Threats, Barriers and Solutions Matrix for Georgian PAs
	Biological Impact
	Root Causes
	Barriers to Effective Conservation of Biodiversity in PAs
	Barrier removal strategy/ Demonstration
	Baseline Activities

	Overharvesting/over use of plants and animals: Hunting is the single greatest threat to protected areas and is practiced by local people, border police, high government authorities and middle class “sportsmen”. Various illegal means are used to harvest fish (electric shocking, poison, dynamite). Illegal logging was rampant in the 90s and has declined but is still a factor. Overgrazing is a problem locally. Berries, mushroom and other biodiversity products are widely collected under near open conditions with very few constraints

	Dynamics of numbers of some species in the Red List of Georgia since 1990 shows alarming tendency to decline. The Red List of 1990 included 1 species of freshwater fish while the current one has seven. The number of bird species increased from 23 to 55 during these years while the mammals went up from 21 to 35. 

Particular dramatic examples include red deer (Cervus elaphus), western and eastern Caucasian tur (Capra cylindricornis and Capra caucasica) populations, chamois (Rupicapra rupicapra) and bezoar goat (Capra aegagrus). Different studies suggest that the population of chamois decreased in 40% while once viable bezoar goat population has gone down during these years to few individuals so that the rapid re-introduction program has become an urgent need (currently being implemented by WWF Georgia Program Office). 

Most dramatic example is red deer population of which has dropped down in 80% and there are only three remaining sub-populations in three geographically isolated areas (Borjomi National Park, Lagodekhi National Park and Gardabani Managed Reserve) while not long ago this species was found throughout the country. 

If in 1989-90s there were frequent sightings of Persian gazelle and striped hyena in southeastern part of the country (particularly in the Vashlovani National park) now both species are considered extinct in wild according to the IUCN Categories of Threatened Species.


	Illegal hunting by local populations is driven by poverty and by resentment against the government for having created the PA and depriving them of this culturally highly important activity. 

Illegal hunting by the rich and powerful is driven by greed/pride and facilitated by weak governance systems. 

High prices paid for bribing officials or local populations.

Illegal logging results from poor governance systems and political influence of the timber industry.

Herding is an ancient practice in many areas now gazzetted as PA

Strong local traditions and demand for wild foods collected in PA

Poverty 


	Non-participatory approaches to PA management that don’t associate local populations/hunters;

Resource tenure – game is now seen as the property of the state and to be poached if one can get away with it. Traditional rules and cultural norms for regulating hunting have broken down. 

Lack of incentives for local populations to conserve PAs and their wildlife. Local populations receive few benefits while suffering the opportunity costs f PA creation.

Legal status of many PAs prevents the establishment of formal partnerships for sustainable use.

Inadequate funding for PAs. Present funding from non-donor sources covers only about 1/3 of needs

Nearly all funding comes from government. Funding sources are non-diversified. Funding from government varies with changing political priorities and competing funding needs.

Business planning has not been developed as a tool for PA management

Several legal constraints prevent APA from diversifying funding, especially from PAs, and from developing new forms of public private partnerships:

Concession revenues can’t be reinvested directly in PA management

Laws on tendering make it very difficult to develop partnerships with local populations who hold traditional use rights such as for huting

Laws do not specifically provide for co-management

Laws prohibiting hunting of Red List species deprives managers of one of the greatest incentives for sustainable use and enhanced conservation

Issuance of permits for resource use in PA is not controlled by APA

APA lacks a coherent body of internal policies and standards that could contribute to enhanced financial sustainability

Low level of public support for PAs. Low level of awareness of PAs values and objectives

Insufficient capacities for:

Use of business planning for PA

Development of PA management plans

Use of environmental economics for PA valuation

Poor governance allows authorities and wealthy to hunt illegally in PA
	Develop transparent, participatory approaches to all aspects of PA creation, development and management.

Develop new forms of public/private partnerships with shared rights and obligations

Development partnerships will those local populations who hold the traditional use rights to resources within the PA. Place a particular accent on partnerships for sustainable hunting;

Develop partnerships for sustainable management and use in ways that generate monetary benefits and incentives for local populations

Revise legal status of carefully selected portions of existing PA to allow development of effective partnerships and incentives

Develop an overall sustainable financing plan for the PA system with chapters on the following:

Participatory approaches 

Awareness raising

PA-based tourism development plan that contributes to PA financing

Development of NRM-based contributions to PA financing and cost reductions

Development of a sound framework for GOG contributions to PA financing

Donor coordination for PA sector

Strategy for reducing costs of PA management

Undertake legal reforms that:

Allow APA to reinvest revenues from tourism concessions

Lay a firm base for public-private partnerships that create incentives for sustainable NRM. 

Allow partnerships to be negotiated with those holding traditional NR rights without passing through the tendering process.

Make APA the sole agency controlling NR use and permitting in PAs

Develop a coherent set of internal policies and standards for APA

Develop institutional and training capacities for:

Use of business planning for PA

Development of PA management plans

Use of environmental economics for PA valuation

Improve governance through awareness raising, better enforcement and establishment of public/private partnerships
	APA created in early 2008 and is developing internal procedures & administrative systems. APA can have their own bank account and can accept direct donations and donor support.

APA is developing a concession for hunting on a Category IV PA with a private sector business (revenues to go to national budget)

There is growing recognition amongst APA staff for the need to reclassify PA, to develop local partnerships and to legalize wildlife based ecotourism of Red List species under carefully controlled conditions.

MoE/APA have requested assistance for development of an sustainable financing plan

MoE/APA recognize legal reforms are needed to enhance sustainability of financing

New GTZ project intends to develop certification and value chains of biodiversity products from Georgian PA for European markets

Department of Tourism has recently completed a new National Tourism Strategy that touches on PA-based tourism.

GOG has increased PA funding over last three years

New training institute has just been established with USDI funding in MoE. Facilities completed. No permanent training staff.

University is working with MoE to develop training courses for PA rangers

Georgia has made great strides on improved governance over the last 5 years and continues to make further progress.


ANNEX D: METT Scorecard for Tusheti Field Demonstration Site

Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Tusheti National Park and Tusheti Nature Reserve

Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites: Data Sheet 1

	Name, affiliation and contact details for person responsible for completing the METT (email etc.)
	Levan Butkhuzi; Consultant; 12a Abashidze str. Tbilisi 0179, Georgia (e-mail: levan_butkhuzi@yahoo.com)

	Date assessment carried out
	17-18 November, 2008

	Name of protected area
	Tusheti State Reserve and National Park

	WDPA site code (these codes can be found on www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/)
	N/A

	Designations 
	National
X
	IUCN Category
State Reserve: I

National Park: III
	International (please  also complete sheet overleaf )
N/A

	Country
	Georgia

	Location of protected area (province and if possible map reference)
	Kakheti Province

	Date of establishment 
	1980

	Ownership details (please tick) 
	State
X
	Private
	Community
	Other

	Management Authority
	Tusheti PA Administration under the State Agency of Protected Areas of the Min. of Environment of Georgia

	Size of protected area (ha)
	10,858

	Number of staff
	Permanent
34
	Temporary
None

	Annual budget (US$) – excluding staff salary costs
	Recurrent (operational) funds

No separate budget
	Project or other supplementary funds
Currently none

	What are the main values for which the area is designated
	Wildlife, recreation, tourism, cultural heritage.

	List the two primary protected area management objectives 

	Management objective 1
	Conservation and protection of the ecosystem’s biodiversity

	Management objective 2
	Improvement of socio-economic status of local communities

	No. of people involved in completing assessment
	

	Including: (tick boxes)
	PA manager       
	PA staff              
	Other PA 

agency staff       
	NGO               


	
	Local community 
	Donors               
	External experts  
	Other              

	Please note if assessment was carried out in association with a particular project, on behalf of an organisation or donor.


	Project Title: Catalyzing Financial Sustainability of Georgia’s Protected Area System
On behalf of: UNDP for GEF MSG


	Information on International Designations

	UNESCO World Heritage site (see: whc.unesco.org/en/list) 

	Date listed
	Site name
	Site area
	Geographical

co-ordinates



	Criteria for designation 

(i.e. criteria i to x)
	

	Statement of Outstanding Universal Value
	

	Ramsar site (see: www.wetlands.org/RSDB/)

	Date listed
	Site name
	Site area
	Geographical

number



	Reason for Designation (see Ramsar Information Sheet)
	

	UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves  (see: www.unesco.org/mab/wnbrs.shtml) 

	Date listed
	Site name
	Site area 

Total:

Core:

Buffer:

Transition:
	Geographical

co-ordinates



	Criteria for designation
	

	Fulfilment of three functions of MAB (conservation, development and logistic support.)
	

	Please list other designations (i.e. ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000) and any supporting information below

	Name: 
	Detail:

	Name: 
	Detail:

	Name: 
	Detail:

	Name: 
	Detail:

	Name: 
	Detail:



Protected Areas Threats: Data Sheet 2

Please tick all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance. Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are seriously degrading values; medium are those threats having some negative impact and those characterised as low are threats which are present but not seriously impacting values or N/A where the threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area. 

1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area

Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial footprint

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	
	
	X
	1.1 Housing and settlement 

	
	
	
	X
	1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 

	
	
	X
	
	1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure 


2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area

Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including silviculture, mariculture and aquaculture

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	
	X
	
	2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation

	
	
	
	X
	2.1a Drug cultivation

	
	
	
	X
	2.2 Wood and pulp plantations 

	X
	
	
	
	2.3 Livestock farming and grazing 

	
	
	
	X
	2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture 


3. Energy production and mining within a protected area
Threats from production of non-biological resources

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	
	
	X
	3.1 Oil and gas drilling 

	
	
	
	X
	3.2 Mining and quarrying 

	
	
	X
	
	3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams


4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area

Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including associated wildlife mortality

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	
	
	X
	4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals)

	
	
	
	X
	4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables, telephone lines,)

	
	
	
	X
	4.3 Shipping lanes and canals

	
	
	
	X
	4.4 Flight paths


5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area

Threats from consumptive use of "wild" biological resources including both deliberate and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control of specific species (note this includes hunting and killing of animals)

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	X
	
	
	
	5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict)

	
	X
	
	
	5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)

	X
	
	
	
	5.3 Logging and wood harvesting

	
	X
	
	
	5.4 Fishing, killing  and harvesting aquatic resources


6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area

Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive uses of biological resources

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	
	X
	
	6.1 Recreational activities and tourism

	
	
	
	X
	6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises

	
	
	
	X
	6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities in protected areas

	
	
	
	X
	6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams)

	
	
	
	X
	6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats to protected area staff and visitors


7. Natural system modifications 

Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the ecosystem functions

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	X
	
	
	7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson)

	
	
	
	X
	7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use 

	
	
	X
	
	7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area

	
	
	
	X
	7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams without effective aquatic wildlife passages)

	
	
	
	X
	7.3c Other ‘edge effects’ on park values

	
	X
	
	
	7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators etc)


8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes

Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have harmful effects on biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase 

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	X
	
	
	
	8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds)

	
	
	
	X
	8.1a Invasive non-native/alien animals

	
	
	
	X
	8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased problems)

	
	
	
	X
	8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified organisms)


9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area
Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and non-point sources

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	
	
	X
	9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water

	
	
	
	X
	9.1a  Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g. toilets, hotels etc) 

	
	
	
	X
	9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (e.g. poor water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural temperatures, de-oxygenated, other pollution)

	
	
	
	X
	9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or pesticides)

	
	
	X
	
	9.4 Garbage and solid waste

	
	
	
	X
	9.5 Air-borne pollutants

	
	
	
	X
	9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights etc)


10. Geological events
Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and has lost its resilience and is vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes may be limited.

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	
	
	X
	10.1 Volcanoes

	
	
	
	X
	10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis

	
	
	X
	
	10.3 Avalanches/ Landslides

	
	X
	
	
	10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or riverbed changes) 


11. Climate change and severe weather

Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range of variation

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	
	
	
	X
	11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration

	
	
	
	X
	11.2 Droughts

	
	
	
	X
	11.3 Temperature extremes

	
	
	
	X
	11.4 Storms and flooding


12. Specific cultural and social threats

	High
	Medium
	Low
	N/A
	

	X
	
	
	
	12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or management practices

	
	
	X
	
	12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values

	
	
	X
	
	12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites etc


	Issue
	Criteria
	Score: Tick only one box per question
	Comment/Explanation
	Next steps

	1. Legal status

Does the protected area have legal status (or in the case of private reserves is covered by a covenant or similar)? 

Context
	The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted


	0
	
	
	

	
	There is agreement that the protected area should be gazetted/covenanted but the process has not yet begun 


	1
	
	
	

	
	The protected area is in the process of being gazetted/covenanted but the process is still incomplete (includes sites designated under international conventions, such as Ramsar, or local/traditional law such as community conserved areas, which do not yet have national legal status or covenant)
	2
	
	
	

	
	The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted 
	3
	X
	
	

	2. Protected area regulations

Are appropriate regulations in place to control land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?

Planning
	There are no regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area 
	0
	
	The present PA regulations do not permit any hunting by the local populations. Hunting is strongly anchored in their local traditions and values. Present regulations on hunting are a major source of conflict with local people. Also, there are no controls to prevent overgrazing.
	

	
	Some regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but these are major weaknesses
	1
	X
	
	

	
	Regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some weaknesses or gaps
	2
	
	
	

	
	Regulations for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and provide an excellent basis for management
	3
	
	
	

	3. Law 

enforcement

Can staff (i.e. those with responsibility for managing the site) enforce protected area rules well enough?

Input
	The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations 
	0
	
	The number of enforcement officers is quite high, but effective enforcement of the hunting ban remains a major problem. It is highly doubtful that the hunting ban can be enforced. A complete rethinking of the hunting ban is needed. 
	

	
	There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget, lack of institutional support)
	1
	X
	
	

	
	The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
	2
	
	
	

	
	The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations


	3
	
	
	


	Issue
	Criteria
	Score: Tick only one box per question
	Comment/Explanation
	Next steps

	4. Protected area objectives 

Is management undertaken according to agreed objectives?

Planning
	No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area 
	0
	
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives, but is not managed according to these objectives
	1
	
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only partially managed according to these objectives
	2
	X
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives
	3
	
	
	

	5. Protected area design

Is the protected area the right size and shape to protect species, habitats, ecological processes and water catchments of key conservation concern?

Planning
	Inadequacies in protected area design mean achieving the major objectives of the protected area is very difficult


	0
	
	The basic problem with the PA design is the legal status of the two PA. Both of them outlaw hunting. The local populations have been hunting for centuries with well developed rules that conserve the species hunted. The creation of the PA has converted them into poachers. This is a major source of conflict with PA managers.
	

	
	Inadequacies in protected area design mean that achievement of major objectives is difficult but some mitigating actions are being taken (e.g. agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife corridors or introduction of appropriate catchment management)
	1
	 X
	
	

	
	Protected area design is not significantly constraining achievement of objectives, but could be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale ecological processes)


	2
	
	
	

	
	Protected area design helps achievement of objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat conservation; and maintains ecological processes such as surface and groundwater flows at a catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns etc
	3
	
	
	

	6. Protected area boundary demarcation

Is the boundary known and demarcated?

Process 
	The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management authority or local residents/neighbouring land users
	0
	
	
	

	
	The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority but is not known by local residents/neighbouring land users 
	1
	
	
	

	
	The boundary of the protected area is known by both the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users but is not appropriately demarcated
	2
	
	
	

	
	The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users and is appropriately demarcated


	3
	X
	
	

	7. Management plan

Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?

Planning
	There is no management plan for the protected area


	0
	
	Existing management plan expires in 2008
	A new management plan has to be prepared

	
	A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
	1
	
	
	

	
	A management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
	2
	X
	
	

	
	A management plan exists and is being implemented
	3
	
	
	

	Additional points: Planning

	7a. Planning process

	The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan 
	
	
	
	

	7b. Planning process

	There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan 
	+1
	
	
	

	7c. Planning process

	The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning 


	+1
	
	
	

	8. Regular work plan

Is there a regular work plan and is it being implemented

Planning/Outputs
	No regular work plan exists 


	0
	
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists but few of the activities are implemented


	1
	
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists and many activities are implemented


	2
	X
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists and all activities are implemented


	3
	
	
	

	9. Resource inventory

Do you have enough information to manage the area?


Input 
	There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area 
	0
	
	
	

	
	Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
	1
	X
	
	

	
	Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for most key areas of planning and decision making 
	2
	
	
	

	
	Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  of the protected area is sufficient to support all areas of planning and decision making 


	3
	
	
	

	10. Protection systems

Are systems in place to control access/resource use in the protected area?

Process/Outcome
	Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) do not exist or are not effective in controlling access/resource use
	0
	
	Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling hunting. There are no controls over grazing. 
	

	
	Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access/resource use
	1
	X
	
	

	
	Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access/resource use 
	2
	
	
	

	
	Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access/ resource use 
	3
	
	
	

	11. Research 

Is there a programme of management-orientated survey and research work?

Process
	There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected area


	0
	
	
	

	
	There is a small amount of survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management
	1
	X
	
	

	
	There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
	2
	
	
	

	
	There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs
	3
	
	
	

	12. Resource management


Is active resource management being undertaken?

Process
	Active resource management is not being undertaken 
	0
	
	There is no management of the pastures and of the livestock use of the PAs.
	

	
	Very few of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values  are being implemented
	1
	X
	
	

	
	Many of the requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being implemented but some key issues are not being addressed
	2
	
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being substantially or fully implemented
	3
	
	
	

	13. Staff numbers

Are there enough people employed to manage the protected area?

Inputs
	There are no staff  


	0
	
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities


	1
	
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
	2
	
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the protected area


	3
	X
	
	

	14. Staff training

Are staff adequately trained to fulfil management objectives?

Inputs/Process
	Staff lack the skills needed for protected area management


	0
	
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area
	1
	
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully achieve the objectives of management
	2
	X
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are aligned with the management needs of the protected area


	3
	
	
	

	15. Current budget

Is the current budget sufficient?

Inputs
	There is no budget for management of the protected area


	0
	
	
	

	
	The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
	1
	
	
	

	
	The available budget is acceptable but could be further improved to fully achieve effective management
	2
	X
	
	

	
	The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area
	3
	
	
	

	16. Security of budget 

Is the budget secure?

Inputs
	There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is wholly reliant on outside or highly variable funding  
	0
	
	Budgets are allocated by the APA director without any agreed criteria or methodology. Government could potentially cut funding because of the costs of the war.
	

	
	There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
	1
	X
	
	

	
	There is a reasonably secure core budget for regular operation of the protected area but many innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside funding
	2
	
	
	

	
	There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management needs 
	3
	
	
	

	17. Management of budget 

Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?

Process 
	Budget management is very poor and significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g. late release of budget in financial year)
	0
	
	Management plan has no business plan/ financing plan.
	

	
	Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness


	1
	X
	
	

	
	Budget management is adequate but could be improved


	2
	
	
	

	
	Budget management is excellent and meets management needs
	3

	
	
	

	18. Equipment

Is equipment sufficient for management needs?

Input
	There are little or no equipment and facilities for management needs

	0
	
	
	

	
	There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate for most management needs
	1
	
	
	

	
	There are equipment and facilities, but still some gaps that constrain management
	2
	X
	
	

	
	There are adequate equipment and facilities 


	3
	
	
	

	19. Maintenance of equipment

Is equipment adequately maintained?

Process
	There is little or no maintenance of equipment and facilities


	0
	
	
	

	
	There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment and facilities 


	1
	
	
	

	
	There is basic maintenance of equipment and facilities 


	2
	
	
	

	
	Equipment and facilities are well maintained
	3
	X
	
	

	20. Education and awareness 

Is there a planned education programme linked to the objectives and needs?

Process 
	There is no education and awareness programme


	0
	
	
	

	
	There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme 


	1
	
	
	

	
	There is an education and awareness programme but it only partly meets needs and could be improved


	2
	X
	
	

	
	There is an appropriate and fully implemented education and awareness programme 
	3
	
	
	

	21. Planning for land and water use 

Does land and water use planning recognise the protected area and aid the achievement of objectives?
Planning
	Adjacent land and water use planning does not take into account the needs of the protected area and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival of the area 
	0
	
	
	

	
	Adjacent land and water use planning does not  takes into account the long term needs of the protected area, but activities are not detrimental the area 
	1
	
	
	

	
	Adjacent land and water use planning partially takes into account the long term needs of the protected area
	2
	X
	
	

	
	Adjacent land and water use planning fully takes into account the long term needs of the protected area

	3
	
	
	

	Additional points: Land and water planning 

	21a: Land and water planning for habitat conservation
	Planning and management in the catchment or landscape containing the protected area incorporates provision for adequate environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of water flow, air pollution levels etc) to sustain relevant habitats.
	+1
	
	
	

	21b: Land and water planning for connectivity
	Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g. to allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).
	+1
	
	
	

	21c: Land and water planning for ecosystem services & species conservation 
	"Planning adresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of

particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume, quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species, fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.)"
	+1
	
	
	

	22. State and commercial neighbours 

Is there co-operation with adjacent land and water users? 

Process
	There is no contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users
	0
	
	
	

	
	There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users but little or no cooperation
	1
	
	
	

	
	There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, but only some co-operation 
	2
	X
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and water users, and substantial co-operation on management
	3
	
	
	

	23. Indigenous people

Do indigenous and traditional peoples resident or regularly using the protected area have input to management decisions?

Process
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area


	0
	
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management


	1
	X
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some relevant decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved


	2
	
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management

	3
	
	
	

	24. Local communities 

Do local communities resident or near the protected area have input to management decisions?

Process
	Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
	0
	
	
	

	
	Local communities have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct role in management
	1
	 X
	
	

	
	Local communities directly contribute to some relevant  decisions relating to management but their involvement could be improved
	2
	
	
	

	
	Local communities directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-management
	3
	
	
	

	Additional points Local communities/indigenous people
	

	24 a. Impact on communities
	There is open communication and trust between local and/or  indigenous people, stakeholders and protected area managers
	
	
	
	

	24b. Impact on communities
	Programmes to enhance community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented 
	+1
	
	
	

	24c. Impact on communities
	Local and/or indigenous people actively support the protected area


	
	
	
	

	25. Economic benefit 

Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities, e.g. income, employment, payment for environmental services?

Outcomes
	The protected area does not deliver any economic benefits to local communities
	0
	
	
	

	
	Potential economic  benefits are recognised and plans to realise these are being developed
	1
	X
	
	

	
	There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities 


	2
	
	
	

	
	There is a major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities associated with the protected area
	3
	
	
	

	26. Monitoring and evaluation 

Are management activities monitored against performance?

Planning/Process
	There is no monitoring and evaluation in the protected area


	0
	
	
	

	
	There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall strategy and/or no regular collection of results
	1
	
	
	

	
	There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results do not feed back into management
	2
	X
	
	

	
	A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management

	3
	
	
	

	27. Visitor facilities 

Are visitor facilities adequate?

Outputs
	There are no visitor facilities and services despite an identified need


	0
	
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation 
	1
	
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
	2
	X
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation


	3
	
	
	

	28. Commercial tourism operators

Do commercial tour operators contribute to protected area management?

Process
	There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators using the protected area
	0
	
	
	

	
	There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters
	1
	X
	
	

	
	There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
	2
	
	
	

	
	There is good co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, and maintain protected area values 
	3
	
	
	

	29. Fees

If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?

Inputs/Process
	Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected


	0
	
	Tourist entry fees are retained by APA, but concessions with private operators are not developed because the law would require revenues to go into the national budget.
	

	
	Fees are collected, but make no contribution to the protected area or its environs
	1
	
	
	

	
	Fees are collected, and make some contribution to the protected area and its environs
	2
	X
	
	

	
	Fees are collected and make a substantial contribution to the protected area and its environs 
	3
	
	
	

	30. Condition of values

What is the condition of the important values of the protected area as compared to when it was first designated?

Outcomes
	Many important biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 


	0
	X
	Tushetian’s cultural values on hunting have been severely degraded
	

	
	Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded 


	1
	
	
	

	
	Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the most important values have not been significantly impacted
	2
	
	
	

	
	Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact 


	3
	
	
	

	Additional Points: Condition of values

	30a: Condition of values
	The assessment of the condition of values is based on research and/or monitoring
	+1
	
	
	

	30b: Condition of values
	Specific management programmes are being implemented to address threats to biodiversity, ecological and cultural values


	+1
	
	
	

	30c: Condition of values


	Activities to maintain key biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are a routine part of park management
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL SCORE
	56


	
	


ANNEX E: Presentation of Tusheti Field Demonstration Site

Location and boundaries

Tusheti protected areas are located in the high mountain province of Tusheti. Geographically they encompass (i) northern slopes of the main range of the Great Caucasus, (ii) southern slopes of Pirikita Range (a northern side-range of the Great Caucasus), (ii) the Tusheti depression (located between the two ranges) and (iv) the Speroza range. To the north and east the boundaries of the park are marked by the state border with Russian Federation. Namely it is bordered by Chechen and Ingush Republics on the north and by Dagestan on the east. The northern border is physically marked by the Pirikita Range (notably in this section of the Great Caucasus the side-range is higher than the main range and attains 4,500 m.a.s.l.). To the south the park borders on Kakheti District of Georgia, where the boundary lies along the main watershed of the Great Caucasus. To the west Tusheti borders on Khevsureti, a mountainous province of Georgia and the boundary is marked with Atsunta Range and Mt. Tebulo. The total area of the Tusheti national park is 76,004 ha.

Tusheti State Nature Reserve includes the gorges of the following rivers: Pirikita Alazani, Gometsari Alazani and Chanchakhovani; namely, upper reaches of the Gometsari Alazani and the right slopes of the  gorge including rhododendron shrubbery and subalpine birch forests, the lower reaches of the Pirikita Alazani, the easternmost part of Makratela range and nearby pine forests up to Mt. Diklo;  the pine and birch forests on the right northern slope of  the Pirikita Alazani gorge, Chanchakhovani gorge (both  right and left slopes) to the confluence of Chanchakhovani and the Gometsari Alazani.

The reserve encompasses the forest stands near the villages of Omalo, Diklo, Shenako, Kumelaurta and Khiso, as well as the forest massifs on the right and left slopes of the river, extending from the confluence of the Gometsari Alazani and Pirikita Alazani to the state frontier with Dagestan. The total area of the Tusheti State Nature Reserve is 10,881 ha.

The Tusheti Protected Landscape embraces human settlements and historic/cultural monuments, as well as summer sheep farms and adjacent areas located in (i) the Pirikita Alazani gorge and its upstream areas including the Kvakhidi-tskali and Larovanis-tskasli gorges, (ii) upstream areas of the  Gometsari Alazani (Alaznistavi), (iii) Tsovata and the Ortskali basin, (iv) on northern slopes of the main watershed and at Mt. Diklo. The total area of the Tusheti Protected Landscape is 31,434 ha
Climate


The region is characterized by temperately humid climate with relatively dry cold winters and short summers. 

Continental climate especially dominates the eastern parts of Tusheti. However, local climatic conditions (mainly precipitation) significantly vary from location to location with relief forms and altitude. For example on the Sakorne pass (2970 m.a.s.l.) the annual precipitation is 1631 mm, in the Ortsklali gorge (2260 m.a.s.l.) it is 1064 mm, in other parts it varies within 700-900 mm. In general the main range of the Great Caucasus and Gometsari Alazani gorge is more humid (by approximately 10%) than is the Pirikita Alazani gorge (this is clearly reflected in the water regimes of the two rivers). This difference is accounted for by the fact that humidity is mostly created by southerly air masses; protected by high mountains to the north and south, the Tusheti depression is characterized by dry climate and calm weather. For example in Omalo (one of the warmest and driest places in Tusheti) the average annual temperature is 3.5 ºC. The average temperature for January is -9.1ºC and for August 14.2 ºC. Temperature may fall below zero even in August. The absolute maximum however is 31ºC and absolute minimum is -36ºC. Annual mean precipitation is 748 mm. Most of the precipitation occurs during the warmest period of year, April to September.

The depth and distribution pattern of snow cover (including permanent glaciers) depends not only upon precipitation levels but also on local relief, wind speed and direction.  
Varying mainly with altitude the following local climatic conditions are found: 

· Humid climate with cold winter and short summer - 1600-2000 m.a.s.l.

· Intermediary montane climate with cold winter and short summer (2000 - 2400 m.a.s.l.)

· Humid high mountain climate without real summer season (2400 - 3400 m.a.s.l.)

· Humid high mountain climate with permanent snow cover and glaciers (above 3400 m.a.s.l.)

Landscape and habitats

The mountainous landscape of Tusheti represents a mosaic of forests, subalpine shrubbery, subalpine and alpine meadows, subnival areas and nival zone with permanent snow cover. The landscape in its present form is a result of the combined action of various landscape generating natural forces (e.g. geological, geographical and biogeographical, climatic, etc) and historical human factors. In historical times major human factors were livestock grazing and agricultural activities. Local needs for cereals was almost entirely satisfied by local agriculture. Hence, vast areas were cleared in the upper forest and subalpine zones where climatic and edaphic conditions as well as relief form were best suited for growing cereals. Later land cultivation was gradually abandoned as links with the lowlands became easier and cereals were imported from Georgia's lowlands. Since than sheep and other livestock breeding became the dominated form of human activity. Formerly cultivated areas were transformed into pastures on which new vegetation has been developing under constant pressure of grazing. As a result large proportions of land in the upper forest zone (1800-1900 m.a.s.l.) and on southern aspects of subalpine zone have become open secondary meadows with limited productivity. 

Habitat classification presented below has been largely based upon the physical features and visual characteristics of a landscape as well as on the coarse classification of vegetation

Forest habitats

Forest habitats in Tusheti are mainly found in the form of pine forest and birch forest. The forest belt is represented by the upper forest zone at 1650 m.a.s.l. to 1800-1900 m.a.s.l. Subalpine forests are found at the altitudinal range between 1800-1900 and 2500-2600 m.a.s.l. Pine forests are composed of Pinus kochiana covering about 15,000 ha in total within the altitudinal range 1700-2000 m.a.s.l. Forests in general and especially pine forests, are mainly found in the eastern parts of the Tusheti depression where the altitude is lowest (Shenako-Diklo areas, Vebu, Igone and Oreti massifs). Conifer forest has a more limited distribution on the Chachakhovani range, and in the gorges of the Pirikita and Gometsari Alazanis. Birch forests (including crook-stem subalpine birch forests) are found at the altitudinal range 1700 to 2400 m.a.s.l. on average (in certain parts upper tree line is at 2500-2600 m.a.s.l.). With altitude pine trees are gradually replaced by birch. Most common type of birch forest is composed of Betula pendula and they are found mainly on northern aspects. Litvinov's birch (Betula litwinowii) also cover important proportion of the forested areas. Half of all forests in Tusheti are birch forest. Deciduous mixed forest has a very limited distribution and cover about 1,400 ha. Subalpine pine and birch forests cover about 6,200 ha. Most of the crook-stem subalpine birch forests are composed of Litvinov's birch (Betula litwinowii) in some areas mixed with Raddea's birch (Betula raddeana). 

Subalpine shrubbery 

These habitats are represented by Caucasian rhododendron (Rhododendron caucasicum) communities and cover about 13,000 ha at the altitudes of 2400-2800 m.a.s.l. Larger fragments of this shrubbery are developed as a strip along the Pirikita gorge above subalpine forests at 2600-2800 m.a.s.l. The shrubbery is often disrupted by barren rocks, crumbling slopes (screes) and denudated rock formations. The distribution pattern of rhododendron shrubbery is generally associated with the distribution of humid air masses within the Tusheti depression.  

Alpine and subalpine meadows 

Meadows are a dominating feature of the Tusheti landscape covering about 70,000 ha in total. They are especially wide spread in the upper reaches of the Pirikita Alazani. There are mezophilous, hemixerophilous grassy meadows, subalpine tall meadows as well as so called alpine moles. The first are found on the main range of the Caucasus and northern slopes of the Makratela range. Hemixerophilous meadows are dominated by grasses and develop on southern and eastern aspects in relatively humid gorges, and on northern and western aspects in more dry gorges. Alpine moles are found in especially wet localities on the northern aspects of the main range of the Caucasus and Makratela range, as well as in upper alpine areas of Tsovata and Atsunta range. Subalpine tall meadows are rare. They are mainly found on the bottoms of deep, humid canyons, where a lot of snow accumulates. They are present on northern slopes of the main range of the Caucasus and Makratela range, on the bottoms of the gorges of the Ortskali, Salmiskhevi and other rivers.  

Subnival habitats and nival zone

Subnival habitats with characteristic vegetation cover are well represented on Atsunta and Pirikita ranges, namely at the Tebulo, Amugo and Diklo mountainous massifs. The development of subnival vegetation at these locations is associated with not only high altitudes (3200-3400 m.a.s.l.) but also with the old age of these mountains. Subnival vegetation is poorly represented on the main watershed range. The nival zone with permanent snow and glaciers is found above 3400 m.a.s.l. 

Flora and vegetation 

Despite extensive botanical studies conducted since the late 19th century, the inventory of the Tushetian flora is far from being complete.  More than 1,000 vascular plant species have been recorded including 11 Georgian endemics and 230 Caucasian endemics. 

The following main vegetation classes have been identified in the Tusheti State Nature Reserve and National Park. 

Pine forest 

There are various types of pine forest that differ both in structure and species composition. 

a. Pine forest with bilberry and moss cover (Pinatum hulocomioso-mirtilosum) is found on northern and western aspects at 1,700-1,900 m.a.s.l. The moss layer can be as thick as 30-35 cm. Apart from pine there are also Populus tremula, Salix caprea, Betula pendula, Sorbus caucasigena. 
b. Pine forest with azalea (Pinetum asalioso-graminoso-mixtoherbosum) occurs fragmentarily on northeastern and southwestern aspects. The canopy cover is usually 70-80%. Rhododendron luteum is the major plant in the undergrowth. Among herb species there are: Calamagrostis arundinacea, Solidago virgaurea, Chamerion angustifolium, Campanula latifolia, Veronica peduncularis, Trifolium campestre, Fragaria vesca, Milium effusum, etc. 
c. Pine forest with rhododendron undergrowth (Pinetum rhododendrosum) is found at 1,900 – 2,000 m.a.s.l. in the form of small fragments in the Kue, Ghele and Oreti massifs. Apart from Rhododendron caucasicum there are Vaccinium myrtillus, Salvia glutinosa, Geranium robertianum, Polygonatum verticillatum, etc. 
d. Pine forest with herb and grass cover (Pinetum graminoso-mixtoherbosum) occurs at 1,700 – 1,800 m.a.s.l. on southern and eastern aspects in the Gometsari and Chanchahovani gorges. The herb and grass cover is well-developed and is composed of Poa nemoralis, Calamagrostis caucasica, Silene compacta, Trifolium alpestre, Campanula rapunculoides, Gypsophyla elegans, Luzula multiflora, Stachys atherocalyx, Teucrium orientale, Achillea setacea, etc. 
Subalpine forests 

a. Birch forest with black bilberry and mixed-herb cover (Betuletum vaccinioso-mixtoherbosum) is found at 1,700 – 2,200 m.a.s.l. on the northern slopes of the Pirikita gorge (Tsovata and Vebu-Oreti massifs).  The canopy cover is 60-70%.  In addition to Vaccinium myrtillus, there are Millium effusum, Deschampsia flexuosa, Valeriana alliariifolia, Geranium sylvaticum, Galium odoratum, Pirola minor, Solidago virgaurea, Vicia balansae Asplenium trichomane, Linnaea borealis, etc.

b. Rowan and birch forest with Allium victorialis (Sorbeto-Betuletum alliosum) occurs at 2,200 m.a.s.l. along the northern aspects of the upper Pirikita Alazani gorge. The canopy cover is 60-70%. Dominant tree species include:  Betula litwinowii, Betula raddeana, Sorbus caucasigena. Important herbs are: Milium effusum, Geranium sylvaticum, Rubus saxatilis, Vicia balancae.

c. Birch forest with Caucasian rhododendron and bilberry (Betuletum rhododendroso-myrtillosum) occurs at 2,000 – 2,400 m.a.s.l. along the northern and western aspects of the Pirikita and Gometsari gorges as well as on the Vebu-Oreti massif.  Apart from Betula raddeana, Salix caprea is also important. Among herb species there are Calamagrostis arundinacea, Solidago virgaurea, Chamerion angustifolium.

d. Birch forest with herb cover (Betuletum pendulae altherbosum) is found in the upper forest belt along the Oreti gorge up to the state border with Dagestan (Russia).  The canopy cover is 70-80%. Among herbs there are: Campanula latifolia, Symphytum asperum, Galega orientalis, Heracleum asperum, Milium schmidtianum, Chaerophyllumaureum, Aconitum orientale, Tephnoseria subfloccosa, astrantia maxima, Inula grandiflora.

Rhododendron shrubbery

There are several variants of rhododendron shrubbery that differ in structure and species composition. These include: pure rhododendron shrubbery (Rhododendretum purum), rhododendron with occasional birch trees (Rhododendretum betulosum), rhododendron with moss cover (Rhododendretum hylocomiosum), rhododendron with herbs (Rhododendretum graminoso-mixtoherbosum), etc. 

Juniper shrubbery (Mountain xerophytes)

Juniper shrubbery (Juniperetum) is found at 1,700 – 2,000 m.a.s.l. along the southern aspects of the main gorges. There are two juniper species Juniperus oblonga and Juniperus sabina. There are also occasional pine trees (Pinus kochiana). Other important plant species are:  Spiraea hypericifolia, Berberis orientalis, Rhamnus pallasii, Rosa canina, Rosa pulverulenta, Calamagrostis caucasica, Poa nemoralis, Koeleria cristata, Verbascum thapsum, Thalictrum foetidum, Scabiosa owerinii, Scabiosa bippinata, Festuca ovina, Campanula hohenackeri, Euphorbia squamosa, Scutellaria orientalis, Gnaphalium supinum, Potentilla crantzii, Pyrethrum leptophyllum. 
Meadows

Meadows are found within the altitudinal range 1,900 m.a.s.l. to 3,200 m.a.s.l. Both the structure and species composition vary with the altitude as well as with aspect. There are four main variants including Festucetum izoides, Festucetum supinae-parvomixtoherbosum, Festucetum variae-variograminosum, Nardetum strictae-parvomixtoherbosum. The most important species is Festuca spp. Other characteristic species are: Agrostis planifolia, Alchemilla caucasica, Anthoxanthum odoratum, Briza marcoviczii, Bromopsis variegata,Calamagrostis arundinacea, Campanula biebersteiniana, Carex huetiana, Carum caucasicum, Colpodium variegatum, Festuca ovina,Gentiana angulosa, Gentiana dschimilensis,  Helictotrichon asiaticum, Luzula spicata, Poa alpina, Poa iberica, Potentilla gelida, Primula algida, Ranunculus oreophilus, Sibbaldia semiglabra, Taraxacum stevenii, Veronica gentianoides.
Marshes 

Marshes are distributed fragmentarily in subalpine and lower alpine zones. The vegetation is dominated by sedges (Carceta dacicae, Cariceta kotschianae) and Blismeta compressi. Various mosses are also common including: Calliergonela cuspidata, Cratoneurum commutatum, Drepanocladus aduncus, Calliergon giganteum, Aulocomium palustre. Among herbs and grasses there are: Carex dacica, Juncus articulatus, Cardamine uliginosum, Parnassia palustris, Epilobium palustre, Primula auriculata. There is also the Caucasian endemic Primula luteola. 
Alpine moles 

Alpine moles and scree vegetation includes many rare and endemic species (Pseudovesicaria digitata, Vavilovia formosa, Symphyoloma graveolens) and there are some endemic genera, for example Pseudobetckea (Ps.  caucasica).
Fauna

There is a lack of data on the fauna of TPA. Especially little is known about the invertebrate fauna. Up to 55 species of mammals, about 60 species of birds and 3 reptiles have been recorded so far. 

Mammals 

The mammalian fauna is very diverse and includes such large mammals as the wild goat (Capra aegagrus - recent estimate: 100 individuals), East Caucasian Tur (Capra cylindricornis - recent estimate about 700 individuals),  Chamois (Rupicapra rupicapra), Roe deer (Capreolus capreolus), Red Deer (Cervus elaphus), and Wild Boar (Sus scrofa). This is in addition to the Brown Bear (Ursus arctos), Gray Wolf (Canis lupus), lynx (Lynx lynx) and Caucasian Leopard (Panthera pardus ciscaucasica). Tusheti is particularly important due to its wild goat population. This species remains only in Tusheti and Pirikita Khevsureti in Georgia. Tusheti is also one of the few areas in Georgia where leopards are thought to remain. 

Birds

The avifauna of TNP includes two Caucasian endemic birds:  the Caucasian Black Grouse  (Tetrao mlokosiewiczi) and Caucasian Snowcock (Tetraogallus caucasicus). . 

Tusheti is remarkably rich in birds of prey including Bearded Vulture (Gypaetus barbatus), Griffon Vulture (Gyps fulvus), Black Vulture (Aegipius monachus), Kestrel (Falco tinnunculus), Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), Sparrowhawk (Accipiter nisus), Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), etc. 

Reptiles, Amphibians, Fish

Three species of reptiles have been recorded in the park, i.e. Coronella austriaca, Vipera ursini and Lacerta spp. There are also at least one amphibian species, common toad (Bufo viridis) and one fish (Salmo trutta). 

Domestic animals and plants 

In addition to wild biodiversity Tusheti is rich in agrobiodiversity. The region is the site of origin of three endemic breeds: Tushetian horse, Tushetian sheep and Georgian sheepdog. 

Tushetian horse

Selected primarily for nomadic life style the Tushetian horse is perfectly adapted to the life at high altitudes, to carrying its human companion or heavy weights along narrow and steep pathways. This small-sized horse is characterized by swiftness, agility, overall durability, high fertility, good hearing ability (to distinguish between a vast range of audio signals) and more importantly by good temper. 

The Tushetian horse is an important part of local culture and biodiversity. Its maintenance is also important from the tourism development view point. 

Tushetian sheep

Owing to its durability and well-developed fat-storing system, Tushetian sheep can tolerate long-distance migrations twice a year (to and back from summer and winter graze lands). It is characterized by moderate size (average weight 60-70 kg) and compact body architecture. This sheep is known for its good quality meat and wool. The wool is used for the production of local traditional handcrafts such as carpets, socks, cloths, etc. 

Georgian sheepdog

The Georgian sheepdog is a sub-breed of the Caucasian sheepdog which is believed to be around for six thousands years. It is a massive (45-65 kg) sheep herder, guard and defense dog. It is characterized by a strong build, understanding nature and ability to adapt to the most varied weather conditions and by other physical and behavioral characteristics necessary for the survival on alpine pastures and adaptation to nomadic life style. This dog requires little care and is the best protection against depredation from wild carnivores. The breed is also kept as pet throughout the world. 

Plant varieties

There are a number of native plant varieties that were grown in Tusheti. They are no longer cultivated. As of 1950s crop growing has been abandoned in the region. Among these varieties the endemic barley "Kershveli" is noteworthy. Due to its morphological and other characteristics this variety is a valuable component of Georgia's agrobiodiversity. Fortunately this variety has been preserved in seed banks (e.g. the seed bank of Biofarmers Association ELKANA). 

Settlements and human population 

There is no permanent human population on the State Nature Reserve or National Park. All human settlements are situated on the Protected Landscape.  

The human population of the Tusheti region has been gradually declining since 1800 when Tushetians began to move to the lowlands. Despite the fact that many of the Tushetians led a nomadic lifestyle as sheep farmers, their families and many others still lived in Tusheti on a permanent basis. However a major change occurred in 1950s. In order to strengthen its power in this remote mountainous region, the Soviet government decided to deliberately destroy the traditional life-style in Tusheti. Almost all Tushetians switched to a seasonal nomadic lifestyle. They spend the winter season in the lowlands, in modern villages of Zemo Alvani, Kvemo Alvani situated on the Aloni planes and return to Tusheti only in early spring for the summer season.   

At present about 10,000 Tushetian live in three villages: Zemo Alvani, Kvemo Alvani and Laliskuri in the lowlands. 4,500-5,000 among them are involved in annual migration from the lowlands to Tusheti. During the summer season they are distributed in 48 villages of Tusheti. These villages are situated in four main gorges, representing four main communities: Chagma, Gometsari, Tsovata and Pirikita. Not more than 100 people live in Tusheti permanently. But the total number staying in Tusheti over the winter usually varies from year to year. 

Local culture and traditions 

Tusheti is located in a remote mountainous region on the Caucasus and is the north easternmost part of Georgia. Geographical isolation with characteristic lifestyle largely associated with livestock farming has encouraged the development and preservation of a distinct local culture, traditional activities and customs. It is a herders' culture in which pre-Christian beliefs and customs have merged with Christianity. Some of the traditional activities and local customs have now been abandoned, others are fading but many still live. These traditional activities and customs not only make Tusheti an exciting place to visit but also have relevance to the protected areas management since some of them are excellent examples of sustainable use of natural resources and therefore should be encouraged or restored.  

Human settlements and traditional lifestyle

Traditionally, there were two types of human settlements in Tusheti. There are villages that were in fact both living buildings and forts. Such villages are compact buildings located very close to each other and there are also communal towers and forts, in which all villagers would take shelter if necessary. The old, currently abandoned villages of Indurta, Tsaro, Chontio, Hegho, and Old Diklo are examples of such village-forts. The castle-villages were usually built on southern aspects, with good water supply in locations with minimal or no risk of avalanche and of course the location had to be suitable for self-defense and communication with other villages. The Tushetian villages had an effective system of communication with each other using fires on conveniently located towers to raise alarm when needed. In those villages which were never abandoned present day architecture shows shifts toward normal houses without any fortification. Also there has been a tendency to move the villages from hardly accessible steep areas downward to the lower areas.  Because one of the basic criteria for selecting sites for human settlements was its defensive features the villages were occupied during the summer season, the time during which the risk of invasion from outside was highest. As winter arrived and first snow shut all the pass ways for any intruder, people would move to so called "Boslebi", farms located near the cultivated lands and meadows used for haymaking. These farms lacked fortified structures. The Tushetian villages and "boslebi" are easily distinguished by overall architecture and design. The summer villages are compact and more elaborated in respect of architecture, and abound in fortified structures. 

Traditional hunting

In the past hunting was an important source of food but it also had cultural importance and was associated with the climbing ability and overall physical and psychological fitness of the hunter. According to the Georgian mythos (which only survived in the high mountains) big game such as tur, wild goat and red deer were regarded as sacred animals that were herded by the goddess Dali and demigod Ochopintre. Dali was in charge in even years and Ochopintre in odd years. Ancient Tushetian hunters believed that in even years hunting was most difficult. The hunters had special pre-hunting rituals and any trophy was also to be promised to the gods. They were also to strictly follow unwritten rules and restrictions. For example it was not allowed to kill more than three animals during one hunt. Ancient hunter also believed that their arms would get "heavy" with the sin of killing animals in time and after they killed 100 animals with a particular arm they had to get rid of it. They would usually burry their gun. It was a disgraceful act to kill a female tur, wild goat or red deer with a young. Nor was it acceptable to kill a sleeping animal. 

Traditional handcrafts 

Tusheti is famous for a variety of handicrafts mainly made of locally available materials mostly wool, natural dyes etc. Carpets, hats, socks, bags, waistcoats and other clothing with characteristic colorful ornamentation are all popular with visitors, both Georgian and foreign. 

Traditional land use and grazing system 

Sheep farming in Tusheti is entirely based on a nomadic system. Tushetian sheep herders use high mountain graze lands in Tusheti as summer pastures and migrate to the lowlands - Shiraki in the south-east of the country – in winter. Alvani is the area where the Tushetians have a permanent residence. This distinct nomadic sheep farming originated in 17th century. Acknowledging the role of the Tushetian in the fight against foreign conquerors, King Archil of Kakheti (a province in east Georgia) donated to the Tushetian shepherds large lands in the lowlands for winter grazing. These lands included the Aloni planes, and Shiraki and Eldari areas. This indeed fostered further development of sheep farming in Tusheti and apparently gradually encouraged specialization solely on sheep farming. However, up until 1950s Tushetians still retained their traditional lifestyle; while engaged in nomadic sheep farming other livestock and agricultural activities were maintained in Tusheti and there was a permanent human population in the region. 

Tushetians used graze lands from their villages up to 3,000 m.a.s.l. All pasturelands were categorized into several zones according to elevation and each zone had a different use. There is a general pattern of traditional organization of high mountain pasture lands in all Caucasus and notably in other parts of the world (e.g. the Alps). The pasturelands are divided into three main zones: pastures for lactating livestock, those for cattle, and for sheep. This pattern naturally has local features and concrete characteristics according to local conditions. In Tusheti there were cattle graze lands and sheep graze lands. Cattle graze lands were in turn divided into two zones: (i) for cows and (ii) for oxen. Sheep graze lands had three zones: (i) for lactating sheep, (ii) for non-lactating females and male sheep and (iii) for lambs (as they reach summer pasturelands lambs are separated form the females). 

Land use pattern strictly followed vertical zoning. The land around the villages was cultivated and cereals were grown or used for hay-making. Barley was grown in lower parts of these lands and rye was grown in the upper parts toward the alpine areas. Plots for cereals were usually terraced. Both barley and rye plots were cultivated every other year. During the non-cultivating years barley plots were used for haymaking and rye plots were used for cattle grazing (land is normally not productive for haymaking after rye). The land above cultivated plots and with more rugged terrain that was unsuitable for growing crops was used for lactating cattle. Higher pastures located further away from the villages were used for sheep grazing. This land use pattern and especially the plot rotation scheme was apparently the most suitable and efficient way of using land in Tusheti.

Since 1940s the above traditional grazing system was entirely abandoned. Soviet economy demanded an increase of sheep numbers and neglected local traditions and ecological conditions. The original zoning of pasturelands and pasture rotation schemes were abandoned causing serious deterioration of the pasturelands and fostered massive migration of Tushetians down to the lowlands. The Tushetians were actively encouraged to specialize on sheep farming and other livestock and other forms of agriculture including land cultivation were abandoned. All of this caused major shifts in the traditional life-style. All Tushetians switched to a migratory life-style i.e. spending the winter season in the lowlands and only returning to Tusheti for the summer. 

Economic use 

Agriculture is the main form of economic activity in Tusheti. After land cultivation was abandoned in 1950s, traditional nomadic sheep farming has become even more prominent. Alpine and subalpine pastures of Tusheti are used for sheep grazing during the summer season from early spring to early autumn. For the winter season the sheep are driven down to the lowlands, to the winter pastures of Shiraki and Eldari in the southeast of Georgia. According to expert rough estimate the total number of sheep owned by Tushetians is 100,000 heads. 

Most members of the Tushetian community are directly or indirectly dependent on the nomadic sheep farming. Many of them actually own sheep. Male members of the family are involved in herding whereas female members are engaged in making sheep cheese (Gouda cheese) as well as handicrafts from wool material.  

At present, gouda cheese and lamb meat are the most valuable goods bringing income to the shepherds. The demand in wool is minimal. 

Tushetians use natural wool and dyes to make colorful carpets, socks, bags and other clothing that are popular with national and international tourists. Selling traditional products is an additional source of income for local people. 

Numerous national and international tourists visited Tusheti annually during the soviet times. Most of them were from Russia and other parts of the Soviet Union.  After the break-up of the Soviet Union visitor numbers dropped but are now increasing again. Tourists visit Tusheti during the summer season, especially in July and August. 

There are several family owned guesthouses in Tusheti: 4 in Omalo, at least 2 in Shenako, 1 in Chesho (Pirikita gorge). In Omalo, 12 people are engaged in direct tourist service. There is a local agency "Keselo" that also manages a small hotel. This company is partnered with national travel agents, "Georgian travel", "Caucasus Travel". 

WWF implemented a project for the development of local tourist infrastructure, namely family guesthouses. Six houses were renovated in Shenako and adapted for receiving tourists. At present only 2 of them function as guesthouses. 

Tourists normally follow walking routes or hire horses from the locals. Locals are also engaged as guides.  Average tourist routes are 3-day trips. 

Among the international tourists the majority are from Israel arriving in Tusheti mainly during August-September. There are also expatriates currently living/working in Georgia at various international agencies and businesses. National tourist numbers have increased over the past years.

Threats and constraints

Livestock grazing

Direct impact of sheep grazing on the wildlife

Much of Tusheti is used for sheep grazing. It appears that due to the large sheep presence during the summer season turs remain at high altitudes (above 3,000 m.a.s.l.) where their disturbance is minimal. No individuals are usually observed below 3,000 m.a.s.l. As opposed to this in the Lagodekhi reserve during the same period, turs are frequently seen as low as 2,000 m.a.s.l. On the other hand tur herds were in the past often seen grazing next to sheep herds and they occasionally mixed. Therefore, it is likely that the spatial distribution of turs is currently affected less by sheep grazing and more so by hunting (it is notable that shepherds may also be engaged with poaching). At present, turs are very shy and avoid open areas. 

Land degradation 

Land degradation is currently one of the most important problems in Tusheti. Soil erosion is evident in many parts and soil cover has completely disappeared in certain areas (southern aspects near the villages of Bochorna, Dochu, Begela, Sabui, Gorgutli). Soil degradation has been caused by excessive sheep grazing since the traditional farming practices including pasture zoning and rotation were abandoned. Soil degradation is especially dramatic on former cultivated lands now used for livestock grazing.  In 1950s local agriculture was forcefully specialized solely on nomadic sheep farming and the permanent human population was encouraged to leave for the lowlands. As a result crops production was abandoned and formerly cultivated lands were used for the highly intensified sheep farming. The restoration of vegetation on these lands has been taking place under a heavy grazing pressure. As a result secondary low productivity pastures have developed. Such pastures now occupy large areas in Pirikita Gorge from village Chigo up to Kvakhidi, and in Gometsarui gorge from village Bochorna up to Tsovata as well as in Chanchakhovani gorge and on the Vebu-Oreti masiff. 

Hunting

Illegal hunting is the most prominent form of human activity that directly affects Tusheti's wildlife. During the summer season gunshots can be heard daily. During conduction of baseline surveys (summer 2004) as many as ten shots in one hour were counted in the Omalo area. Turs and wild goats are the most heavily hunted species. Border control people, shepherds as well as outside visitors are among the poachers. All large mammals are extremely shy in TPA and most of the wildlife is forced to take refuge from poachers in more remote and inaccessible areas of the park. 

Nevertheless, two types of hunting should be distinguished. One is traditional hunting in which Tushetians have been engaged for centuries and it had both economical and cultural importance. Traditionally, Tushetians hunted large game such as bears, tur, and wild goat. Tur and wild goat were regarded as sacred animals and their shooting was strictly regulated and obeyed a seasonal pattern. These animals were shot during autumn and winter only. It was unacceptable to shoot more than three turs or wild goats at a time. Shooting any bird was considered as a disgraceful act for a hunter and it is very rare nowadays too.  Presently not more than 5 people follow the rules of traditional hunting in Tusheti. Most of the poaching is done by visiting sport hunters from other parts of Georgia or from abroad. It should be noted that local people are extremely discontent with visiting sport hunters who tend to neglect local traditions and kill excessive numbers of game. According to local people high officials as well as border control people have been noted to be engaged in illegal hunting and even use helicopters. 

Illegal hunting is most intense in south-western parts of the TPA that can be reached almost year round. Most heavily hunted species include bears, tur and chamois. Poachers include local people from nearby villages and visitors. According to local sources poachers frequently hunt bears in April with the primary aim to capture live cubs. 

Uncontrolled hunting has brought the populations of big mammals to the edge of their existence.

Even though from the conservation point of view urgently necessary, it seems unfeasible to prohibit hunting in Tusheti entirely. Traditional and strictly controlled tur hunting should be considered for the "Traditional use zone" of the park e.g. in Vebo. It is one of the most important tasks of the park administration to prevent all illegal hunting activities and support the development of sustainable hunting (also see paragraph under "Negative legal/political factors" below).

Fishing

People who are engaged in fishing can also be categorized into two groups: (i) locals and (ii) visitors. For Tushetians fishing is a source of supplementary food and they mostly use legal methods (angling, nets). Visiting people on the other hand often use illegal methods such as electric shock. High officials from outside Tusheti are sometimes among the illegally fishing visitors. Illegal fishing mainly takes place in the Alaznis-tavi area. 

Forest degradation

At present 13% of total area is covered with forest mostly of pine forest type. Substantial parts of pine forest were cleared in historical times and the areas were transformed into agricultural fields used for crops production. In more recent times remaining forests have been posed with excessive grazing and felling. Forest cover destruction is also associated with building new roads. In many areas the forest has been heavily thinned and its natural structure has been altered. 

Construction of new roads

The construction of new roads during the soviet times was conducted without due consideration of local ecological and physical features. This activity in many areas is thought to trigger serious erosion. There have been numerous accidents with human casualties.  

Fires

The pine forest of Tusheti is very vulnerable to fires. Human-induced fires have been known to occur in Tusheti. An increasing number of visitors may increase the risk for accidental fires, especially during dry weather periods. 

Tourism

Tourism is also an important form of human disturbance in Tusheti during the summer season. The whole province attracts large numbers of Georgian as well as foreign visitors. Obviously, it is in the best interest of the TPA to attract visitors, but the process must be controlled. Currently, most visitors seem unaware of the protected area’s regulations and are therefore prone to disturbing the local wildlife. 

State border factor

Coincidence of the state border line with north and east border of the protected area poses serious obstacles to appropriate protection management. The border guards regularly patrol on the protected area leading to the fact that a second executive authority is present, causing contradictions in rights and competences. It will be important to clarify the legal rights of border guards towards visitor movement and control. 

In addition, border guards may be involved in illegal hunting activities.

Poor communication and transport

The region has is poorly linked to other parts of the country regarding communication. The road to Tusheti closes for the winter season (normally from October through June) due to heavy snow fall and high risk of avalanche. During autumn and winter air transport is the only possibility to go to Tusheti. The government allocates special funds (40-50 thousand GEL) annually for air service for Tusheti (helicopters fly to Omalo to carry passengers).
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Brief description





Georgia is found near the center of the Caucasus, one of the most biologically rich regions on Earth. The Caucasus is among the planet's 25 most diverse and endangered hotspots and is one of WWF's Global 200 Ecoregions, identified as globally outstanding for biodiversity. The single greatest barrier to the effective management and conservation of Georgia’s PA network is the lack of sufficient and reliable funding. The creation and development of new PA is mostly funded by donors. Although it has increased substantially in the past two years, government funding only covers about 1/3 of the funds needed to adequately cover the recurring costs of PA management. There is very little funding for PAs at present other than government and donor funding.





Georgia urgently needs external assistance to overcome barriers to sustainable financing. GEF assistance is needed to improve the financial sustainability of Georgia’s protected areas network and to capture the global benefits of biodiversity conservation that can only be realized through diversified funding sources.





The Project objective is to strengthen the financial sustainability of the protected area system and its legal foundation. This will be achieved through three outcomes that cover the development of a sustainable financing plan, legal/policy/regulatory reform, the development of capacities needed to implement the financing plan and the field demonstration and testing of new financial tools and of new public/private partnerships. The outcomes will achieved through developing PA Network Financing Plan, implementing Legal/policy/regulatory reforms that will allow for all after tax revenues from concessions to flow to PAs, building capacities of existing training institutions and Agency for Protected Areas in implementation of sustainable financial plan  and, testing of innovative finance tools  and management practices in Tusheti Protected Areas.





The project will create the enabling conditions for more effective management of the PA network of Georgia. Biodiversity conservation will be enhanced on the 482,842 ha of land in the PA network that make up 7 % of the country’s territory and Georgia will ability to expand the network will be strengthened.





The Ministry of Environmental Protection and Natural Resources through the Agency for Protected Areas will be an implementing partner for the project. Total budget of the project is US$ 14,418,836. This includes allocated resources in the amount of  US$ 875,420 including US$ 685,000 GEF grant and US$190,420 UNDP financing. The remaining amount is in-kind parallel co-funding. The duration of the project is three years.

















Total budget:			US$ 14,418,836


Allocated resources:		


Government:		 	


Regular  (TRAC 1/2): US$190,420


Other:


GEF:		US$ 685,000


Donor:


In kind contributions: 	


Government:		US$ 11,648,000


Donors: 		US$ 1,895,416
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Programme Component:  Energy and Environment for sustainable development


Project Title: Catalyzing Financial Sustainability of Georgia’s Protected Areas System
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Team for development of PAS financial sustainability plan








Project Support: Project Assistant








Project Assurance: - UNDP Technical Advisor at Pratislava Regional Center and UNDP Program Associate 











Senior Beneficiary: Representative(s) of the Biodiversity Protection, Department of Integrated Environmental Management, MoE; Director of Tusheti NP
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� Olson & Dinerstein 1997),


� Mittermeier et al. 2000


� Eleven mammal species, eight bird species, five reptile species, three amphibian species and 6 fish species.


� The potential host institution is the PAS Training Center to be established with support from USDoI. Partnerships with other national academic institutions are currently also considered. 


� � Although it is not the preferable option, it seems to be the most appropriate, given the very short history of APA as an independent agancy, having no experience for implementation of UNDP-GEF projects. However, this procedure would not undermine the very logic of accountability in the project and may as well increase the overall efficiency and transparency. 





�    Project ID number will be assigned initially by GEFSEC.


� No any financing was provided in GEF – 3 for this project.


� Olson & Dinerstein 1997),


� Mittermeier et al. 2000


� Bibby et al. 1992, Stattersfield et al. 1998


� Eleven mammal species, eight bird species, five reptile species, three amphibian species and 6 fish species.


� UNDP Georgia is managing 7 GEF – funded projects, including enabling activities for UNFCCC, PoPs Stockholm Convention, CBD and cross-cutting focal area and, medium and full-sized projects in International Waters, Biodiversity and Climate Change Focal Areas 
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