Conservation of Wetland Biodiversity in the Lower Volga Region 

PIMS #1280
UNDP RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE GEF FULL SIZE PROJECT BRIEF

Response to comments from GEF Council
Germany - Comment 1: The Volga Delta includes one of the oldest protected areas of the former Soviet Union: the Astrakhansky Zapovednik, which has already been established in Lenin’s era in 1919. Hardly any protected area in that part of the world can look back at such a long tradition. However, we have got the impression that the project proposal does not fully recognize these long-standing experiences in protected areas management, and has not carefully evaluated them. Which are the deficiencies in the current management system, and which conclusions (lessons learnt) can be drawn for the design of this project?

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Strictly Protected Nature Areas (SPNAs) in the former Soviet Union were primarily established to protect valuable ecosystems and their flora and fauna against any human influences, applying a strictly closed regime for public access as well as any land use activities on a fixed, predefined territory. Additionally, SPNAs served for scientific research and education purposes, with secondary or no attention paid to local stakeholder involvement, awareness raising and tourism. As such, SPNAs in Russia, including the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve, are in the possession of long-term monitoring data as well as management experience on the conservation of wetland biodiversity in the Lower Volga. During the PDF-B, key senior experts of the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve lead the PDF Team on Biodiversity, using all available information to assess trends in biodiversity dynamics and threats to biodiversity. 

Developments during the 20th century showed increasing pressures on fixed-boundary SPNAs with primary conservation functions. Analysis of the management regime showed that in view of the increased economic interests in the oil and gas and tourism sectors, the increased subsistence dependency of the local population on natural wetland resources as well as the weakened control and enforcement capacities, a more open approach towards the different community stakeholders is needed, in order to warrant the successful conservation of wetland biodiversity values in future. The GEF project design recognizes these experiences by defining relatively large core wetland areas consisting of strictly protected zones, buffer zones and sustainable economic use zones. Core wetland areas as such integrate opportunities for an adaptive regional biodiversity conservation approach in response to dynamic environmental conditions with the need for alternative sustainable regional economic development needs.
	Project brief:

page7, page12, page16


Germany – Comment 2: The generation of income for the local population is in our view a key element of the proposal and a key to the overall success of the project. We therefore regard output #4 which foresees the development of alternative sustainable livelihoods as a central element of the proposal. In respect to it, we made the following observations. A clear set of income-generating measures to be promoted during the implementation phase is apparently not yet available. The development of income is still in the process of envisaged stakeholder consultations and general discussions on alternative livelihood options. Regrettably, the PDF phases have not been used for developing clear development options and goals. Tourism, small-scale fishing, and the production of traditional crafts are mentioned as alternative livelihood options. However, the statements are still somewhat vague, and we doubt that there are real production and marketing concepts behind. For example, it must be considered that illegal fishing of Sturgeon is highly profitable and provides significant income to the local population, and any income generating measures must therefore provide a legally and economically attractive alternative
	Response:
	Document reference:

	The development and implementation of the project component on alternative livelihoods in embedded in the strategic regional socio-economic development plans and targeted action programmes, which have been elaborated and are being implemented by each of the three administrative regions in the Lower Volga. These plans and action programmes are based on analyses of socio-economic conditions, regional production capacity, profit-loss balances, envisioned marketing strategies, supported by an assessment of gaps and needs. 

The GEF project strengthens the existing baseline through demonstration of identified alternative livelihood options in the core wetland areas. The alternative livelihood activities supported by GEF are not intended as a compensation for stakeholders for lost revenue from poaching and other environmentally damaging illegal activities. This outcome supports the project efforts to (i) increase the legitimacy of enforcement in the eyes of the population; (ii) change current zoning; and, (iii) increase local public awareness and training. Simultaneously, this outcome will contribute towards strengthening the mosaic of productive and biodiversity friendly activities in core wetland areas. It is understood, however, that tightening of existing regulations and new zoning cannot come unaccompanied with complementary tools to respond to those particular cases in which illegal and/or unsustainable natural resource use contribute significantly to family subsistence. In these situations, the alternative livelihood options will be proposed and demonstrated with the financial support through the small grants facility. The use of relevant national and international experience will provide knowledge on any additional suitable livelihood options currently not envisioned in the economic development plans.
	Project brief: page18
Project document, activity 4.1 (PDpage21)


Germany – Comment 3: A small grants mechanism is foreseen as the key element of income generation. From all what we know from other areas, small grants may become an important tool for innovation and for disseminating new concepts, but they alone will not bring a solution. The lack of funds for investment is without doubt a critical bottleneck, but the lack of technical and managerial experience and the lack of an enabling business environment are equally important and must be taken seriously into account by the project.
	Response:
	Document reference:

	The issues raised in this comment will be addressed through the Output 4.2. of the proposed project: technical and financial needs for the adoption of alternative livelihoods will be defined in consultation with local stakeholders, targeted support for the preparation of business plans, start-up and development will be provided through relevant training and direct consultations. Along with the establishment of the small grants mechanism, awareness raising and training activities both for regional and local stakeholders to improve managerial and business skills will be part of the project curriculum. During the PDF-B emphasis was placed on involvement of the business community – representatives of the agricultural, fisheries, tourism and oil and gas sectors – in the design of the project. Several commercial companies confirmed their commitment to the project in writing already, providing a basis for promoting sectoral investments into appropriate innovations. During project implementation, contacts with business sectors will be further enforced and investments stimulated.
	Project brief: page20
Project document, activity 4.2 (PDpage21)


Germany – Comment 4: The proposal foresees outsourcing of the implementation of the small grants fund to NGO, without indicating the reasons for it; this should in our view carefully be reconsidered, as NGOs are usually not the type of organization which have key competence in business development. The project concept thus does not convince that the targets regarding income generation will actually be achieved. The project indicator shows that the proposer expect to increase the number of small and medium family businesses from the current baseline of 20 to at least 400 within the project period of 5 years. This ambitious goal can only be achieved with an improved concept and a highly professional approach.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	During the first year of the project implementation, the concept for the technical and managerial functioning of the small grant facility will be elaborated, based on a feasibility study, international experiences and analysis of suitable alternative livelihood options. Hiring of appropriate professional staff is indeed a prerequisite for successful implementation. A special Working Team will be established under the project management, overseen by the Project Steering Committee. However, we agree on the ambitiousness of the defined target, and reduced it accordingly to 200. We also agree with the comment on the capability of NGOs. The text in the project document is changed accordingly: “The management of the grant mechanisms would be outsourced to a professional organization with track records …”. 
	Project brief: page20, page35


Switzerland – Comment 1: Although the project has its definite merits it would benefit from (a) extending the project cycle from the proposed five to a minimum of ten years, (b) a re-allocation of GEF funds in favour of the protected areas and support to local people in search of alternative sources of income, (c) greater emphasis on economic alternatives for people living in the support zone of the PAs, and (d) the design of an incentive system for stakeholders currently depending on the resources of the delta, especially the commercial fishing community. Lessons show that a five-year project cycle for projects as complex as this is too short to meet the very ambitious project targets and/or to reach measurable results that would allow to gauge the success of the project.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Protected areas in the sense of the Core Wetland Areas – integrating wetland biodiversity conservation with sustainable economic use activities – create the core of the GEF project. Besides creating favorable conditions for the long-term protection of biodiversity hotspots within CWAs, the project strongly focuses on the local stakeholders and stimulating their sustainable alternative livelihood options, through the awareness and training activities, capacity building and the small grant facility. These activities are twofold and address both biodiversity conservation as well as business development and direct support to the development of alternative livelihoods. In order to be successful at the local level, the project has to include activities at the regional (provincial) level such as research and inventory, integration of biodiversity concerns into regional policy and legal framework, awareness and training, monitoring, information management and sharing. Taking into account the support and commitment received during the PDF-B from a broad range of stakeholders we consider it feasible to reach measurable results by the end of the project. Creating a motivated and professional project team is envisioned to facilitate this. It is envisaged that the project will create a favorable enabling environment in the Lower Volga region and a constituency of local and regional stakeholders/institutions that will overtake the project activities following the completion of the project and ensure its sustainability. 
	


Switzerland – Comment 2: There also is concern regarding the governance of the four core wetland protected areas the project intends to support. Firstly, all four target areas fall into IUCN PA categories 4 and 5 that afford very little legal protection to the land and resource base. In reality both categories imply multiple use areas which involve different line ministries, each with its own mandate. Secondly, the proposed “expansion” of the core areas to nearly triple their current size is somewhat misleading since the expansion will not affect the core areas but rather applies to the support zones of the PAs requiring inter-ministerial cooperation under the concept of integrated land-use management. In other words, inter-sectoral commitment and goodwill is required to implement the proposed changes in land use pattern and resource use, a governance culture still rather alien to the Russian Federation.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Proposers agree that collaborative and participatory management of protected areas has not been a tradition in Russia, and this is one of the key issues this GEF project will address. However, the PDF-B phase has shown that line ministries and authorities at different levels and in different administrative regions, as well as non-governmental and private stakeholders supported the strategy and approaches proposed in the GEF project. Endorsement and commitment letters express evidence of the continuing support for the project during its implementation. The project’s logical framework observes assumptions and risks related to stakeholders’ continued baseline support and commitment to the project strategy. A core task of the project team is to continue strengthening inter-sectoral coordination, commitment and goodwill of multiple stakeholders. This will be done through the institute of the project Steering Committee as well as via awareness raising and training initiatives.

Establishment/expansion of Core Wetlands Areas (CWAs) was not meant through tripling the area of strictly protected nature areas (closed for human visitation and land use activities) but through the designation of the “buffer zones” with special land use regimes. Clearly some expansion is envisioned, especially in the currently not-existent CWA 3 (Central Volga-Akhtuba Floodplains) through the introduction of internal zoning. The majority of the area in CWAs is envisioned as either buffer zone or sustainable economic use zone, both with the aim of a more efficient conservation of biodiversity within the central (core) protection zone and in order to offer and pilot alternative income generation activities for local communities.
	Project brief: page17, ANNEX I
Project brief: Risks


Switzerland – Comment 3: Another concern is the financial sustainability of the four target areas. The project objective stipulates the ability of the PAs to self-generate 40% of the annual operational budget by the end of the five-year project. This is highly unrealistic, especially in the light of PAs having no prior experience/capacity in such endeavours and in light of the current regulatory framework not permitting such activities and/or encouraging tourism.
	Response:
	Document reference:

	The ambitious targets set by the project are in line with ongoing baseline developments. In the Volgograd Oblast legal regulations on generating income by the PAs are expected to be introduced shortly. Authorities are aware of the need for the further development and introduction of this principle, in order to increase the financial autonomy of the PAs and decrease their dependency on limited federal and regional financial support. As such, authorities and PA management give way to correction of a disbalance between the increasing tourist pressure and the absence of any payments for use of the regional natural values and resources. Project Outcomes 3 and 5 include activities targeted at upgrading the limited experience of PA managing authorities in generating income. 
	Project Brief: Output 3.4.


Switzerland – Comment 4: The proposal appears to place too much emphasis on data compilation, the establishment of committees and working groups and the production of paperwork and too little on grassroots/hands-on activities that require an intimate working relationship with the people affected most by the proposed changes. It is doubtful that under the current project concept the much needed ownership in biodiversity conservation concepts will be developed amongst the rural poor and other key resource users.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	The successful execution of grassroot and hands-on activities requires a broad stakeholders’ understanding and acceptance. Although having had a long-term tradition, nature conservation in Russia was traditionally isolated from the society. The concepts of “sustainable use” or “integrated approach” were only recently introduced and are properly understood only by a few limited stakeholder groups. We are of the opinion that hands-on activities need to be strongly supported by training and awareness, and embedding into the regional policy and decision-making framework. The project however also clearly provides significant means to support the local communities in the CWAs. These activities are included in the Outcomes 3, 4 and 5 and include establishment of local advisory councils, promotion of alternative livelihoods, capacity building, training and awareness raising. 

Concerning data compilation, storage and integration, analysis during the PDF B has shown that data are mainly collected on a case-by-case basis, are poorly stored, inaccessible to other interested parties, not being brought to the decision-taking level, and not shared. The preparatory phase of the project clearly identified the need for an up-to-date biodiversity and natural resources use information management, in order to allow for adequate decision making. All activities related to information management and monitoring systems account for about 12% of the GEF project financing. 
	


Switzerland – Comment 5: Page 16:
Too much emphasis is placed on monitoring and data need identification compared to the benefit from such knowledge.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Lack of reliable data and poor information management is an important barrier towards informed decision making, promotion of conservation-oriented policies and participatory adaptive protected area management. The project proposes only absolutely essential measures addressing data and information gaps, that are necessary to address the key threats of biodiversity loss and their root causes. See also response above (Comment 4).
	Project brief: page 13


Switzerland – Comment 6: Page 17, output 1.3.:
The establishment of a “meta-database” is commendable but it is very doubtful that the MNR will ever socialize the data base as suggested.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	The preparatory phase of the project included intensive consultations with the MNR and its regional representatives. Defined project activities were discussed and received broad stakeholder approval. The same level of involvement and support is envisaged and expected during project implementation. The project team will continue building coalitions and widening political support for its goals and activities. 
	Project brief: Replicability


Switzerland – Comment 7: Page 17, outcome 2.:
It is impossible to achieve the outputs related to this result within five years.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Taking into account the support and commitment received during the PDF-B from a broad range of stakeholders we consider it feasible to reach measurable results by the end of the project. Deployment of a motivated and professional project team with representation in all three regions included in the project is envisioned to facilitate this. See also sections on sustainability, stakeholder involvement, replicability and risks.
	Project brief: Sustainability, Replicability, Stakeholders, Risks


Switzerland – Comment 8: Page 20, output 3.2.:
The establishment of local advisory councils is a splendid idea but for the councils to be functional within five years, an illusion.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Project activities aim primarily at establishing intensive contacts between the PA management authorities and local stakeholders, in order to develop a basis of trust and mutual understanding, by means of involving engaged leaders of local societies. Additionally, training, awareness raising activities, pilot demonstration activities as well as financial incentives to promote alternative livelihood options should result in good work relations within the duration of the project.
	Project brief, Output 3.2. page17


Switzerland – Comment 9: Page 20, output 3.3.:
Why not produce proper management plans (=”integrated land use plans” for the multiple use areas) instead of annual work plans which should actually be derived from the management plans that provide the long-term vision. Without long-term management plans providing proper policies and management guidelines the areas will continue to be managed on a rather ad hoc basis.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	The preparation of CWA management plans was envisioned during the preparatory phase of the project,  and we agree that this aspects was insufficiently reflected in the description of output 3.3. Annual work plans will be developed based on these long-term management plans for each CWA. The text of the project document is adjusted accordingly.
	Output 3.3., page17


Switzerland – Comment 10: Page 21, outcome 4.:
To provide alternative livelihoods within five years is not feasible. The use of a small grant program has merits but considering the lack of a market-economy culture, the overall success of small grants is questionable and cannot be expected to produce success within five years.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	There is a broad understanding among authorities and the local communities on the needs for an improved conservation of wetland biodiversity as well as on the necessity for changes in the system of natural resources use. Although the transition towards a market economy continues at high speed, definitely this culture and the related level of understanding is limited in local communities. On the other hand, local entrepreneurs clearly envision and occasionally proof the possibilities and value of local alternative livelihoods. Often however either government regulations are unfavorable for investments, initial investment capital is insufficient, processing and marketing facilities are limited etc. Therefore, besides establishing the small grant fund for investments, the project will:

- provide capacity building, training and business development support to staff and clients of the small grants fund; 

- provide direct financing for selected demonstration projects;

- carry out extensive awareness raising and training activities, also in the field of the preparation of business plans, marketing etc.
	Project brief, Outcome 4: page20


Switzerland – Comment 11: Page 23, 2.b.7:  Is the Central Ministry of Natural Resources locally recognized and supported?

	Response:
	Document reference:

	The central MNR is represented in each administrative region by its legal branches -  the General Directorate of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection of the MNR of Russia in Astrakhan Oblast, in Volgograd Oblast and in the Republic of Kalmykia. Mandates and distribution of authority is specified in the Federal Law on Environment Protection. Regional entities of the MNR are well recognized and closely involved in regional decision-taking.
	


Switzerland – Comment 12: Page 29, 2.E..: It is not clear how ownership will be achieved in biodiversity protection by people who will be cut in their user rights. The project should emphasize the need for an attractive incentive system, especially for the rural poor in the vicinity of the targeted PAs, in order for the people to develop ownership in the project goals.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	In order to achieve the objective of improved biodiversity conservation, complementary actions are needed at the local level to increase the legitimacy of the conservation, effectiveness of control and enforcement, as well as to mitigate impacts from unsustainable livelihood activities. The project invests in restoration of habitats with win-win solutions for the local community and the conservation objective. The project also provides grant opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihood options, finances local livelihood demonstration projects in the CWAs. Also the project envisions the involvement of the community into the management of the CWA, not only by properly integrating their commercial activities, but also by creating new job opportunities. Additionally training and awareness raising activities should equip the local stakeholders with the concepts of the integrated approach and result in improved understanding of the needs for conservation and sustainable use.
	


Switzerland – Comment 13: Page 31, output 1.: To spend US$ 1 million on data gathering in preparation of the project appears extravagant. Why was this not done under the PDF B grant?

	Response:
	Document reference:

	The PDF B grant provided for an overall inventory of existing data compiled by Russian Organizations in the past. Based on the results, the CWAs were defined, as well as the gaps in the information base. The full project will fill these gaps and provide for a reliable baseline for monitoring of project results. Funds are not only used for data gathering but also to establish an accessible comprehensive data and information management system, integrating available sources from three administrative regions of the Russian Federation. All activities under Outcome 1 related to improved data quality, information management and monitoring systems account to 12% of GEF project financing (approximately $0.8 million). The project will finance only those information gathering activities which are absolutely essential for informed decision making, conservation-oriented legal and regulatory changes and participatory adaptive management of protected areas.
	Section III Total workplan and budget


Switzerland – Comment 14: output 1.3.: Will there be no financial input into infrastructure development and hardware for the PAs, especially related to tourism (considering that tourism supposedly will become the prime source of revenue)? Why spend more than ½ million USD on annual “management plans” (are these operational plans?).

	Response:
	Document reference:

	The proposers envision project investments in visitor centres, some modest PA infrastructure, CWA directorate and field facilities etc in order to structure payment transfers planned to be received from different stakeholder groups – tourists, commercial enterprises. Activities in this field are part of the budget for outcome 3 and 5. Please see project budget and work plan.
	Section III Total workplan and budget


Switzerland – Comment 15: output 4.: To be on the safe side, more GEF funds should be directed to the generation of alternative livelihoods. The referenced co-financing sources for this output appear dubious and unreliable.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	This is considered a valuable remark, which receive due priority attention during the elaboration of the project work plan and budget
	Section III Total workplan and budget


Switzerland – Comment 16: Page 39, Matrix: More detail is needed on activities related to the different results; e.g., what kind of support to PAs exactly, and how to exactly involve stakeholders etc.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Additional details are provided in the project quarterly work plan and budget (project document). More information on actual project activities will be provided in the detailed annual work plans to be developed during the project inception phase. 
	Project document: Inception Phase, Workplan


USA – Comment 1: One key issue is whether the project will have an impact on water discharge (raised by STAP reviewer), and this could be better dealt with in the project. Please provide further clarification on water discharge.
	Response:
	Document reference:

	Currently water discharge management is applied uncoordinated by each dam separately, based on notoriously inaccurate forecasts issued by federal authorities. As such, spring water discharge at a dam is often highly dependent on water inflow into reservoirs; the interests of dam authorities and their estimations of water needs in various seasons dominate in the decision making. Within the boundaries of the defined project area, we intend to clearly define the ecological consequences (impact) of this approach, identify alternatives based on integrated ecological understanding of the wetland ecosystem functioning, water-related dependencies and improved discharge forecasts, and continue the dialogue with authorities and energy companies on applying an alternative discharge management. Besides scientific knowledge, awareness raising, legal and economic incentives will be important instruments in this process. The project area is a limited part of the overall Volga basin, which is directly linked to only one most downstream dam. The dam discharge also depends upon upstream water discharge management. As such, discharge changes at the Volgograd dam should be accompanied by changes at upstream dams. Meanwhile, experts consulted during the PDF B stage are convinced that a window of opportunity for direct changes at the Volgograd dam exists and can be stimulated by the GEF project. A  separate note on water discharge regime is provided.

The project document explicitly acknowledges that changes to the management of the Volga-Kama system of reservoirs is the most difficult project output. The original indicator (year 3) was set to coincide with the mid-term evaluation, which also takes place in year 3. However, given the importance of this output, we changed the wording of the indicator to make clear that the reporting should be done by mid-term review. The indicator now reads “Management plan for adapted regime of water discharges from the Volgograd reservoir is elaborated and approved by mid-term evaluation”


	A Note on Water Discharge Regime


GEF Secretariat – Comment 1: A strategy to address issues of water availability for ecological systems and reduction of pollutants loads (domestic, agricultural and industrial) will be included in the document to be endorsed.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Currently, the ecological systems of LV region experience no water shortage. The nature of problem is rather of discharge mismanagement than of water availability.  Currently water discharge management is applied based on short-term forecasts; the decisions on water discharge volumes are highly dependent on the interests of dam authorities and their estimations of water needs in various seasons; the interests of fishery, & agriculture, as well as biodiversity conservation needs are being hardly taken into account in the decision making.

As mentioned in the Project Brief, given the presence of a cascade of dams along the middle to upper Volga, natural flow has been disrupted and flood cycles are dampened, with water discharge out of sync with age-old natural flooding patterns. Conservation of the Lower Volga’s biodiversity would be enhanced significantly if a biodiversity-friendly water discharge regime could be established and implemented. PDF-B analyses showed that it could be possible to apply alternative water discharge regime so that the dams work as water reservoirs for inflow regulation, rather than a destructive element for natural water cycle. A serious obstacle towards achievement of this primary goal is an absence of reliable forecasts of a long-term nature. Thus, the project will hopefully  fine-tune a method for long-term forecasting of water inflows into the Volga-Kama cascade of reservoirs. At the same time, the project will update the analysis of downstream ecological effects of water discharge from the Volgograd reservoir under the existing regime. Thus, the project will define alternative water discharges regimes from the Volgograd reservoir based on impact analysis, results of water inflow forecast and consultations with stakeholders. Agreed regimes will be put for approval to regional authorities. 

Within the Project Outcome 2, a strategy for application of an alternative (i.e. adaptive) water discharge regime will be developed and agreed among the key stakeholders. 

The strategy will be based on the following:

· recommendations on methodology and practice guide for long-term forecasting of water inflow in LV region; 

· analyses of ecological impact of current discharge practice; 

· recommendations on adaptive discharge management, i.e. alternative water discharge regimes proposed in mutual favor of energy, fisheries, and biodiversity; 

· proposals for legal and regulatory reforms in support to application of adaptive water discharge management practices application; compliance and enforcement mechanisms related to the proposed reforms. 

· methodology for the assessment of biodiversity loss as a result of non-compliance of optimal water discharge regime; 

· monitoring and assessment scheme related to the effectiveness of changes in management of water discharges from the Volgograd reservoir  in terms of ecological effects on the LV wetland biodiversity and effects on fisheries, agriculture, others;

· strategy implementation scheme, including authorities of key stakeholders; 

· proposals for long-term financial sustainability of a developed.  

The strategy will be agreed with key stakeholders; the project will lobby its formal endorsement and implementation.

As for the pollutants loads, this threat is considered as a secondary for the project area (see explanations in the project brief). It was agreed with the main project beneficiaries that the main issues of water pollution in the LW area as a whole will be addressed through the implementation of the Strategic Action Plan within the Caspian Environment Program. However, the proposed GEF Project will initiate actions to assist local stakeholders to deal with this threat. Component 2, which will strengthen the regulatory framework, will introduce stricter EIA procedures in the oil and transport sectors. This same component also works on introducing biodiversity concerns, which includes water quality, into other productive sectors. Component 5 will work on training and awareness areas for both decision makers and the public at large. 

The solution of water availability problems and application of adaptive water discharge practices would contribute greatly to the reduction of pollution loads. For instance, in Ilmenno-bugrovoi area, adequate water regime will lead to the elimination of secondary salinisation effect in semi-arid coastal ecosystem, and, consequently, to the reduction of pollutant concentrations.
	Project Document – p. 11 ; Project Brief – p. 54, Logframe matrix p.34


GEF Secretariat – Comment 2: Sound monitoring plans for biodiversity and biological resources expected with clear, monitoreable indicators. Key non-biological monitoring needed on water management and availability for ecological systems and pollution related aspects should be included. 

	Response:
	Document reference:

	Some of the biological indicators are specified in the Project Logframe, namely population numbers of the key indicator species; area under protection; volume of fish killed resulting from the water discharge regime failures. The major biological indicators for monitoring will be developed in the course of project inception phase  and further under Outcome 1 and will include measurable indicators for indicative species, and species in critical state. 

Key non-biological monitoring on water discharge management will also be included in planned monitoring activities for the project; therefore, the key indicators for non-biological monitoring should be assessed, such as areas of flooded plains which serve first as spawning grounds and then as hayfields and grazing lands. The following indicators showing the stability of water discharge regime should be mentioned separately: spring flood timeframes; spring flood volume (should not be less then 120 km3); dynamics of spring flood volumes (should ideally become close to that observed before dams construction); absence of winter floods; years characterized by hydrological level close to optimum (i.e. before dam construction; should ideally be 8 of 10); water availability for small  streams; salinity in water areas of Ilmenno-Bugrovoi region.
	


GEF Secretariat – Comment 3: To address key issues of multiple causation effects of threats and root causes, UNDP will discuss with the Government of Russia the possibility of adding to a small project component to identify multiple causation issues affecting wetland ecosystems in the Lower Volga and to understand, by the end of the project, how these are likely to be addressed over the long-term. UNDP will report back on this issue at the time of  endorsement and, if necessary, a small budget increase from the GEF and co-financing will be discussed.
	Response:
	Document reference:

	Identification of multiple causation issues affecting wetland ecosystems in the LV, including scientific-based clarification of root-causes and their effects, will be done within the information component of project Output 1. This will include, inter alia, analyses of reservoirs operation and water discharges on ecosystems and species. The information will be gained through deep scientific analytic tools, as well as sociological surveys, and also world best practices of multiple causation effect analysis. Transboundary analyses of threats and root causes will be also done in cooperation with UNESCO.  
	


GEF Secretariat – Comment 4: In relation to water discharges, UNDP will work with the Government of Russia to find hopefully optimum levels of water discharges to permit optimal functioning of these globally important wetlands.

	Response:
	Document reference:

	The UNDP will indeed continue dialogue with the governmental and other stakeholders involved in development and implementation of an adaptive water discharge regime. During the PDF-B phase, the project team carried out initial consultations to gauge interest, positions and potential commitment of multiple stakeholders. The range of stakeholders included a wide variety of federal and regional institutions with specific sectoral or other mandates, but also a growing private sector, comprising nascent tourism service providers, fishing enterprises, small construction companies, etc., a growing NGO sector, and a number of academic institutions (see a Note on water discharge for details).
A strategy for application of an adaptive water discharge regime will be developed in the course of the project implementation, discussed with key experts represented major project stakeholders, and agreed with local governmental authorities, as well as water users. It will also be presented for the approval by federal Government through the MNR of Russia.  
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Section I 
Elaboration of the Narrative

Part I.  Situation Analysis


The Lower Volga is situated in the East European Plain and encompasses the best-preserved wetlands in Europe. The biodiversity of the Lower Volga is suffering primarily from the impact of operations of the Volga-Kama system of reservoirs, unsustainable and unlawful exploitation of natural resources, and unplanned and unregulated housing and transport development.

A detailed description of the problem to be addressed is provided in UNDP/GEF Project Brief (Brief).

Part II. Strategy

The national biodiversity conservation strategy, Russia’s commitments to relevant international conventions and other national policy documents are described in Section IV.  

The long-term development objective of the proposed project is to ensure conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in the Lower Volga region. The immediate objective of the project is to secure conservation of biodiversity in four Core Wetland Areas (CWA) in the region through the overall strengthening of the LV protected area system, the introduction of supporting regulatory/policy environment and local participation, as well as demonstrating and introducing alternative income generating activities. The area under protection will increase from 230,000 ha to 678,000 ha by the end of the project.

A primary purpose of increasing the area under protection is to include all natural spawning grounds of migratory and semi-migratory sturgeon species, which are currently insufficiently protected. Important spawning grounds, ilmens, lakes, shallow coves are not currently protected. Increases in protected area will be done not only by creating new PAs, but also by establishing buffer zones for existing PAs. The current conditions for inclusion of these areas in the PA system are favorable, as there is no economic/industrial activity in these areas. Thus with relatively low incremental costs, the protection of natural spawning grounds will serve for conservation of genetic diversity and stocks of these fish species including commercial species.

At the same time, the Lower Volga is unique in terms of its dynamic  fluvial hydrological system, influencing and influenced by the changes in the level of the Caspian Sea. These changes in sea level affect the range of ecosystems upstream, ergo the need to ensure protection not only for areas located directly in the Delta, but also well upstream. The choice of the CWAs was based on the criteria “to include different landscape and land-use types, representing the whole range of natural ecosystems which under any foreseeable conditions might be of importance for wetland biodiversity conservation” (the upper parts of the Lower Volga are different from the central and lower, the same as the central are different from the upper and lower). That is, the focus is rather on prevention of future reductions of species populations and to ensure that potentially important habitats are not lost, than to ultimately protect an increased number of species. This preventive approach is very important in terms of cost-effectiveness of the proposed interventions.

In addition, historically, the location and size of wetland habitats and spawning grounds changes over time. Wetland biotopes have appeared, disappeared or shifted spatially and cyclically in response to changing environmental conditions in the Volga-Akhtuba floodplain and the coastal areas of the Caspian Sea. The proposed enlargement of the protected areas will reduce the risk that shifts in river channels will result in disappearance of a particular habitat and its complement of species because the area adjacent to current areas has been developed or degraded. Thus, with enlargement, the most common habitat shifts are expected to take place within the boundaries of protected areas.

PAs in the sense of the Core Wetland Areas are at the heart of the project strategy. CWAs do not primarily focus on the conservation of nature by excluding human activities, on the contrary, wetland biodiversity conservation will be strongly interwoven with sustainable economic use activities. Besides formally establishing CWAs and creating favourable conditions for the long-term protection of biodiversity values, including assigning hotspots for biodiversity, the project focuses on local stakeholders to stimulate sustainable alternative livelihood activities in the CWAs, through demonstration and technical support, awareness & training activities, small grant facilities. For the successful implementation of project activities at the local level, at the regional level support is provided to targeted research, inventory & monitoring, integration of biodiversity aspects into the regional policy & legal framework, awareness raising & training, information storage & sharing. 

The project includes five outcomes:

1. Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information management and use in decision-making

2. Strengthened institutional/regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV

3. A strengthened Lower Volga System of Protected Areas

4. Increased opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods within CWAs and their vicinities

5. Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV

Detailed project strategy, objectives, outcomes and specific activities to be undertaken through this project are described in detail in UNDP/GEF Project Brief (Brief).

Part III. Management Arrangements
The project will be executed by the Government of Russia (GOR) through the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) with the direct joint participation of the Regional Governments and Administrations (VOA, AOA, and RKA), and will adhere to UNDP nationally executed (NEX) project requirements. The administration of project funds will be the joint responsibility of the UNDP and the GOR. The GOR’s responsibilities will include: 1) certifying expenditures under approved budgets and work plans; 2) tracking and reporting on procurement and outputs; 3) coordinating the financing from UNDP and GEF with that from other sources; 4) preparation/approval of Terms of Reference for contractors and required tender documentation; and 5) chairing the Project Steering Committee (PSC). The GOR and the Regional Governments and Administrations will also facilitate the implementation of the required legal and regulatory reforms. The UNDP will be responsible for: 1) financial management; and 2) the final approval of payments to vendors, the procurement of goods in excess of $US 10,000, the approval of Terms of Reference, recruitment of consulting services, and sub-contracting. The implementation arrangements for the project have been designed to maximize transparency and accountability. Disbursement figures will be made publicly available. These arrangements have been accepted by all stakeholders.

Participatory decision-making is also highly stressed in the project. A Project Steering Committee (PSC) will be formed to provide overall guidance and support for project implementation activities.  The PSC will consist of representatives from: the GOR, the three subjects of the Russian Federation, UNDP, the local population, research institutes, and NGOs. The PSC will meet at the beginning of the project, 6 months after commencement of project implementation, and every 6 months thereafter to review project progress and set major policy and implementation directions as required.  

The PSC will be chaired by the National Project Director (NPD). NPD, who will be designated by the MNR, will be responsible for carrying out the directives of the PSC and for ensuring the proper implementation of the project on behalf of the Government. In doing so, the PD will be responsible for project delivery, reporting, accounting, monitoring and evaluation, and for the proper management and audit of project resources. 

The UNDP Country Office will support the project’s implementation by maintaining the project budget and project expenditures, contracting project personnel, experts and subcontractors, carrying out procurement, and providing other assistance upon request of the National Executing Agency. The UNDP Country Office will also monitor the project’s implementation and achievement of the project outputs and ensure the proper use of UNDP/GEF funds. Financial transactions, reporting and auditing will be carried out in compliance with the national regulations and UNDP rules and procedures for national execution. The UNDP Country Office will ensure the implementation of the day-to-day management and monitoring of the project operations through Head of UNDP Environment Unit and Project Officer based in Moscow. 

Reporting to the PD and UNDP will be the Project Manager (PM), who will be assisted by Programme Assistants based in Moscow and in the region. The PM will be a full time employee of the project and will be chosen in an open and fair competitive manner following standard UNDP hiring procedures.  The PM will be in charge of daily implementation of the project and managing project activities.  He/she will oversee and co-ordinate the work of the working teams. The Project Manager will be also responsible for the working level co-ordination of the other on-going national and international  projects in the region, reporting to Head of UNDP Environment Unit. 

Project implementation will be shared among: the MNR at the federal level, relevant agencies of the federal and regional Governments and Administrations, the PAs, research institutes, indigenous peoples’ organizations, community organizations, NGOs, and contracted expertise. This allocation of responsibilities proceeds from legally mandated responsibilities of the governments and agencies, as well as the distribution of required and available expertise in the region. 

The Project Manager (PM) will be a full time employee of the project and will be chosen on an open and competitive basis following UNDP standard hiring procedures. The PM will report to the NPD and UNDP and will be in charge of implementing the project and daily management of project activities.  The PM will oversee and coordinate the work of the PMU and its staff located in Astrakhan. The PMU will consist of a PM and four Working Team Leaders leading teams of experts. Each team will be responsible for performing activities under specific outcomes: 

· Working Team on wetland biodiversity management will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcome 3;

· Working Team on monitoring and information will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcome 1.

· Working Team on socio-economics and policies will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcomes 2 and 4.

· Working Team on public involvement and awareness will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcome 5.

Two regional coordinators will assist the PM – one in Volgograd and one in Kalmykia, as well as technical staff. 

The PM, the Working Team Leaders and the Regional Coordinators will all be experts in one or more areas relevant to project implementation. They will perform not only administrative and/or coordinative functions, but to a very large extent will also provide their expertise to perform specific activities under the relevant outcomes.

Part IV. Monitoring and Evaluation

Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures (UNDP/GEF Project Brief for details) and will be provided by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP/GEF. The Logical Framework Matrix in Annex A provides performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. These will form the basis on which the project's Monitoring and Evaluation system will be built. The project's Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will be presented and finalized at the Project's Inception Report following a collective fine-tuning of indicators, means of verification, and the full definition of project staff M&E responsibilities.

Project Inception Phase 

A Project Inception Workshop will be conducted with the full project team, relevant government counterparts, co-financing partners, the UNDP-CO and representation from the UNDP-GEF as appropriate. A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop will be to assist the project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goals and objectives, as well as finalize preparation of the project's first annual work plan and terms of references on the basis of the project's logframe matrix. This will include reviewing the logframe (indicators, means of verification, assumptions), imparting additional detail as needed, and on the basis of this exercise finalize the Annual Work Plan (AWP) with precise and measurable performance indicators, and in a manner consistent with the expected outcomes for the project.

Additionally, the purpose and objective of the Inception Workshop (IW) will be to: (i) introduce project staff with the UNDP-GEF expanded team which will support the project during its implementation, namely the CO and responsible Regional Coordinating Unit staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-CO and RCU staff vis à vis the project team; (iii) provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) and related documentation, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the IW will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP project related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget rephasings. The IW will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference for project staff and decision-making structures will be discussed again, as needed, in order to clarify for all, each party’s responsibilities during the project's implementation phase.

Monitoring responsibilities and events 

A detailed schedule of project reviews meetings will be developed by the project management, in consultation with project implementation partners and stakeholder representatives and incorporated in the Project Inception Report. Such a schedule will include: (i) tentative time frames for Steering Committee Meetings, and (ii) project related Monitoring and Evaluation activities. 
Day to day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the Project Manager based on the project's Annual Work Plan and its indicators. The Project Team will inform the UNDP-CO of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely and remedial fashion. 

Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP-CO through quarterly meetings with the project proponent, or more frequently as deemed necessary. This will allow parties to take stock and to troubleshoot any problems pertaining to the project in a timely fashion to ensure smooth implementation of project activities. UNDP Country Offices and UNDP-GEF RCUs as appropriate, will conduct yearly visits to projects that have field sites, or more often based on an agreed upon scheduled to be detailed in the project's Inception Report / Annual Work Plan to assess first hand project progress. 

The project will apply the WWF/WB management effectiveness tracking took to monitor effective progress towards optimal management of CWAs. The project will establish a baseline using this tool at the start of the project and then repeat it twice: at mid-term and at project completion.

Independent Evaluation

The project will undergo two formal and independent evaluations, focusing both on the attainment of specified project outcomes, as well as the implementation of identified activities using the indicators provided in the logical framework matrix. The first evaluation will be held by the end of the second year of project implementation. This evaluation will assess progress in achieving planned results and will also identify any difficulties in project implementation and their causes, and recommend corrective measures to minimize negative impacts. It will present initial lessons learned about project design, implementation and management. The second evaluation will be held towards completion of the project and will focus on the same issues as the first evaluation, but will also look at early signs of potential impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. It will also provide recommendations for any follow-up activities.

Audit Clause
The Government will provide the Resident Representative with certified periodic financial statements, and with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of UNDP (including GEF) funds according to the established procedures set out in the Programming and Finance manuals.   The Audit will be conducted by the legally recognized auditor of the Government, or by a commercial auditor engaged by the Government.

Part V. Legal Context

This Project Document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article I of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between the Government of the Russian Federation and the United Nations Development Programme. 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.

UNDP acts in this Project as Implementing Agency of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), and all rights and privileges pertaining to UNDP as per the terms of the SBAA shall be extended mutatis mutandis to GEF.

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

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

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

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

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

Section II
Results and Resources Framework

PART I : Incremental Cost Analysis

Please see Annex E: Incremental Cost Analysis.

PART II : Logical Framework Analysis

Please see ANNEX A: Logical framework.

Results and Resources Framework

	Intended Outcome as stated in the Country Programme Outline: 

Improved environmental sustainability of development processes 

	Outcome indicator as stated in the Country Programme Results and Resources Framework, including baseline and target.

Linkages between environmental conservation and local development established.

	Applicable Strategic Area of Support (from SRF) and TTF Service Line (if applicable):  

Goal G3:


Environmentally sustainable development to reduce poverty

SubGoal G3-SGN1: 
Sustainable environmental management and energy development to improve the livelihoods and security of the poor
SAS 02: 

Institutional framework for sustainable environmental management and energy development

	Partnership Strategy 

UNDP builds strong stakeholder coalitions to allow participatory implementation of environment protection and management programmes on a sustainable basis.  Such partnerships include UN Agencies, international funds, bilateral and multilateral organizations, Russia's national, regional, and local government bodies, national and international environmental NGOs, academic institutions and universities, local population and private sector.  In doing so, the CO launched donor meetings on environment and continues to act as an informal secretariat for these meetings.  On the programme level UNDP leads partnerships through Project Steering Committee meetings, stakeholder consultations, joint missions, etc. The PSC will consist of representatives from: the GOR, the six subjects of the Russian Federation, UNDP, the indigenous population, research institutes, and NGOs. The main stakeholders have been identified during the PDF B consultations and activities in at the regional and federal level.

	Project title and number: 
Conservation of Wetland Biodiversity in the Lower Volga Region 
 

	Immediate Objectives and Intended Outputs
	Indicative Activities
	Inputs 

	Immediate Objective:   To secure conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in four Core Wetland Areas of LV



	Output 1
Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information’s management and use in decision-making
	Activity 1.1 Identification of and agreement on monitoring and data needs of LV
Activity 1.2 Compilation, analysis and filling key gaps in directly relevant available information on LV; 

Activity 1.3 Establishment of a LV meta-database and mechanisms for access to and use of information; 


	GEF
         $871,000
Co-funding     $676,702

	Output 2  

Strengthened institutional/regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV
	Activity 2.1  Establishment of formal coordination mechanisms among regional and local authorities for biodiversity conservation 
Activity 2.2 Development and of a regional strategy for biodiversity conservation and its agreement among authorities

Activity 2.3 Enforcement of changes in legislation and regulation for improving biodiversity conservation and enforcement mechanisms
Activity 2.4  Adaptation of the operation of the Volgograd reservoirs to biodiversity conservation needs in LV; development and agreement among the key stakeholders of a strategy for application of an adaptive water discharge regime 

	GEF
         $ 580,000
Co-funding      $ 679,457


	Output 3
Lower Volga System of Protected Areas is strengthened
	Activity 3.1 Establishment of four core wetland areas (Volga Delta; Ilmen; Central Volga Akhtuba Floodplain, and Upper Volga Akhtuba Floodplain)
Activity 3.2  Establishment of local advisory councils for each protected area 

Activity 3.3 Preparation and implementation of management plans for CWAs 

Activity 3.4 Strengthening Financial sustainability of protected areas 

Activity 3.5 Restoration of selected (degraded) habitats 

	GEF
         $ 2,470,000
Co-funding     $ 4,571,648


	Output 4  

Opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods are facilitated within CWAs and their vicinities
	Activity 4.1  Identification and, in  consultation with local communities, final selection of alternative livelihood options suitable to local conditions 
Activity 4.2  Identification of and,  in consultation with local stakeholders, addressing technical and financial needs for the adoption of alternative livelihoods 

	GEF
         $ 1,381,000
Co-funding     $ 2,226,842


	Output 5

Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV
	Activity 5.1 Establishment of Regional Biodiversity Information Centres within the General and regional Directorates of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Activity 5.2 Development and launch implementation of public awareness and training strategy targeted to different stakeholders groups 

	GEF
         $ 1,186,000
Co-funding     $ 669,351



Note: Inputs required for project management, monitoring and evaluation are distributed proportionally among the Outputs.

Section III
Total work plan and budget

	Award ID:

	Award title: PIMS 1280 BD Full size project: Lower Volga Biodiversity

	Project ID:

	Project title: PIMS 1280 BD Full size project: Lower Volga Biodiversity

	Executing Agency:

	Key Activities
	 
	Resp. Partner
	Fund
	Donor
	Budget account and description
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1
Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information’s management and use in decision-making
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71300 Local Consultants
	46000
	50000
	35000
	35000
	29000
	195000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71600  Travel
	7500
	13500
	6000
	6000
	6000
	39000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72100 Contractural services - Companies
	0
	105000
	120000
	115000
	35000
	375000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72200 Equipment and Furniture
	45000
	50000
	10000
	30000
	10000
	145000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74200 Audio Visual&Print Prod Costs
	0
	10000
	10000
	10000
	10000
	40000

	
	
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74500 Misc.&Operations
	2000
	2000
	2000
	2000
	2000
	10000

	SUBTOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	100,500
	230,500
	183,000
	198,000
	92,000
	804,000

	Output 2  

Strengthened institutional/regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71300 Local Consultants
	70000
	55000
	40000
	30000
	30000
	225000

	
	
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74500 Misc.&Operations
	2000
	2000
	2000
	2000
	2000
	10000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71600  Travel
	0
	39000
	34000
	19000
	8000
	100000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71200 International Consultants
	0
	45000
	0
	0
	0
	45000

	
	
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74200 Audio Visual&Print Prod Costs 
	6000
	10000
	12000
	0
	0
	28000

	SUBTOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	78,000
	 151,000
	88,000
	51,000
	40,000 
	408,000

	Output 3
Lower Volga System of Protected Areas is strengthened 
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71200 International Consultants
	20000
	75000
	15000
	0
	0
	110000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71300 Local Consultants
	28000
	314000
	304000
	302000
	237000
	1185000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72100 Contractural services - Companies
	0
	80000
	80000
	20000
	10000
	190000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72200 Equipment and Furniture
	0
	40000
	30000
	30000
	0
	100000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71600  Travel
	0
	60000
	60000
	55000
	46000
	221000

	
	
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74500 Misc.&Operations
	3000
	3000
	3000
	3000
	3000
	15000

	SUBTOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	51,000
	 572,000
	492,000
	410,000
	 296,000
	1,821,000

	Output 4  

Opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods are facilitated within CWAs and their vicinities
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71200 International Consultants
	0
	 60,000
	20,000
	20,000
	 
	100,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71300 Local Consultants
	0
	 50,000
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000 
	170,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71600  Travel
	0
	 25,000
	25,000
	25,000
	25,000 
	100,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72100 Contractural services - Companies
	0
	 250,000
	250,000
	250,000
	250,000 
	1,000,000

	
	
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74500 Misc.&Operations
	
	5,000
	5,000
	5,000
	5,000
	20,000

	SUBTOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0
	 390,000
	340,000
	340,000
	320,000 
	1,390,000

	Output 5

Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71200 International Consultants
	55000
	0
	
	
	0
	55000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71300 Local Consultants
	110000
	 110000
	110000
	110000
	90000 
	530000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72100 Contractural services - Companies
	0
	 25000
	25000
	25000
	 25000
	100000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72200 Equipment and Furniture
	15000
	 130000
	70000
	80000
	55000
	350000



	
	
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71600  Travel
	19000
	11000
	11000
	11000
	11000
	63000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74200 Audio Visual&Print Prod Costs 
	10000
	 25000
	25000
	25000
	35000 
	120000



	
	
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74500 Misc.&Operations
	1000
	2000
	2000
	2000
	2000
	9000

	SUBTOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	210,000
	 303,000
	243,000
	253,000
	218,000 
	1,227,000

	 Output 6 - project management, monitoring & evaluation
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71200 International Consultants
	24,000
	 20,000
	30,000
	20,000
	26,000
	120,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71300 Local Consultants
	72,000
	 72,000
	72,000
	72,000
	 72,000
	360,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	71600 Travel  
	47,000
	 20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	127,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72200 Equipment and Furniture
	15,000
	 10,000
	5,000
	15,000
	5,000
	50,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72400 Communication
	5,000
	 4,000
	4,000
	4,000
	 4,000
	21,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	72500 Supplies
	15,000
	 15,000
	15,000
	15,000
	 15,000
	75,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	73100 Rental
	3,000
	 3,000
	3,000
	3,000
	 3,000
	15,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74100 Audit  
	5,000
	 5,000
	5,000
	5,000
	 5,000
	25,000

	
	 
	MNR
	62000
	10003
	74500 Miscellenous
	9,000
	 9,000
	9,000
	9,000
	 9,000
	45,000

	SUBTOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	195,000
	 158,000
	163,000
	163,000
	 159,000
	838,000

	GRAND TOTAL 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

 
	634,500
	 1,804,500
	1,509,000
	1,415,000
	 1,125,000
	6,488,000
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	United Nations Development Programme
	

	
	Russia
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Total Project Workplan
	

	
	Project Number:  
	

	
	Project Title:  Lower Volga Biodiversity
	

	
	
	
	

	Key activities
	Timeframe

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4

	Output 1 - Upgraded biodiversity information on the LV and information management & use in decision taking

	1.1 - Identification of and agreement on monitoring and data needs of LV
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2 - Compilation, analysis and filling key gaps in directly relevant available information on LV
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	1.3 - Establishment of a LV meta-database and mechanisms for access to and use of information
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	Output 2 - Strengthening the regional wetland biodiversity conservation policy, legal arrangements, institutional & regulatory capacity

	2.1 - Establishment of formal coordination mechanisms among regional and local authorities for biodiversity conservation
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	
	xx
	
	xx
	
	xx
	
	xx
	
	xx
	
	xx
	

	2.2 - Development and of a regional strategy for biodiversity conservation and its agreement among authorities
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3 - Enforcement of changes in legislation and regulation for improving biodiversity conservation and enforcement mechanisms
	
	
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4 - Adaptation of the operation of the Volgograd reservoirs to biodiversity conservation needs in LV
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 3 - Establish and strengthen the system of protected areas, though Core Wetland Areas

	3.1 - Establishment of four core wetland areas (CWAs)
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	3.2 - Establishment of local advisory councils for each protected area
	
	
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	3.3 - Preparation and implementation of management plans for CWAs
	
	
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	
	
	
	xx
	
	
	
	xx
	
	
	
	xx

	3.4 - Strengthening Financial sustainability of protected areas
	
	
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	3.5 - Restoration of selected (degraded) habitats
	
	
	
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	Output 4 - Demonstrate & facilitate sustainable alternative livelihood developments in CWAs

	4.1 - Identification and, in  consultation with local communities, final selection of alternative livelihood options suitable to local conditions
	
	
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.2 - Identification of and,  in consultation with local stakeholders, addressing technical and financial needs for the adoption of alternative livelihoods
	
	
	
	
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	Output 5 - Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development 

	5.1 - Establishment of Regional Biodiversity Information Centres within the General and regional Directorates of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	5.2 - Development and launch implementation of public awareness and training strategy targeted to different stakeholders groups
	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx

	Output 6 - project management, monitoring & evaluation

	
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx
	xx


Signature page

Country: Russian Federation

	Expected Outcome:
	Improved environmental sustainability of development processes

	Outcome Indicator:
	Linkages between environmental conservation and local development established

	Expected Outputs/Output Indicators :
	· Local development projects integrating environmental components

· Awareness-raising and capacity-building in environmental issues.

· Workshops promoting public-private partnership in the environmental sphere

	Implementing Partner:
	Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia

	Other Partners
	UNDP, Regional administrations of Astrakhan Oblast, Volgograd oblast, Republic of Kalmykia
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Agreed by Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia:________________________________

Agreed by UNDP:_____________________________________________________________

Terms of Reference

Project Steering Committee (PSC)

Background:

A Project Steering Committee (PSC) will be formed to provide overall guidance and support for project implementation.  It will also assist in the coordination of various co-financed deliverables. The PSC will consist of representatives from: the GOR, the three subjects of the Russian Federation, UNDP, research institutes, and NGOs. The Project Steering Committee is expected to play an important role also in further resource mobilization for the project’s follow up activities. The PSC will monitor the project’s implementation to ensure timely progress in attaining the desired results, and efficient coordination with other projects. The PSC will meet the first month after project commencement, and then each 6 month during the project implementation to review the project and set major policy and implementation directions. 

More specifically, the PSC shall: 

· Assume supervisory responsibility for the Project; 

· Provide general guidance and direction to the Project;

· Assist in identifying and allocating Project support for activities consistent with Project objectives;

· Bi-annually review and assess the progress of the Project and its components;

· Review and approve the work plan and budgets of the Project and its activities; 

· Provide strategic direction on the work plan;

· Provide guidance to the Project Manager in coordinating and managing the Project and its activities;

· Create mechanisms for interaction with relevant federal and regional agencies, NGOs and other stakeholders; and,       

· Continue to seek additional funding to support the outputs and activities of the Project.

National Project Director (NPD)

NPD is a state employee designated by the National Executing Agency, the Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia, and entrusted for the overall guidance and coordination of the project implementation. It is an unpaid position covered by the Government in-kind contribution to the project. NPD is accountable to the National Executing Agency and UNDP for the production of the project outputs, appropriate use of the project resources, and coordination of the UNDP project with other programmes and projects implemented in the Russian Federation in the area of biodiversity protection and management. 

In particular the NDP will:

· approve project work plans and budgets and if necessary project and budget revisions;

· chair the Project Steering Committee;

· in consultations with UNDP assign implementing agencies for the project components and coordinate their work (through the Project Manager);

· ensure that Russian legislation, rules and procedures are fully met in the course of the project implementation;

· approve terms of references, selection of project staff, and reports produced by the project manager and the key experts/contractors;

· approve procurement actions;

· certify financial reports including reports on the advances and reports on the annual disbursements;

· approve/certify project monitoring reports (APRs), audit reports and evaluation reports;

· facilitate liaison and cooperation with the federal Government authorities in the course of the project implementation;     

· report to the National Executing Agency, UNDP and PSC on the use of the project resources and achievement of the project outputs.

The work of the NPD will be supported by a Project Officer based in Moscow. NPD can partially delegate his responsibilities to the Project Management Team unless it hampers smooth implementation of the project.

Project Manager (PM)

Duty station:
Astrakhan, travel in the project region as deemed necessary, and travel to other locations consistent with these Terms of Reference.

General Responsibilities: The PM shall be responsible for the overall project implementation and management.  He/she shall liaise directly with designated officials of the Federal agencies in ASE??, regional administrations, the UNDP, key project stakeholders, potential project donors and others as deemed appropriate and necessary by the PSC or by the PM him/herself.  The budget and associated work plan will provide guidance on the implementation of the approved Project Document and on the integration of the various donor-funded complementary initiatives. The PM will oversee and coordinate the work of the Project Management Team and its staff located in Astrakhan, Volgograd and Elista. The PM will work closely with four Leaders of the established thematic work groups, as well as with the PA managers and other project implementing organizations. The PM reports to the National Project Director and UNDP.

Specific Duties:
The PM will have the following specific duties:

· Prepare an Annual Work Plan on the basis of the Project Document, under the general supervision of the Project Steering Committee and in close consultation and coordination with the UNDP/GEF partners and relevant donors;

· Coordinate, monitor and be responsible to the PSC for implementation of the Work Plan;

· Ensure consistency among the various program elements and related activities provided or funded by other donor organizations;

· Review and oversee the development of Terms of Reference for consultants and contractors to be employed under the Project;

· Coordinate and oversee preparation of the substantive and operational reports from the Project; 

· Ensure effective communication with the regional authorities, in close collaboration with the NPD, the UNDP and the PSC;

· Manage contacts on project implementation with all relevant stakeholder groups;

· Foster and establish links with other related GEF programs and, where appropriate, with other relevant regional, national and international programs;

· Be Executive Secretary of the PSC and be responsible for the preparation, organization, and follow-up necessary to the effective conduct of PSC business; and

· Submit quarterly reports of relevant project progress and problems to the NPD and the PSC.

· Deliver the impacts indicated in the log frame matrix in time and with the available resources.

Qualifications:

· Post-graduate degree (preferably a Ph.D.) in Environmental Sciences, or a directly related field;

· Extensive experience in fields related to the assignment. At least seven years experience as a senior project manager

· Well developed inter-personal, communication and negotiating skills;

· Familiarity with the goals and procedures of international organizations is strongly preferred, in particular those of the GEF and its partners (UNDP, UNEP, the World Bank, major NGOs, and current and future potential additional donors);

· Extensive experience with Russian PA system and wetland management;

· Well developed English speaking and writing capability;

· Previous work experience in the ASE on issues directly related to the project;

· Ability and willingness to travel.
Project Officer (Moscow)

Description of Responsibilities:

Under the supervision of the PM and direct guidance of the NPD, the Programme Officer will: 

· Coordinate with the NPD, the PSC, relevant federal agencies, and the Moscow based participating NGOs, academic community and donor community; 

· Provide technical and administrative support to the NPD with regard to project implementation; 

· Work with the PM to ensure smooth information providing to the NPD and sharing among PSC members and the UNDP.

· Prepare internal and external correspondence for the Project, maintain files and assist in the prepare documents for meetings in Moscow;

· Assist the PM and NPD in organizing lessons learned workshops and best practice replication training events.

· Undertake such other duties as may be assigned by the NPD and the PM.

Skills and Experience Required:
· Graduate university education preferred (equivalent experience considered).

· Several years' experience of work with international organizations/agencies, governmental offices, research or training organizations.

· Proficiency in English (speaking and writing).

· Demonstrable skills in office computer skills (word processing, spreadsheet preparation, etc).

· Excellent inter-personal skills

· Reliability, initiative, thoroughness and attention to detail.

· Ability to work under general guidance or independently, and to multi-task.

· Ability to work under pressure

· Willingness to work substantial periods of overtime at short notice.

Thematic Working Teams

Background/Purpose:

Sectoral project substantial activities will be implemented  in the framework of Thematic Working Teams. The purpose of the Working Teams is to provide the PM with the best possible day-to-day advice and information on topics that are key to the implementation of the Project. The composition of the Thematic Working Teams will be based on the specified work plan and terms of references. Following an open, fair tender procedure in accordance with UNDP standard rules for sub-contracting, Working Team members will be proposed by the PM, following consultation with each of the Implementing Agencies. Appointments to the Thematic Working Teams need to be approved by the NPD and the PSC. 

Each Thematic Working Team will be headed by a Working Team Leader, who will be a full-time member of the Project Management Team. Working Team Leaders will have the responsibility to:

1. Execute relevant project activities towards reaching the defined output;

2. Assist in the development of terms of reference to contract out project activities in the specific field of the Working Team;

3. Assist the PM in guiding and coordinating the implementation of the activities identified in the Project Document;

4. Ensure effective integration with related existing projects and activities undertaken by the federal and regional governments, bilateral aid programs, researchers, NGOs and private enterprises.

In all cases Working Team Leaders shall, as part of their duties: 

· respond to requests for advice from the PSC and PM, and prepare proposals for the PM’s consideration at their own initiative;  

· include and involve experts familiar with the issues being addressed on an as required basis;  

· work closely with other experts, bodies, institutions, NGOs and other interests as they, or the PM, deem necessary;  and,

· involve relevant NGOs and other stakeholders as deemed necessary as a means of improving public participation and awareness in all of the focal areas they cover.  

Each Working Team Leader shall make best use of existing expertise and institutional capacity within the region.  Working Team work plans will be prepared by the Team Leaders, and will be approved on an bi-annual basis by the PSC and the PM. Each Working Team Leader may request assistance from, or assign specific tasks to, any institution or expert that it considers appropriate on the basis of established UNDP contracting procedures and approval procedures as established under the current project.

Working Team Leader will liaise with each other and joint implementation groups may be set up from time-to-time to effectively address cross-cutting issues. 

The Working Teams will be:

1.  The Working Team on wetland biodiversity management

This Working Team will continue to coordinate and provide guidance for the implementation of project activities pertaining to achievement of the Outcome 3. 

2. The Working Team on monitoring and information

This Working Team will continue to co-ordinate and provide guidance for the implementation of project activities pertaining to achievement of Outcome 1. 

3.   The Working Team on socio-economics and policies

This Working Team will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcomes 2 and 4. The Team will collaborate with federal, regional and international institutions, governmental and non-governmental bodies and organizations, local communities, and the private sector.

4.   The Working Team on public involvement and awareness

This Working Team will continue to co-ordinate and provide guidance for the implementation of project activities pertaining to achievement of Outputs 5.  

Model Terms of Reference 

Working Team Leader on wetland biodiversity management
General Responsibilities:

The Team Leader shall be responsible for the overall daily coordination and timely implementation of all activities listed under Project Outcome 3. With the knowledge and approval of the PM, he/she shall liaise with relevant designated officials of the UNDP, MNR, regional administrations, PA administrations and staff,  NGOs, researchers, local community leaders, and others as deemed appropriate and necessary by the PM or him/herself.  The project budget and associated Working Team work plan will provide guidance on the day-to-day implementation of the approved Project Document. He/she shall be responsible for delivery of all substantive, managerial and financial reports from and on behalf of the project component under his/her direction. He/she will provide overall supervision and management for all subcontracted Working Team members. The Working Team Leader will be a full-time member of the Project Management Team.
Specific Duties
The Team Leader will have the following specific duties:

· Prepare bi-annual Work Plans for the Working Team on the basis of the Project Document, under the general supervision of and in close consultation and coordination with the PM and other Working Team leaders;

· Coordinate, monitor and be responsible to the PM for the implementation of the Work Plans;

· Ensure consistency among the various project component elements and related activities;

· Prepare and oversee the development of Terms of Reference for consultants and contractors to be employed under the Working Team;

· Be responsible for the timely completion of contracted out consulting assignments, as well as control over the quality of the contractors' work;

· Timely preparation of the required substantive and operational reports from the Working Team; 

· Foster and establish links with other relevant regional programs as deemed appropriate; and

· Submit quarterly reports of relevant Working Team progress and problems to the PM.

Qualifications:

· degree in environmental sciences or a directly related field;

· experience in fields related to the assignment;.  

· well developed leadership, inter-personal, communication and negotiating skills, as well as a proven ability to work effectively in groups;

· familiarity with the goals and procedures of international organizations strongly preferred, in particular those of the GEF and its partners (UNDP, UNEP, the World Bank, major NGOs, and current and future potential additional donors);

· English speaking and writing capability; 

· previous work experience in the region on issues related to the project;

· ability and willingness to travel; and,

· demonstrable skills in information technology (word processing, spread sheets, GIS applications).

Reporting requirement:

The Team Leader will report to the PM on a regular basis concerning implementation of Outcome 3 of the project. In doing so, the Team Leader will provide quarterly and annual operational reports, as well as other reporting as requested by the PM. 

Project Assistants (Moscow, Astrakhan)

PA will be responsible for the assistance to the Project Officer (Moscow) and Project Manager (Astrakhan) in reporting, office support and communication related to the project implementation. Project Assistant works under the guidance and direct supervision of the Project Manager.

Background

The Project Assistant (PA) has a responsibility for the overall assistance in project management and communication under the project with the project partners and the Project Management Team, includingthe PM, the NPD, the UNDP CO, and other key project staff. The PA is responsible for the everyday office maintenance, and will participate in main project events as supportive personnel. 

In particular the Project Assistant is expected to provide project, administrative and financial support such as:

1. Support to project management

· maintenance of project data;

· participate in preparation of periodic financial and progress reports as required by UNDP rules and procedures on a regular and demand basis;

· preparation of correspondence, reports and justifications to answer queries on project implementation.

Administrative support

· draft correspondence in English and Russian related to the project implementation;

· preparation and translation of minutes of the working meetings conducted under the UNDP/GEF project;

· participation in preparing project monitoring and evaluation reports related to the performance of the project;

· office maintenance. 

Qualifications:  

1) Fluent in Russian and English;

2) Higher education;

3) Good communication skills;

4) PC user

Terms of Reference

International Project Consultant (IPC) 

Objectives:

The objective of the IPC will be to provide high-level technical, informational and managerial support to the national PMT on the regional, national and international level, contributing to the implementation of the defined full-sized project objectives and activities. 

Responsibilities:

The IPC will be responsible for backstopping the project team’s work and will facilitate effective implementation of project activities in the Lower Volga region in compliance with the work plan. The IPC will collaborate closely with the Project Manager to coordinate expert surveys, analyses, and assessments necessary to project implementation, and organize consultations and meetings in the region. The subcontractor will be also responsible for developing effective working relationships with key regional, national and international project stakeholders, and promoting co-financing resource mobilization. 

More specifically, the IPC will be responsible for the following activities:

· Provide technical support and international expertise input on wetland conservation & sustainable use practices to the PMT, including assistance in: 

· Monitoring the inclusion of the overall project vision into implementation activities, through support to the development of ToRs & work plans, and advisory on subcontracting;

· Building “sustainability milestones” into the project work plan & implementation schedule;

· Designing specific project activities, their scope and duration;. 

· Developing a monitoring and evaluation program needed to measure project impact;

· Elaboration of mechanisms for effective stakeholder participation and economic instruments to sustain biodiversity conservation and ensure the equitable distribution of benefits;

· Provide quality control of the performance of consultants selected for the execution of various project components, as well as their technical outputs.
· Provide technical advice and input to the project implementation concerning international experience, standards and best-practices in wetlands conservation, sustainable use and alternative livelihood, in Russia and abroad;

· Coordinate the input of international expertise into defined project implementation activities, through ToRs, work plans and implementation guidance;

· Promote the development of targeted supportive international co-funding and cooperation agreements, and coordinate the UNDP/GEF project implementation activities with relevant other international project initiatives;

· Promote knowledge on project objectives and implementation activities at the international level, though newsletter and web site support, coordination of international project publications, through relevant symposium and conference participation.

Qualifications:
· More then 10 years experience in wetland conservation over the world.

· At least five years of working experience in the area of wetland conservation in Russia.

· Knowledge of national policies, legal and regulatory framework related to biodiversity conservation.

· Extensive knowledge of the Lower Volga region: biodiversity, water management, protected areas.

· Established relations with the Ministry of Natural Resources and the stakeholders in the Lower Volga region.

Terms of Reference

Project Evaluation – International expert

The first evaluation will be conducted in month 30 of the project implementation. This evaluation will assess progress in establishing the information baseline, reducing threats, and identifying any difficulties in project implementation and their causes, and recommend corrective courses of action.  Effective action to rectify any identified issues hindering implementation will be a requirement prior to determining whether implementation should proceed.

Project performance will be measured based on the quantitative and qualitative indicators defined in the Logical Framework.

The Evaluation Expert/Team should also assess:

(a) Relevance of the project (approach, objectives, modalities of implementation, etc.) with regard to the prevailing context;

(b) Results with regard to the indicators of progress;

(c) Effectiveness of the approach being used to produce these results;

(d) Efficiency of project management, including the delivery of inputs in terms of quality, quantity and timeliness; and the monitoring system employed;

(e) Transfer of capacity to the national institutions; 

(f) Views of the direct beneficiaries on the outcomes and on the consultative process employed for the project.  

Particular attention should be paid to assessment of the following issues in the context of the national execution modality of the project:

The impact should be assessed on:

(a) The assisted institution and its staff;

(b) End-users including specific stakeholder groups;

The sustainability of the results needs to be reviewed in light of the following considerations:

(a) Commitment of the host government to the project targets

(b) Involvement of the local organizations (participatory process)

(c) Management and organizational factors

(d) Funding

(f) Human resources development

The Evaluation Expert/Team should inspect the following documents: 

· the Project Document; 

· project files; 

· technical reports;

· mission reports;  

· Monitoring visit reports; 

· Annual Project Reports; 

· TPR reports;

· PIRs; and other relevant documents

Based on the analysis of the above documentation as well as on interviews with the project personnel, direct and indirect project beneficiaries and project stakeholders  the Evaluation expert/team should provide a fair assessment of the project implementation and present his/her findings and recommendations in a report.

Reporting: The Evaluation expert/team will be required to submit the following documents to UNDP and the national Executing Agency:

· Project Evaluation Information Sheet (PEIS) 

· Evaluation report
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1. Country Ownership 

1.a. Country eligibility

The Russian Federation ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity in 1995, and is currently eligible to receive technical assistance from UNDP.

1.b. Country Drivenness

The Government of the Russian Federation is committed to a policy of sustainable development and the conservation of biodiversity is an integral part of the country’s sustainable development agenda. The Russian Federation adopted its National Strategy on Biodiversity Conservation in 2002. The establishment and effective management of Russia’s protected area system is a key instrument in the country’s biodiversity strategy. 

The biodiversity strategy recognizes that the Lower Volga region is one of the country’s most important natural assets for the conservation of biodiversity of global and national importance and is in need of special conservation measures. 

1.c. Endorsement

The project has been endorsed by the GEF Operational Focal Point in a letter dated 26 November 2004 (see Annex  B).

2. Program & Policy Conformity

2.a. Program Designation & Conformity 

The project meets GEF eligibility criteria under Operational Program #2 “Coastal Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems”. Threats to biodiversity will be removed in targeted areas by mainstreaming biodiversity protection into regional planning, particularly into the operations of the Volga-Kama system of reservoirs
. Project activities include remedial actions in areas under threat
 and sustainable use and awareness components
. It has built-in mechanisms for monitoring outcomes, both in terms of ecosystem structure/function and sustainable use by local populations
. Finally, project risks have been minimized by applying best practice and best available knowledge and by ensuring that local communities share the conservation objectives of the GEF project
.
The project has been designed in line with Biodiversity Strategic Priority 1 “Catalysing Sustainability of Protected Areas”. The project will result in a significant strengthening of the system of protected areas in the Lower Volga with an increase of more than three times the total area under protection. The project will strengthen the institutional, managerial and financial sustainability of this protected areas system through legislation and policy analysis, and strengthening institutional and stakeholder capacities to improve management aspects, including training of staff. 
2.b. Project Design

2.b.1. Introduction to the target area

The project territory is situated in the Lower Volga region in the southeastern part of the East European Plain. The area is comprised of: a) the entire Volga-Akhtuba floodplain area between the cities of Volgograd and Astrakhan, including the section within the Republic of Kalmykia; b) the Volga Delta (the largest delta in Europe and the largest delta bordering the Caspian Sea) including the shallow waters of the fore-delta; and c) the Ilmen-Steppe areas to the west of the Delta. 

The rich biodiversity of the region is determined primarily by the dynamics of the water regime. The region and its biodiversity has been shaped by regular changes in the flow of the Volga River, characterized by large inter-seasonal and long-term variations. This variability in river discharge has also had a major effect on Caspian Sea levels, which is a closed basin with the Volga providing 80% of annual inflow. 
Over time, the location and area of wetland biotopes have been changing continuously. Wetlands have appeared, disappeared or shifted spatially in response to changing environmental conditions, both in the Volga-Akhtuba floodplain and the coastal areas of the Caspian Sea. In turn, the changes in size and location of wetlands resulted in regular changes in population numbers of terrestrial and aquatic flora and fauna species.  

In the course of the 20th century, the dynamic of the natural cycle changed as a result of human interventions. Following the construction of a series of reservoirs and endiked irrigated agricultural fields, there was an increasing volume of water taken for industry and agriculture. Following the fast rise of the Caspian Sea level, habitat loss was compensated to some extent by shifting inlands. However, dikes protecting agricultural fields were not relocated and no agricultural fields were restored to wetlands. In general, the total area of habitat important for wetland biodiversity has decreased significantly. The impact of diminished habitat has been a significant decrease in the number of breeding water birds within colonies and in the reduced rate of natural reproduction of fish and other aquatic animals.

2.b.2. Biodiversity value of the site

The global importance of the Lower Volga wetlands, and especially the Volga Delta, for biodiversity is beyond doubt. It is agreed that the wetland habitat is the best-preserved in Europe. A section of the Delta constitutes a Biosphere Reserve and approximately half of the Delta has been designated a Ramsar Site (800,000 ha). Two more sites are included in the prospective list of Ramsar Sites – Western Ilmen-Steppe area (100,000 ha) and Volga-Akhtuba Floodplain (840,000 ha).

At least 15 globally threatened bird species use the region, including: the Red-breasted Goose (Rufibrenta ruficollis), Lesser White-fronted Goose (Anser erythropus), White-headed Duck (Oxyura leucocephala), Marbled Duck (Anas angustirostris), Ferruginous Duck (Aythya nyroca), Dalmatian Pelican (Pelecanus crispus), Siberian White Crane (Grus leucogeranus), Corn Crake (Crex crex), Lesser Kestrel (Falco naumanni), Spotted Eagle (Aquila clanga), Imperial Eagle (Aquila heliaca), Great Bustard (Otis tarda), Sociable Plover (Chettusia gregaria), Slender-billed Curlew (Numenius tenuirostris) and Aquatic Warbler (Acrocephalus paludicola). There are also species listed in the Russian Red Data Book, for instance, Spoonbill (Platalea leucorodia), Glossy Ibis (Plegadis falcinelbus), White-tailed Eagle (Haliaeetus albicilla), Pygmy Cormorant (Phalacrocorax pygmaeus) and Great Black-headed Gull (Larus ichtyaetus). 

The Lower Volga wetlands occupy a strategic position on three important flyways for migratory water birds: the East African, the Mediterranean and the Central Asian-Indian flyways. Birds from as far away as West and East Africa, northeast Siberia, the Arctic and India depend on the region’s wetland resources for rest and feeding. It is estimated that 7 to 10 million water birds use the area during spring and autumn migrations respectively. During the breeding season, approximately 36,000 pairs of Cormorant, 5,500 pairs of Common Egret, 1,800 pairs of Ibis, 280 pairs of Spoonbills, 7,000 pairs of Mute Swan, and up to 130,000 pairs of Common Coot and ducks can be observed in the territory. In total, more than 280 species of birds have been recorded in the Lower Volga region.

The Lower Volga region is an area of natural reproduction of 6 Caspian sturgeon species. Four sturgeon species, the Russian Sturgeon (Acipenser gueldenstaedti), the Beluga Sturgeon (Huso huso), the Stellate Sturgeon (Acipenser stellatus) and the Starlet (Acipenser ruthenus) are endangered species according to the IUCN Red List
. At least 20 endemic subspecies of fish also occur in the area. The majority of the migratory and semi-migratory fish stocks in the Caspian Sea and fluvial freshwater fish species, which include the globally endangered sturgeon species and Inconnu (Stenodus leucichthys), are dependent on the Lower Volga region for spawning and reproduction of their food resources. 

As a result of reservoir construction on the Volga River, the remaining natural spawning grounds of migratory sturgeon species are reduced from the previous 3,400 ha along the Volga course and its tributaries to 430 ha within the Volga-Akhtuba floodplain (the Volga and Akhtuba rivers) below the Volga hydropower station. The presence of natural spawning grounds is a necessary condition for conservation of genetic diversity of these fish species.

Four endemic plant species are found in the LV wetlands: Kossinski hornwort (Ceratophyllum kossinskyi Kuzen. (Ceratophyllaceae)), Astrakhan campion (Melandrium astrachanicum Pacz. (Caryophyllaceae)), tickseed (Corispermum filifolium C.A. Mey. Ex A. Beck (Chenopodiaceae)) and Sphaeranthus volgensis Tzvel. (Asteracae). Seven Russian Red Data Book plant species occur in the area: Lotus Lily (Nelembo nucifera), Calltrop (Trapa natans), Egyptian pepperwort (Marsilea aegyptiaca), strigose pepperwort (Marsilea strigosa), Diandrochloa diarrhena, white water lily (Nymphaea candida), and Aldrovanda vesiculosa.

Last but no least justification of the global importance of LV wetlands is that the area is included in WWF’s Global 200 list of the world’s most important ecoregions for its significant bird, fish and plant biodiversity. 

Socio-economic Context 

The project area lies within the Lower Volga administratively under three subjects of Russian Federation – Astrakhan oblast (AO), constituting approximately 24,400km2 of the LV; Volgograd oblast (VO), constituting approximately 1,560km2; and Republic of Kalmykia (RK) with some 43km2 located in the LV.

Most of the population is concentrated in the city of Astrakhan (482,000 inhabitants), Volgograd (999,000 inhabitants) and Volzskyi (288,000). The percentage of rural population is approximately 25% in VO and 34% in AO with the majority of them living in small villages. In contrast, the Republic of Kalmykia is mainly rural with an average population density of 4.2 people per km2, lower than the average for the region.  

During the 20th century the Volga River basin was a center for large-scale economic activities. Construction of hydropower plants and irrigation dams along the Volga river basin (the Volga–Kama cascade of reservoirs) provided the foundations for industrial and agricultural development. The Volga basin is today a very active region of the Russian Federation for which the Volga provides water and energy. The Volga River basin is the country’s largest transport waterway with a 70% share of total river transport in the Russian Federation.
The LV presents an unemployment rate between 10% and 15% (official statistics). In general urban unemployment is slightly higher than in rural areas. Between 1/3 and 1/2 of the region’s population lives on incomes below the official subsistence level. There is a substantial share of the rural population resorts to subsistence farming and fishing. 

The Volga River is an essential element for the commercial freshwater fishery. About 90% of harvested sturgeons come from the Lower Volga and the Northern Caspian. Although large areas of natural spawning grounds have been lost following the construction of the Volga-Kama cascade, spawning grounds of sturgeons and semi-migratory fish still exist in the Lower Volga region. Since the 1960s the natural reproduction of sturgeons and semi-migratory fish in the Lower Volga has been supported by artificial reproduction (hatcheries, fish breeding and growing farms, etc.).

The Lower Volga region is becoming increasingly important as an oil and gas province of Russia. The reserves of oil and gas in the Astrakhan oblast have been estimated at about 10% and 6% respectively of the total for Russia. It is estimated that the largest Astrakhan gas condensate deposit may be exploited for another 100-150 years.
Responding to changed socio-economic conditions and transformation towards a market-oriented economy following the break-up of the Soviet Union, the authorities of the administrative regions in the LV elaborates regional socio-economic development plans and targetted action programmes, paying due attention to the federal policies on sustainable development and biodiversity conservation.

2.b.3. The national and regional systems of protected areas

The establishment of the protected area system of Russia begun in the early 20th century and since then it has grown to encompass about 11% of the country’s territory. The core of the PA system comprises the Special Protected Natural Areas (SPNA), which are classified under several categories:

· State Strict Natural Reserve (SSNR), also known as “Zapovedniks”

· National Parks

· Nature Reserves

· Natural Monuments

· Other (e.g. curative and sanative lands and resorts; arboretum and botanical gardens

These SPNAs can be under federal, regional or local authorities. The different categories of SPNA reflect their different purposes. The table below provides a summary of them
: 

	
	SSNR
	NP
	NaP
	SNR
	NM
	ABG
	CSLR

	Science
	1
	2
	3
	3
	4
	2
	4

	Wilderness protection
	1
	2
	3
	1,2,3
	3
	4
	4

	Biodiversity conservation
	1
	2
	3
	1,2,3
	1,2,3
	1
	4

	Ecological services
	1
	1
	1
	1,2,3
	4
	4
	3

	Conservation of specific national/cultural features
	3
	1
	3
	3
	1
	4
	4

	Tourism
	3
	1
	1
	3
	3
	3
	1

	Education
	1
	1
	3
	3
	3
	2
	4

	Conservation of traditional customs
	4
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4


The biosphere reserves are a particular case within the SPNA system. The establishment of biosphere reserves in Russia started in 1978. The status of biosphere reserve has been awarded to the most significant and elite SSNRs, which provides them with additional status and preferential funding. The regime of use and protection of the biosphere reserve is that of the SSNR and therefore, it is stricter than that specified by the biosphere reserve concept. 

The federal government and the regional protection agencies of the Astrakhan oblast, Volgograd oblast and the Republic of Kalmykia manage the SPNA system in the Lower Volga. Most of the protected areas in the Lower Volga region have a regional status.  The exception is the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve, which is a Federal level reserve (IUCN Category #1). Its administration reports directly to the Department of Specially Protected Nature Areas, Objects and Biodiversity Conservation of the MNR of Russia, and is responsible for several regional projects e.g., biological baseline for game quotas, monitoring of bird fauna, monitoring and EIA for oil extracting companies and oil terminals. The MNR has designated the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve as leader in the establishment of the regional association of Pas, which forms an integral part of the country’s PA system.

The other protected areas have their own administrations that report to the regional environment management structures. These are the General Directorates of Natural Resources and Environment Protection of the MNR of Russia of Astrakhan oblast; of Volgograd oblast; and of Republic of Kalmykia. 

The network of protected areas (PA) in the Lower Volga consists of:

· The Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve in Astrakhan oblast, IUCN category #1 (total of 98,000 ha including the buffer zone);

· The Regional Nature Park of the Republic of Kalmykia “The National Park Volga-Akhtuba Interfluve”, IUCN category #5 (4,323 ha);

· The Regional Nature Park “Volga-Akhtuba floodplain” in Volgograd oblast, IUCN category #5 (150,000 ha);

· The Regional Ilmenno–Bugrovoi Reserve in the western Ilmen-Steppe area in Astrakhan Oblast IUCN category #4 (6,000 ha);

· Nine Key Ornithological Sites of international importance in the European part of Russia; 5 in the Volgograd Oblast and 4 in the Astrakhan Oblast; and,

· Twenty-five regional nature monuments (in total exceeding 30,000 ha) and 3 regional hunting reserves (total area of 10,600 ha).

2.b.4. Policy and legal context

Federal legislation

The Federal Law of 10.01.2002 No. 7-FZ “On Environment protection” constitutes the principal basis for nature conservation policy. This law specifies the mandates of the national authorities, its regional state representative authorities and local governments as well as their interrelationships. In addition, the following three laws are also very influential for natural resource management and use:

· The Federal Law of 14.03.1995 No.33-F3 “On Specially protected natural areas” provides the legislative framework for the establishment, protection and use of specially protected nature areas in Russia;

· The Federal Law of 24.04.1995 No.52-FЗ “On wildlife”, which stands as the most important legal document governing the conservation and use of wildlife species and their habitats. 

· The Federal Law of 23.11.1995 No.174-FЗ “On the State Ecological Expertise”. It is the principal document for impact assessment of economic activities on the environment.

Regional Legislation

The regional legislation is intended to supplement the federal corpus though problems of overlapping and contradiction exist. Below is a summary of the most important environmental legislation for the Astrakhan and Volgograd oblasts and the Republic of Kalmykia.

· Astrakhan oblast. The executive and legislative authorities of the Astrakhan oblast have adopted a number of legal acts aimed at conservation, reproduction and sustainable use of flora and fauna species and their habitats, conservation of nature complexes and biodiversity. Wetlands have received special attention. A number of legislative acts regulate the protection and use of wildlife species for hunting, including limits on harvesting, the harvest of medicinal herbs, and compensation for damages caused to the environment. A number of legal acts also regulate activities related to protection and use of surface waters and aquatic ecosystems.  

· Volgograd oblast. One of the most important legal acts regarding biodiversity conservation has been the Decision of the Volgograd oblast Council of National Deputies “On specially protected areas of the Volgograd oblast and regime for their use” (1993). The document regulates the conservation of fauna and flora species as well as nature complexes. The Volgograd oblast is one of the few oblasts in the Russian Federation that adopted the regional Strategy and Action Plan on biodiversity conservation. The expansion of the system of protected areas (PA) became a priority in regional environmental policy. The Duma of the Volgograd oblast has supported this goal with a number of resolutions aimed at establishing a PA network for biodiversity conservation. 

· Republic of Kalmykia. Environmental policy follows the framework set by the Steppe Code (the Main Law) of the Republic of Kalmykia. In order to conserve fauna diversity, the Parliament of the Republic of Kalmykia adopted the Law of the RK “On wildlife of the Republic of Kalmykia” (1995 and amended in 2001). The Law of the RK “On hunting and its management” (1995, amended in 1999) fills gaps present in the federal legislation. The Law of the RK “On tourism activities in the Republic of Kalmykia” (2000) regulates the development of ecotourism and commercial hunting.

2.b.5 Threats affecting the project site

The primary threats to the biological diversity of the Lower Volga are (i) the pattern of operation of the Volvograd and Kama system of reservoirs; (ii) unsustainable and unlawful exploitation of natural resources, and (iii) current patterns of land use and transport development. The secondary threats are (iv) impacts from tourism and recreation; (v) water pollution, and (vi) inadequate solid waste management. 

The identified root causes are (i) there is no tradition of integrating biodiversity conservation principles into water and land management: reservoirs, the developments in agriculture or the development of the transport network; and (ii) an inadequate regulatory framework. 

There are also factors that facilitate or enable the occurrence of biodiversity threats. These are (i) a weak system of protected areas in the Lower Volga; (ii) poor data quality and data management, and (iii) low awareness and advocacy of biodiversity values.

Below there is a description of primary and secondary threats, root causes and factors that facilitate the occurrence of threats.

Primary threats

Current pattern of operation of the Volgograd Kama system of reservoirs. This system of reservoirs has a major effect on both aquatic and terrestrial habitat. Consultations during PDF-B identified it as the most important threat to aquatic biodiversity and a significant cause of mortality for terrestrial fauna. 

Specifically, the sudden release of water from the Volgograd reservoirs each year, which takes place during the flood season, results in the deaths of a high number of terrestrial animals, especially juveniles unable to leave the area in time. Simultaneously, the sudden change in water flow and temperature has a negative impact on the natural reproduction of fish in still existing spawning areas. At present, the spawning level and survival rate of the globally threatened sturgeon species, which are affected by the drastic changes in flood and temperature regimes, has been estimated to be critically low.
Unsustainable and unlawful exploitation of natural resources. There has been a 100-fold increase in infringements of fishing regulations in the last five years. Limiting growth in fish poaching is difficult due to shortages of human and material capacity in fish protection agencies. Compounding the problem are a significant number of legal fishing enterprises that continue to obtain generous catch quotas despite signs of declining fish stocks. 

The magnitude of the impact from poaching, as well as of the corresponding management responses are still not fully identified. The absence of an appropriate biodiversity information generation and management system is at the heart of this problem.

Land use and transportation network development. The development of land use projects (irrigated agricultural fields, dryland farming, housing) and the expansion of the transportation network (roads, pipelines, canals) are causing disturbance, fragmentation and loss of important habitats. 

Around the biggest cities, particularly Volgograd, there is a noticeable increase in housing development. The last years have witnessed an increase in general standards of living and with it the demand for additional housing, including recreational housing in the countryside. The negative effects of sprawl include direct impacts from housing developments and access roads and the impacts from traditional human activities in areas nearby. These activities include (but are not limited to) berry and mushroom picking, picnicking, boating in adjacent wetlands, trampling and littering. Surrounding territories are also frequently used for illegal waste disposal. 

Secondary threats

Tourism and recreation. Consultations undertaken during PDF-B indicate that wetlands in the project area are most affected by current patterns of tourism and recreation. Tourists and visitors are mainly attracted to angling, hunting, boating and swimming. Commercial tourism has developed intensively in recent years with little outside control or regulation. 

Most tourists come by themselves in self-organized groups. They stay at picnicking sites or camps anywhere from a day to several weeks. None of the protected areas in the Lower Volga are apparently capable of controlling the flow of tourists, neither do they currently have a clear legal mandate. Limited tourism infrastructure at protected areas does not help to minimize impact and/or capture revenues from the activities. Instead of bringing benefits to the park, tourism and recreation contribute to the degradation of ecosystems from littering, soil erosion, and degradation of habitats. 

Water Pollution. The current levels of water pollution can be regarded as not yet posing a major threat
. However, this situation is likely to change in the medium and long-term as economic growth increases. Development of oil deposits in the Northern Caspian and the increase in freight flows along the “North-South” transport corridor will substantially increase the prospects of water pollution in the Lower Volga. 

Solid waste management. In general, solid waste management is very poor. Wetlands and protected areas are most affected by it. Wind plays a major role in transporting solid waste from inadequately built waste disposal sites and illegal dumps. There is no effective solid waste collection in place that can prevent littering of the protected areas. Even some basic and affordable measures, like wind protection nets around disposal sites, could have major positive effects.  

Root causes
There is no tradition of integrating biodiversity concerns into decision-making processes governing regional development in general and the operations of the Volga-Kama system of reservoirs in particular. Before 1990, concerns about conservation of fauna and flora downstream were low and not factored into the management of the system of reservoirs in the Volga. Most managers received training and most of their professional experience in the pre-1990 period. Managers and decision makers have had limited exposure to alternative protocols for water discharge. 

The current approach to water discharge management still reflects the concepts and attitudes prevailing in the pre-1990 period. At that time, the absence of biodiversity concerns in the management of the reservoirs reflected two main attitudes. One was a tacit decision to promote the expansion of economic activities even at the expense of high environmental impact. The other was that Russia was a big country and extremely well endowed in natural resources. The result was that the environment was considered as just another, abundant factor of the production process. Environmental damage and negative impacts on fauna and flora were considered to be acceptable. 

These attitudes have begun to change, thus giving the project a window of opportunity to introduce changes in water discharge management. While the location of the reservoirs, necessity for periodic flooding, and water needs for agriculture set certain limits to changes in water management, there nevertheless exist mitigation options that could significantly diminish negative impact of water flow regulation. For these changes to be introduced, however, there is a need to have greater formal and informal collaboration and information exchange between authorities of the system of protected areas and the management of the Volga Kama system of reservoirs.

A similar type of inertia affects development planning in the LV. There is no tradition of assessing impacts on flora and fauna from development projects in the land use, natural resources and transportation sectors. The pre-1990 idea that land and resources in the countryside were limitless also prevailed in the decision-making process governing the location of urban settlements, industries and transport networks. While a new generation of planners, who are more exposed to alternative development approaches, slowly begins to positively influence socio-economic and development patterns, plans & programmes, the pre-1990 culture still has a significant influence. 

The current regulatory framework limits coordination among agencies, discourages enforcement of current laws and puts barriers to tourism as an activity supporting the sustainability of protected areas. Current regulations neither provide protected areas with a framework nor incentives to attract tourism to protected areas and/or generate revenues from it. The authorities of parks and reserves have no formal guidance as to under which conditions tourism could be exploited nor do they have any rules or guidance regarding the destination of monetary benefits arising from the activity. There is no formal framework for collaboration and information exchange between park authorities and the management of the system of reservoirs. Current regulations do not enable enforcement of anti-poaching laws either. While penalties defined in legislation for poaching are relatively high compared to the expected gains from illegal practices, it is virtually impossible to force those who are found guilty to pay the corresponding fines. This diminishes incentives within enforcement agencies to crack down on poaching.

Factors that facilitate the occurrence of biodiversity threats

The following two factors are not considered to be direct threats or root causes of biodiversity loss, but consultations during the PDF-B indicated that they significantly facilitate the occurrence or degree of threats. Even though they are listed separately from threats and root causes, they are given due attention in the definition of the GEF alternative. 

Weak system of protected areas in the Lower Volga. The current system of protected areas presents many weaknesses that compound biodiversity threats and their potential impacts. The first is that the total area under conservation status is insufficiently large to guarantee species conservation. Evaluation of the existing SPNA network and long-term trends in wetland biodiversity learned that it fails to include a number of habitats that have become increasingly relevant in the last decades. The second is that protected areas act without proper coordination among them to maximize biodiversity benefits, applying a rigid management regimes unable to respond integratedly to consequences of dynamic environmental processes and human development activities in the surroundings. The third is that reserves function as isolated islands given a strong bias towards conservation at the expense of integrating the needs of local populations in the surrounding landscape into overall reserve management. A greater willingness in reserve management to respond to the economic needs of local communities would likely increase compliance with reserve regulations, and decrease opposition on the continued existence or enlargement of the SPNA network. The fourth is insufficient human and capital resources: PAs are understaffed and lack basic infrastructure and equipment. There is also limited knowledge of best practices for conservation of wetlands habitats, insufficient familiarity with adaptive management, and low awareness of the importance of involving local communities in management and decision-making.

Poor data quality and data management. In general, data collection is on a case-by-case basis and depends on access to funding, availability and interests of specialists in particular research fields. Data on biodiversity is outdated, patchy and often unreliable. Data collection and analysis is rarely performed with the objective of providing understandable information to decision makers.

 There are also instances in which information exists but is not shared with other protected areas and/or relevant authorities. Structured and targeted information sharing between the administrative regions is absent, and even if information exchange takes place it is primarily thanks to personal contacts between personnel of involved organizations, not the result of an organized or systematic process. Access to information by the general public and other interest groups is not encouraged either.

Low awareness and advocacy of biodiversity values. Awareness of the importance of biodiversity is generally low among the public and authorities alike. This is partly responsible for the failure to incorporate biodiversity concerns into the decision-making and management practices of other sectors of the economy. For example, there is little knowledge among tour operators and managers of simple rules that can minimize impact of tourists on natural habitats, nor is there is much awareness among the local population living in or in direct vicinity of LV wetlands. Overgrazing and trampling by grazing animals occurs partly due to lack of knowledge of shepherds of the value of biodiversity and its relationship to resource sustainability. There is also little appreciation of nature conservation concerns and principles among visitors to the PAs. Limitations on their movements and access are often perceived as irritating restrictions instead of measures aimed at ensuring the long-term protection of the parks’ assets and their sustainable use.

2.b.6 Description of proposed project strategy and outcomes

The long-term development objective of the project is to ensure conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in the Lower Volga region. The immediate objective of the project is to secure conservation of biodiversity in four Core Wetland Areas (CWA) in the region through the overall strengthening of the LV protected area system, the introduction of supporting regulatory/policy environment and local participation, as well as demonstrating and introducing alternative income generating activities. The area under protection will increase from 230,000 ha to 678,000 ha by the end of the project.

A primary purpose of increasing the area under protection is to include all natural spawning grounds of migratory and semi-migratory sturgeon species, which are currently insufficiently protected. Important spawning grounds, ilmens, lakes, shallow coves are not currently protected. Increases in protected area will be done not only by creating new PAs, but also by establishing buffer zones for existing PAs. The current conditions for inclusion of these areas in the PA system are favorable, as there is no economic/industrial activity in these areas. Thus with relatively low incremental costs, the protection of natural spawning grounds will serve for conservation of genetic diversity and stocks of these fish species including commercial species.

Increased area of protection is necessary to ensure conservation of the following species:

· 6 species of Caspian sturgeon. Four sturgeon species (Acipenser gueldenstaedri, huso huso, acipenser stellatus, asipencer ruthenus) are listed in the IUCN red list as endangered;

· 20 endemic fish species;

· 15 globally endangered birds;

· keystone water birds;

· four endemic plants.

At the same time, the Lower Volga is unique in terms of its dynamic  fluvial hydrological system, influencing and influenced by the changes in the level of the Caspian Sea. These changes in sea level affect the range of ecosystems upstream, ergo the need to ensure protection not only for areas located directly in the Delta, but also well upstream. The choice of the CWAs was based on the criteria “to include different landscape and land-use types, representing the whole range of natural ecosystems which under any foreseeable conditions might be of importance for wetland biodiversity conservation” (the upper parts of the Lower Volga are different from the central and lower, the same as the central are different from the upper and lower). That is, the focus is rather on prevention of future reductions of species populations and to ensure that potentially important habitats are not lost, than to ultimately protect an increased number of species. This preventive approach is very important in terms of cost-effectiveness of the proposed interventions.

In addition, historically, the location and size of wetland habitats and spawning grounds changes over time. Wetland biotopes have appeared, disappeared or shifted spatially and cyclically in response to changing environmental conditions in the Volga-Akhtuba floodplain and the coastal areas of the Caspian Sea. The proposed enlargement of the protected areas will reduce the risk that shifts in river channels will result in disappearance of a particular habitat and its complement of species because the area adjacent to current areas has been developed or degraded. Thus, with enlargement, the most common habitat shifts are expected to take place within the boundaries of protected areas.

PAs in the sense of the Core Wetland Areas are at the heart of the project strategy. CWAs do not primarily focus on the conservation of nature by excluding human activities, on the contrary, wetland biodiversity conservation will be strongly interwoven with sustainable economic use activities. Besides formally establishing CWAs and creating favourable conditions for the long-term protection of biodiversity values, including assigning hotspots for biodiversity, the project focuses on local stakeholders to stimulate sustainable alternative livelihood activities in the CWAs, through demonstration and technical support, awareness & training activities, small grant facilities. For the successful implementation of project activities at the local level, at the regional level support is provided to targeted research, inventory & monitoring, integration of biodiversity aspects into the regional policy & legal framework, awareness raising & training, information storage & sharing. 

The project presents five outcomes:

6. Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information management and use in decision-making
7. Strengthened institutional/regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV
8. A strengthened Lower Volga System of Protected Areas

9. Increased opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods within CWAs and their vicinities

10. Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV
A summary description of activities under outcomes (including outputs) follows:

Outcome 1. Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information’s management and use in decision-making
Output 1.1. Monitoring and data needs of LV defined and agreed
The project will define the monitoring and data needs of wetland biodiversity in the Lower Volga, protocols for information sharing among authorities, management agencies and the public and regional indicators for wetland biodiversity and environmental quality. The project will take as a basis the guidelines of the MNR of Russia that were developed within the framework of (i) the World Bank/GEF Biodiversity Conservation Project; (ii) IUCN’s “Management and monitoring of endangered species in Russia”; and (iii) Wetlands International’s “Russian Program on wetland conservation”. The successful accomplishment of this output will require extensive regional and national consultations among stakeholders in the three administrative regions. There will be a formal interregional agreement on procedures for data collection, storage and information sharing. 

Output 1.2. Directly relevant available information on LV is compiled, analysed and key gaps are determined and filled

At the start of the project, there will be a systematic effort to compile the latest available information on LV biodiversity. The project team will identify and fill information gaps necessary for defining a scientific baseline. The project will also support selected targeted research
. The establishment of a baseline will serve as an essential element for monitoring the impact of project interventions. The project will use this information to produce a list of LV wetland species identifying rare and endangered ones. Results will be published and used for public awareness programs. 

Output 1.3. LV meta-database and mechanisms for access to and use of information are established and under implementation

The project will establish a unified regional database for biodiversity management. The database will be accessible electronically by the public locally and abroad.  In order to ensure sustainability of the database, the project will integrate it into the Directorates General on Natural Resources and Environment Protection of the MNR of Russia in AO, in VO and in RK. Within the Directorates, the project will establish Regional Biodiversity Information Centers (RBIC) that will count with a Monitoring and Information Management Department. The Monitoring and Information Management Departments will be responsible for coordinating data collection, storage, and analysis and distribution of biodiversity information
. 

Outcome 2. 
Strengthened institutional/regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV
Output 2.1 Formal coordination mechanisms among regional and local authorities for biodiversity conservation agreed and established

Wetland biodiversity in the LV requires a much greater level of cooperation and coordination than the existing one. The project will strengthen the Technical Coordination Councils (TCC) for Environmental Protection that currently function under the regional General Directorates of Natural Resources and Environment Protection of MNR of Russia. A representative from TCCs (one per territory) will be appointed as member of the regional Biodiversity Advisory Board (BAB). The project will support BAB operations, which are critical for incorporating biodiversity concerns into other sectors of the economy. 

Output 2.2. A regional strategy for biodiversity conservation defined and agreed among authorities

The project will support the development of a Strategy on Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable use of Wetland Biological Resources in the LV. The Strategy will evaluate the impact of regulation of the flow of the Volga, impact from changes in the Caspian Sea level and anthropogenic loading on biodiversity and ecosystems of the Lower Volga wetlands. The Strategy will also contain guidelines on adaptive management for CWAs and include alternatives for mitigating the effect of selected economic activities on protected areas. As part of this exercise, the project will prepare the necessary documents for the inclusion of the Lower Volga wetlands into the Ramsar List and World Heritage Site of UNESCO. 

As an implementation mechanism for the Strategy, an Action Plan will be also prepared with expanded protected areas system. It is expected that the Strategy and Action Plan will be developed and approved during the first or second year of the project implementation.

Output 2.3. Changes in legislation and regulation undertaken for improving biodiversity conservation and enforcement mechanisms

This output will result in amendments to selected regional laws and regulations. The legislation gaps’ analysis performed during the PDF-B stage indicates the need to elaborate the following regional-level laws: (i) “On protection of the Volga-Akhtuba floodplain”; (ii) “On Biodiversity Conservation”; (iii) “On Tourism”; (iv) “On Protection and Sustainable Use of Wetland Resources”; and (v) “On Financing of Protected Areas”. The same gap analysis indicated the need for developing at least two normative documents: (i) ”Ecological requirements for economic activities in wetlands”; and  (ii) “Incorporation of biodiversity principles in EIA”.

The project will also provide a forum for strengthening anti-poaching legislation. At present, current legislative gaps diminish incentives to crack down on illegal hunting and fishing. The project will support stakeholders in devising mechanisms by which fines for poaching, which are stiff, can be effectively monetized thus closing the most important loophole in current regulations. Of particular importance is stop illegal fishing of Sturgeon species, which are facing a real threat of extinction.

Output 2.4. The operation of the Volgograd reservoirs adapted to biodiversity conservation needs in LV.

The current pattern of water discharge from the Volgograd reservoir is perhaps the major threat to the Lower Volga biological diversity. The full scale project will support stakeholders in defining an alternative discharge regime that can balance conservation needs, the interests of the fishery and agriculture sectors and energy production requirements. 

The project will update the analysis of downstream ecological effects of water discharge from the Volgograd reservoir under the existing regime. Project experts will also fine-tune a method for long-term forecasting of water inflows into the Volga-Kama cascade of reservoirs
. The project will define alternative water discharges regimes from the Volgograd reservoir based on impact analysis, results of water inflow forecast and consultations with stakeholders. Agreed regimes will be put for approval to regional authorities. 

A strategy for application of an adaptive water discharge regime will be developed and agreed among the key stakeholders. In the course of the strategy development, the project intends to clearly define the ecological consequences (impact) of current water discharge pracrice within the boundaries of the defined project area, identify alternatives based on integrated ecological understanding of the wetland ecosystem functioning, water-related dependencies and improved discharge forecasts, and continue the dialogue with authorities and energy companies on applying an alternative discharge management. Besides scientific knowledge, awareness raising, legal and economic incentives will be important instruments in this process.
Outcome 3. The Lower Volga System of Protected Areas is strengthened
Output 3.1 Establishment of four core wetland areas (Volga Delta; Ilmen; Central Volga Akhtuba Floodplain, and Upper Volga Akhtuba Floodplain

The full-scale project will establish four Core Wetland Areas (CWA) as regional protected areas. The size and location of the CWAs will be such as to support the implemention of adaptive management strategies for the sustainable conservation of wetlands biodiversity in response to dynamic environmental conditions in a setting of sustainable economic use. The increased area under protection in the LV will have few socio-economic repercussions, given the low population densities in the proposed CWAs and the project’s strategy to assist local stakeholders to identify alternative livelihoods. Many of the activities currently carried out by local stakeholders will be modified to enhance their biodiversity-friendly character e.g., hay making in wet meadows, resulting in improved discharge flow. The main characteristics of the CWAs follow:

· CWA 1 (Volga Delta). The CWA will cover the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve and areas adjacent to it. The total area of the CWA will be approximately 177,456 ha. Out of this total, there will be 29,292 ha in the Damchatskij section of the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve (IUCN Category #1), 78,164 ha in the biosphere polygon (corresponding to IUCN Category # 6) and 70,000 ha in areas adjacent to the Reserve. 

· CWA 2 (Ilmen Steppe Area). The CWA will cover the Ilmenno–Bugrovoi Reserve (IUCN Category # 4) and areas adjacent to it located in the western Ilmen steppe. The total area of the CWA will be approximately 100,000 ha, of which 6,900 ha constitute the existing Ilmenno–Bugrovoi Reserve and the remaining 93,100 ha the expansion of the reserve. 

· CWA 3 (Central Volga - Akhtuba Floodplain). The CWA will cover the existing nature park of RK “National Nature Park of the Republic of Kalmykia - Volga-Akhtuba Interfluve” (IUCN Category #5) and the Volga-Akhtuba Nature Park of Astrakhan oblast.  The total area of the CWA is expected to be 245,000 ha, of which the “National Nature Park of the Republic of Kalmykia - Volga-Akhtuba Interfluve” is 4,323 ha. The remaining area will be the Nature Park “Volga-Akhtuba Interfluve” in the Astrakhan oblast

· CWA 4 (Upper Volga – Akhtuba Floodplains). The CWA will cover the existing Nature Park “Volga-Akhtuba Floodplain” of Volgograd oblast (IUCN Category # 5). The total area of the CWA will be approximately 156,000 ha.

The management of the protected areas will be integrated within the existing institutional framework governing the management of protected areas in the Russian Federation. Specifically, the directorate for the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve will manage CWA 1. The directorate of the Ilmenno–Bugrovoi Reserve will manage CWA2. The directorate of the nature park “Volga-Akhtuba Floodplain” will manage CWA4.

CWA3 presents a different case. Because of its location it will include protected areas in two different regions (Volga and Kalmykia). These protected areas do not currently possess directorates for management and therefore these will be created during the project timeframe. These two directorates will jointly manage CWA3.

Output 3.2. Local advisory councils for each protected area established

The establishment of CWAs will result in a larger area under protection, and this will subsequently mean that more people are living within or in direct vicinity of CWAs. The avoidance of future conflicts will much depend on paying attention to the interests and inputs of local stakeholders in the management of the reserve. In order to provide a formal floor for local communities to express their concerns and interests in regard to CWA management, the project will establish and support Community Advisory Councils (CAC) in each CWA. The project will support initial stakeholders’ consultations, elaboration of community agreements between protected areas Directorates and CACs, as well regular CAC meetings and meetings between CWA Directorates ad CACs. Primary goal is to establish a founded basis for trust and mutual understanding between the PA management authorities and the local stakeholders, in order to facilitate integrated planning & decision-taking on aspects of both conservation and sustainable economic use.

Output 3.3 Management plans for CWAs defined and under implementation

The project will support the development of biodiversity & sustainable use strategy for each CWA. Based on the Strategy, for each CWA a detailed long-term management plan will be elaborated, including a description of the areal zoning of core protection areas, buffer areas and economic use areas and their respective regimes. In line with the long-term management plans, yearly implementation management plans for each CWA will be prepared The zoning will take into account the findings from Outcome 1, locations of spawning sites and other biodiversity hotspots, and correlations of spatial distribution of wetland biotopes with changes in the hydrology of the Volga river and the Caspian Sea level. 

Output 3.4. Financial sustainability of protected areas strengthened

The project will support the definition and implementation of options for achieving increased financial self-sufficiency of CWAs. Alternatives discussed during PDF-B include (i) mechanisms to ensure that damages to biodiversity imposed by the operation of the Volgograd hydropower station are compensated through payment transfers; (ii) tourism fees; (iii) concessions for provision of services like cafes, parking sites, and shops; (iii) charges for use of recreational resources like beach areas; and (iv) licenses for fishing, hunting, and pasturing. There are additional potential options to provide income to CWAs such as fundraising and tax reductions on contributions to CWAs. These options will require further study during the full size project, and the successful implementation of these mechanisms will require supportive changes in relevant legislation as well as project investments in infrastructure developments. The initial target for this project is 40% of total operational costs by year 5 covered by self-generated revenues, with the remainder covered by federal and other budgetary support. Over the longer-term it is expected that greater experience with revenue self-generation will lead to progressively greater revenues through more efficiency and increased entrepreneurial opportunities. The project’s support to increased income self-sufficiency of the CWAs adds to the baseline developments currently observed in the regions. Although limited in volume, experiences exist with tourist fees for excursions & housing, as well as with licencing for sustainable commercial activities. 

Output 3.5. Selected (degraded) habitats restored

The project will support the restoration of selected habitats for globally significant biodiversity. There will be an emphasis in identifying win-win options such as recovery of non-productive or derelict agriculture lands for their utilization as natural reserves for biodiversity conservation and the amelioration of spawning grounds for increased natural reproduction of commercial fish species. The site selection process will include coverage of different types of ecosystems, demonstration of win-win options, support of local communities, and high demonstration and replication value. 

Outcome 4. Opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods are facilitated within CWAs and their vicinities

The project will take a participatory approach in engaging selected stakeholders within and around CWAs to adopt additional and/or alternative income generation activities. The project will pro-actively support the implementation of alternative livelihood activities as defined in baseline socio-economic development plans of the regional authorities.

Alternative income generation activities will be supported by this project as part of its overall work and engagement with local inhabitants. This component is a natural complement to the project’s efforts to tighten regulations governing resource extraction, zoning and public awareness activities. This outcome is not intended as a general compensation to stakeholders for lost revenue from poaching and other biodiversity damaging activities.

While a noticeable share of the rural population practice farming and fishing on a scale that covers mainly their subsistence needs, this is not the primary factor behind illegal extraction of natural resources (poaching) or unsustainable levels of resource use. Rather, the current regulatory system, which erodes incentives for proper enforcement, stands as the most important reason. In the LV region, subsistence farming and fishing are not synonymous with illegal and unsustainable natural resource use.

The tightening of existing regulations and new zoning cannot come unaccompanied by complementary tools to respond to those particular cases in which illegal and/or unsustainable natural resource use contribute significantly to family subsistence. Extensive consultations during the PDF-B clearly indicated that in this case the objectives of the project would be perceived as unfair and carried out without concern for the welfare of the most vulnerable families. The rural population, which in the LV represents relatively low numbers scattered in small size villages, shows relatively high levels of social cohesion. An absence of tools to support those cases most affected by changes in regulations would place serious barriers to engaging local communities in contributing to the preservation of the CWAs. 

The "substitutional power" of an alternative income generation activity depends on the individual feeling comfortable with the alternative (e.g. technology; risk; profit) and the perceived private costs from continuing with illegal natural resource extraction (e.g., poaching sturgeon and the risk of being caught by the police). Thus the capacity of component 4 to promote truly substitutional activities thus depends on (i) defining in close consultation with local populations the alternatives best suited to local conditions, and (ii) the success of component 2, which focuses on tightening the regulatory framework and current enforcement levels. 
 

Seen from another perspective, component 4 is a natural complement to the project’s efforts to tighten regulations governing resource extraction, change zoning and undertake public awareness and training activities. This output is not intended as a general compensation to stakeholders for lost revenue from poaching and other environmentally damaging activities, nor is it intended to act as the sole force in promoting the substitution of legal for illegal activities. 

Therefore, this outcome supports the project efforts to (i) increase the legitimacy of enforcement in the eyes of the population; (ii) change current zoning; and, (iii) increase local public awareness and training. Simultaneously, this outcome will contribute towards strengthening the mosaic of productive and biodiversity friendly activities in CWAs and the introduction of protocols of resource use that minimize impact of productive activities and maximize opportunities for BD conservation outside no-go areas.

Output 4.1 Alternative livelihood options suitable to local conditions identified and selected in consultation with local communities

In consultation with stakeholders, the project will explore the feasibility of different livelihood options. The analysis will take the findings of tourism promotion strategies, PA management plans, the estimates of recreational carrying capacities for various ecosystem types, experiences from similar settings in Russia and the strategic guidance provided by the regional Strategy on Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use of Wetland Biological Resources (elaborated under Outcome 2). Consultations during PDF-B indicated that small-scale fisheries (in cages
, side canals and lakes) are perceived as one of the most viable and innovative for the region. Other activities preliminarily identified include tourism development, production of traditional crafts and basic processing of agriculture products. 

The analysis will identify potential alternative livelihoods taking into account a number of criteria to be defined together with the stakeholders at the start of the exercise. The criteria may include (but not limited to): readiness of community members to start the new alternatives (acceptance, knowledge, others); investment needs and feasibility; benefits to local communities; environmental criteria; and availability and accessibility to markets. The recommendations will also specify roles and functions of local stakeholders in implementation, as well as activities and infrastructure needs (e.g., marketing of new products/services produced by local community members; training, including vocational training, etc.)   

Output 4.2. Technical and financial needs for the adoption of alternative livelihoods defined in consultation with local stakeholders and support provided

The provision of technical and financial support will be on a competitive basis. The project team will define in consultation with interested participants their technical and financial needs and capabilities. Targetted support in the preparation of business plans, start-up and development are envisioned through relevant training and direct consultations. A ranking of most promising initiatives will be defined at least twice yearly and support provided to those proposals that score best. 

The project will establish a small grants mechanism for inhabitants of the CWAs and neighboring territories aimed at supporting small business start-up. The management of the grant mechanisms would be outsourced to a professional organisation with track records in this subject matter and supervised by the Project Steering Committee. Financing might cover the design of business plans and seed capital. Technical support could include general implementation guidance, training and marketing services. The project will establish rules for fund replenishment, if appropriate. Those may include a combination of grants and loans and contributions from donors and regional and/or federal budgets. 
Outcome 5.
 Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV
Output 5.1. Regional Biodiversity Information Centres established within the General and regional Directorates of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection

Biodiversity information and awareness activities in the Lower Volga are carried out on a case-by-case basis rather than through a structured process. To address this problem the full size project will establish three Regional Biodiversity Information Centers (RBIC) within the General Directorates of Natural Resources and Environment Protection of MNR of Russia of the Astrakhan oblast; the Volgograd blast, and the Republic of Kalmykia.

These centers will coordinate awareness and information activities. They will be responsible for designing and preparing information materials for various stakeholders groups, yearly regional reports on Lower Volga biodiversity, information campaigns, school curricula on the “Lower Volga Biodiversity”, and training courses for targeted groups
. 

Output 5.2. Public awareness and training strategy targeted to different stakeholders groups developed and under implementation

Initially, the project will support a baseline survey on attitudes, interests and awareness levels of key regional and local stakeholder groups. The results of this work will feed the design of awareness and training initiatives best suit to local needs. By the end of project, a second survey will be performed to monitor the effectiveness of public awareness and training activities as well as to pinpoint future awareness rising needs.

The project team will elaborate a “Communications and Awareness Strategy on Lower Volga Biodiversity Conservation” and define communication tools for each specific stakeholder group. Similarly, the project will develop a training strategy for both regional and local stakeholder groups in each CWA. 
The full size project will assist the RBICs in the implementation of awareness and training initiatives at the regional level. Among others, these will include: elaboration of school curricula to emphasize awareness of the region’s rich biological diversity. The full size project will also provide special training courses for teachers about local biological diversity. There will be training courses for decision makers, industry managers-ecologists, experts and specialists on EIA about the changes in EIA procedures (developed under Outcome 2). The full size project will also provide training for tour operators and tourist guides on biodiversity friendly tourism and development of eco-tourism services. Awareness and information activities will also include design, preparation and distribution of information materials, information campaigns, and exhibitions. 

The full size project will assist the Directorates of CWAs with the implementation of awareness initiatives. Among others, these will include providing possibilities for a number of selected schools and classes to visit protected areas and participate in CWA monitoring as part of their ecological education. Examples of other target groups to be covered by the full size project are local inhabitants of CWAs, resource users in the CWAs, and decision makers in other sectors of economy.  

2.b.7. Project Implementation Arrangements 

The Government of the Russian Federation (GOR) has designated the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation (MNR of Russia) as the National Executing Agency. It will be responsible for the delivery of project outcomes and will work in close collaboration with the VOA, AOA, and RKA. The administration of project funds will be the joint responsibility of UNDP and GOR. Financial transactions, reporting and auditing will be carried out in compliance with national regulations and UNDP rules and procedure for national execution.  Disbursement figures will be publicly available. 
The GOR’s responsibilities will include (i) certifying expenditures under approved budgets and work plans; (ii) tracking and reporting on procurement and outcomes; (iii) coordinating financing from UNDP and GEF with that from other sources; (iv) assisting in the preparation of Terms of Reference for contractors and required tender documentation; and (v) chairing the Project Steering Committee (Project Director). 

UNDP will be responsible for (i) financial management, (ii) the final approval of payments to vendors, (iii) the procurement of goods in excess of $US 10,000, (iv) the approval of Terms of Reference, (v) recruitment of consulting services, and (vi) sub-contracting. The UNDP country office will support project implementation by maintaining project budget and project expenditures, contracting project personnel, staff, experts and subcontractors, carrying out procurement and providing other assistance upon request of the National Executing Agency. It will also monitor project implementation and achievement of project outcomes and ensure proper use of UNDP/GEF funds.

A Project Steering Committee (PSC) will provide overall guidance and support to project implementation activities. It will also assist in the coordination of various co-financed deliverables and monitor project implementation. The PSC will consist of representatives from the following agencies:

· The MNR of Russia and its territorial agencies

· The Southern Federal District

· VOA

· AOA 

· RKA

· Legislative authorities of subjects of the Federation

· Hydrometeorological Agency 

· The Lower Volga Basin Department

· Municipalities

· Scientific and non-government organizations, 

· UNDP

· Co-financing agencies 

· Local NGOs

· Wetlands International 

· RIZA (Netherlands)

Some of the above agencies will have status of observers. Most likely, the SC will establish an executive committee (group) in order to facilitate its intercessional work. This group will consist of the project management, PA managers, MNR regional bodies. Detailed description of the project management and coordination arrangements will be elaborated in the project document.

The PSC will first meet at the launch of the project and further during implementation on a semi-annual basis.

A National Project Director (NPD), designated by the GOR, will chair the PSC. The NPD will be responsible for carrying out the directives of the PSC and for ensuring proper implementation of the project on behalf of the GOR. In so doing, the NPD will be responsible for management, reporting, accounting, monitoring and evaluation of the project and for proper management and audit of project resource use.

The Project Manager (PM) will be a full time employee of the project and will be chosen on an open and competitive basis following UNDP standard hiring procedures. The PM will report to the NPD and UNDP and will be in charge of implementing the project and daily management of project activities.  The PM will oversee and coordinate the work of the PMU and its staff located in Astrakhan. The PMU will consist of a PM and four Working Team Leaders leading teams of experts. Each team will be responsible for performing activities under specific outcomes: 

· Working Team on wetland biodiversity management will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcome 3;

· Working Team on monitoring and information will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcome 1.

· Working Team on socio-economics and policies will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcomes 2 and 4.

· Working Team on public involvement and awareness will be responsible for performing tasks and activities under Outcome 5.

Two regional coordinators will assist the PM – one in Volgograd and one in Kalmykia, as well as technical staff. 

The PM, the Working Team Leaders and the Regional Coordinators will all be experts in one or more areas relevant to project implementation. They will perform not only administrative and/or coordinative functions, but to a very large extent will also provide their expertise to perform specific activities under the relevant outcomes. 

2.C. Risks and Sustainability

2.c.1. Risks

The principal project risks are listed in the table below together with proposed mitigation measures.

	Risk
	Rating
	Mitigation measures

	Institutional uncertainties
	L
	The Russian Federation is still undergoing a transition period towards a market-based system and as such institutional structures may suffer changes. However, ownership of the project is strong at national and regional levels and objectives are aligned with those of national and regional agencies. Institutional changes, such as re-organizations within Ministries could result in delays but are unlikely to jeopardize project success

	Decline in support of government officials and institutions
	L/M
	The project preparatory stage included regular consultations with the same government officials and institutions that will participate in the Steering Committee. The same level of involvement is expected during project implementation. All affected stakeholders will be able to ensure their interests enter into the project decision making-processes. 

The most challenging output will be the modifications to the water discharge regime of the Volga–Kama cascade of reservoirs. However, even though only preliminary results are available, it is expected that stakeholders will be able to find a balance among competing needs. The commitment to participate by the affected agencies in the Project Steering Committee confirms that there is willingness to find a consensus. 

	Low level of local participation in biodiversity management and decision-making processes
	L
	A lack of local inputs would affect management decision in the CWAs and would increase the likelihood of conflicts. The project, however, has mechanisms to facilitate as much as possible the provision of inputs from local communities and to promote participation. These mechanisms include a formal voice in the management of the CWAs, public awareness campaigns and support for their livelihoods. It is expected that this combined package will secure at least the minimum necessary level of participation.  


Note: Risk Rating: L – Low; M – Medium, H – High

2.c.2. Sustainability

The project’s strategy for sustainability has been to build on existing institutions involved in the wetland biodiversity management instead of creating new or isolated units. For example, all CWAs are intended as expansions of existing protected areas. The Biodiversity Advisory Board (BAB) will be placed within the existing structure of the Technical Coordination Councils (TCC) of the General Directorate of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection (GDNREP) of  the MNR in Astrakhan oblast, Volgograd oblast, and Republic of Kalmykia. It has also been agreed that the salary costs of BAB members will be fully covered by the General Directorates of MNR of Russia. In a similar vein, the Regional Biodiversity Information Centers will be established within the GDNREPs of MNR in Astrakhan oblast, Volgograd oblast, and Republic of Kalmykia. It has been also agreed that the salary costs of RBIC staff will be fully covered by the regional authorities. These expenses are well within the capacities of the local institutions.

In regards to the maintenance of equipment, project funds will take into account the financial capacities of the institutions supported. Therefore, when identifying facilities and equipment needs for CWAs directorates and RBICs, the financial capacity to properly maintain equipment and facilities will be carefully analyzed. However, consultations carried out during PDF-B implementation indicate that estimated expenses for maintenance would fall within local capacities.

In regard to the sustainability of changes to water discharge in the Volga, the project team believes that the challenge is not in so much in maintaining the changes but in introducing them. Once in place the main incentives for further changing the pattern of water discharge would originate in unusual rainfall levels requiring adaptive measures to management of the cascade of reservoirs. These changes, however, would not be permanent and the agreed protocols for water discharge would come into force again once rainfall levels fall back within normal range.

2.D. Replicability

The project has replicability mechanisms at the regional and national levels. At the regional level, the vehicles for information sharing on best practices are the Regional Biodiversity Information Centers. At the national level, the vehicle for information sharing on best practices is the General Directorate on Natural Resources and Environmental Protection of the MNR of Russia (GDNREP).  

The project will establish Regional Biodiversity Information Centers (RBIC) within the GDNREP of the Astrakhan Oblast, Volvograd Oblast and the Republic of Kalmykia. The RBICs will significantly strengthen the information sharing/dissemination capacities of the GDNREP in AO, VO and RK. The RBICs will have the role of compiling data and experiences for dissemination to decision-makers and the public in general. 

In addition, the RBICs will also feed information to the Technical Coordination Councils (TCCs) for Environmental Protection that function within the GDNREP. The TCCs are important in disseminating best practices because a representative of them sits on the regional Biodiversity Advisory Board (BAB). As its name indicates, the BAB has the function of advising on regional policy for biodiversity conservation. It is the government unit with the mandate to influence biodiversity conservation practices of other government agencies as well as of productive sectors of the economy.

At the national level, the structure of the GDNREP will play a crucial role for information dissemination and sharing of best experiences. The GDNREP count with a central (coordinating) authority in Moscow and representations throughout Russian regions. Given the size of the Russian Federation, the structure of the GDNREP constitutes the best vehicle for dissemination of best practices, particularly, for dissemination of experiences to relatively isolated areas of the country. 

The immediate area of replication is within the Lower Volga region, at the PAs not covered by the current project, for example, the Kalmykia wetlands. The Local Advisory Committee would be the counterpart for this project in identifying, analysing, and disseminating areas of interest and lessons learned. In a second phase, dissemination and replication would occur in up stream oblasts (e.g., Volga-Kama cascade, Novgorod region), where the federal Volga program is under implementation and relevant activities are planned. A further step would be dissemination/replication in the Amur basin, with WWF-Far East as a key partner in improving the impact and sustainability of Amur PAs. If successful, lessons from the Amur could be replicated in the wetlands of the Don (in cooperation with the UNEP programme) and Ussuri (WWF initiative) basins. The advisory committee established by this project is intended to be operational after project end, headed by local NGOs with replication to be tracked afterwards. 

In addition, and as part of its regular activities for each site, the project will organize technical workshops with experts and authorities to exchange information and results as the project advances. The project also plans to make full use of the regionally-based UNDP Programme Support Unit and the Environment Network of UNDP to exchange information with other projects, experts and institutions around the region and in nearby regions.

The proposed adaptive management approach of the CWAs is relatively new and innovative for Russia. There is considerable potential for application of best lessons in other regions. The involvement of local communities through the Local Advisory Councils will also provide a number of lessons of interest to other protected areas. This applies both to the areas within the Lower Volga, not covered by the CWAs (approximately 1,330,000 ha) as well as to other protected areas in Russia (in the deltas of Don, Amur, Ussuri rivers). 

The project will also provide lessons on sustainable financing of protected areas, which is particularly important for Russia. One of the most potentially interesting lessons to be generated will be in relation to the work with the authorities of the Volga-Kama cascade of reservoirs. There will be a rich set of lessons arising from the efforts to balance conservation interests with those of the energy, industrial and agricultural sectors. 

2.E. Stakeholder Involvement

The PDF-B that led to the preparation of this project document was designed to ensure the full participation of all relevant stakeholders. The process of project development took the form of successive iterations with all relevant stakeholders placing emphasis on particular groups according to their current and possible role in the protection of Lower Volga biodiversity. Consultations were regularly conducted throughout the PDF-B and included workshops, interviews, questionnaires, surveys and open forums with a varied cross section of local and national stakeholders. 
Project activities will be executed by a representative cross-section of institutions and agencies having the best local capacities for the tasks at hand. Stakeholders have also agreed on implementation and execution arrangements that provide them with tools and mechanisms to contribute effectively towards project objectives. 
For a detailed description of stakeholder participation, see Annex F. 
2.F. Monitoring and Evaluation

2.f.1 Incorporation of lessons from similar past projects in project design

The project has incorporated lessons from other biodiversity conservation initiatives in the Russian Federation. The most important are summarized in the table below.

	Lesson
	Relevant Project Design Feature

	Cooperation across the different administrative boundaries of the subjects of federation can be an effective mechanism for the development of biodiversity protection projects. 


	Regional cooperation was ensured during the preparatory stage both through the Project steering Committee and through experts involved in the preparation of the project proposal. During the full-scale project it will be ensured through the Project Steering Committee and the PMU, as well as through the overall design of the project activities to be implemented in three different regions – AO, VO and RK.

	A supportive local media environment is a crucial factor for project promotion in the region. 
	The approach was already used during the preparatory stage, when mass media was regularly updated on the progress of the project. The design of the implementation stage ensures that mass media will be kept regularly updated on project implementation. Activities under the Outcome 5 will specifically target mass media.

	Inter-agency cooperation has to be ensured for a project to have a reasonable chance of success.


	The project deals with economics, wetland biodiversity conservation, fisheries and hydro energy issues, which demand close collaboration between agencies in order to protect unique ecosystems of the Lower Volga. Therefore, interagency cooperation will play a crucial role in this project as well. 

The efforts to secure interagency cooperation include activities under Outcome 1 (agreements on information sharing), Outcome 2 (regulation of hydrological regime), Outcome 3 (land management issues) and Outcome 5 (training and awareness building among relevant authorities).

	A resource mobilization strategy is a crucial condition for long-term success. Most biodiversity conservation projects in the Russian Federation have not fully considered the private sector as a reliable source of co-funding. 
	Project preparation included intensive consultations between the PM and the business community in the region and the search for co-financing resources. The result of these intensive consultations was an unexpectedly high involvement of business representatives operating in hydrocarbons extraction. In addition to their participation in stakeholders meetings, business representatives made commitments towards co-financing a total of 0.533 m US$ (AstrakhanGasProm and Lukoil). During implementation attention will be paid to ensure a better representation of other relevant sectors, like the tourism industry, as well as to leveraging additional funds for biodiversity conservation in the region.


2.f.2 Approach for project M&E system

The project possesses outcome and output indicators as shown in the Logical Framework Matrix. The responsibility for collecting data and reporting results will fall to the Project Implementation Unit. At the project start the PM will produce an inception report to the Steering Committee members presenting the monitoring and evaluation work plan.

The project will apply the WWF/WB management effectiveness tracking took to monitor effective progress towards optimal management of CWAs. The project will establish a baseline using this tool at the start of the project and then repeat it twice: at mid-term and at project completion.

The project will be subject to standard UNDP/GEF monitoring requirements. The UNDP Country Office representative will perform monitoring field visits on a regular basis at least twice per year. The PM will prepare and submit tri-monthly narrative reports to the NPD and UNDP. He/she will also be responsible for producing the  Annual Project Report. Decisions and recommendations of the TPR will be presented to the PSC. The UNDP Country Office will also produce annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIR) together with the project team for the submission to GEF. The terminal TPR will be held in the last month of project operations. The Terminal TPR will consider the implementation of the project as a whole, paying particular attention to whether the project will have achieved its immediate objectives and contributed to the broader environmental objective, and will decide whether any actions are still necessary.

The project will undergo two formal and independent evaluations, focusing both on the attainment of specified project outcomes, as well as the implementation of identified activities using the indicators provided in the logical framework matrix. The first evaluation will be held by the end of the second year of project implementation. This evaluation will assess progress in achieving planned results and will also identify any difficulties in project implementation and their causes, and recommend corrective measures to minimize negative impacts. It will present initial lessons learned about project design, implementation and management. The second evaluation will be held towards completion of the project and will focus on the same issues as the first evaluation, but will also look at early signs of potential impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. It will also provide recommendations for any follow-up activities. 

The project will be the subject of an annual financial audit as required by UNDP/GEF rules and procedures.
3. Financing

3.a Incremental Cost of the Project (see Annex E)

The total value of the baseline is US$ 2,014,000. The total sum of all contributions to the GEF alternative is estimated at US$ 17,326,000. The difference between the GEF alternative and the baseline amounts to US$.15,312,000 which represents the total incremental cost of securing sustainable global environmental benefits. Of this amount, the contribution from non-GEF sources in the form of co-financing amounts to US$ 8,824,000. The GEF funded portion of the increment amounts to US$ 6,488,000.
For a full Incremental Cost Analysis, see Annex E.

3.b. Project total costs and budget by outputs

	Output description
	TOTAL
	GEF
	Co-financing

	1. Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information’s management and use in decision-making
	
	
	

	1.1. Monitoring and data needs of LV defined and agreed 
	126,000
	86,000
	40,000

	1.2. Directly relevant available information on LV is compiled, analysed and key gaps are determined and filled 
	178,000
	122,000
	56,000

	1.3. LV meta-database is established and protocols for access to and use of information are agreed and implemented
	1,243,702
	663,000
	580,702

	SUB-TOTAL
	1,547,702
	871,000
	676,702

	2. Strengthened institutional capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV
	
	
	

	2.1. Formal coordination mechanisms among regional and local authorities for biodiversity conservation agreed and established
	149,000
	103,000
	46,000

	2.2. A regional strategy for biodiversity conservation defined and agreed among authorities
	754,457
	275,000
	479,457

	2.3. Changes in legislation and regulation undertaken for improving biodiversity conservation and enforcement mechanisms 
	138,000
	105,000
	33,000

	2.4. Operation of the Volgograd reservoirs adapted to biodiversity conservation needs in LV 
	218,000
	97,000
	121,000

	SUB-TOTAL
	1,259,457
	580,000
	679,457

	3. The Lower Volga System of Protected Areas is strengthened.
	
	
	

	3.1. Establishment of 4 core wetland areas (Volga Delta; Ilmen; Central Akhtuba Floodplain, and Upper Akhtuba Floodplain)
	1,816,567
	456,000
	1,360,567

	3.2. Local advisory councils for each protected area established
	390,000
	279,000
	111,000

	3.3. Management plans for CWAs defined and under implementation
	1,461,000
	686,000
	775,000

	3.4. Financial sustainability of protected areas strengthened
	148,000
	146,000
	2,000

	3.5. Selected (degraded) habitats restored
	3,226,081
	903,000
	2,323,081

	SUB-TOTAL
	7,041,648
	2,470,000
	4,571,648

	4. Opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods are facilitated within CWAs and their vicinities
	
	
	

	4.1. Alternative livelihood options suitable to local conditions identified and selected in consultation with local communities
	580,000
	185,000
	395,000

	4.2. Technical and financial needs for the adoption of alternative livelihoods defined (in consultation with local communities) and support provided 
	3,027,842
	1,196,000
	1,831,842

	SUB-TOTAL
	3,607,842
	1,381,000
	2,226,842

	5. Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV
	
	
	

	5.1. Regional Biodiversity Information Centres established within the General and regional Directorates of Natural Resources and Environment Protection
	442,000
	296,000
	146,000

	5.2. Public awareness and training strategy targeted to different stakeholders groups developed and under implementation
	1,413,351
	890,000
	523,351

	SUB-TOTAL
	1,855,351
	1,186,000
	669,351

	
	
	
	

	GRAND TOTAL
	15,312,000
	6,488,000
	8,824,000


For a description of types and purposes of co-financing see Annex G
4. Institutional Coordination & Support 

4.a. Core commitments & Linkages 

4.a.1. Location of proposed project within the IA’s program. 

Environmental protection is a key focus area of the CCF. The project is entirely supportive of and consistent with UNDP’s country programs. To date, UNDP has demonstrated a high level of commitment to furthering biodiversity conservation in the Russian Federation. UNDP has now developed close working relations and mutual understanding with representatives of the federal and regional governments, communities, NGOs, and other stakeholders in many parts of the Russian Federation. 

Presently the UNDP environmental portfolio includes two full-sized biodiversity conservation projects in Kamchatka, both approved by GEF and under implementation. Four medium-sized projects for Taimyr Peninsula, Daurian steppe, Commander Islands and Komi forests are under preparation. One full-sized project proposal for the Altai-Sayan region is under Council Review. UNDP has established and maintains close cooperation and exchange of knowledge and lessons learnt between its biodiversity conservation initiatives in different parts of Russia. In particular, this project will further replicate experience with establishment of new revenue generating options for biodiversity conservation, as well as development of alternative livelihood opportunities for the local population accumulated by Kamchatka projects.

4.a.2. GEF activities with potential influence on the proposed project 

There are a number of GEF supported projects presently in various stages of implementation in the Lower Volga region:
UNEP/GEF Regional project “Development of a Wetland Site and Flyway Network for Conservation of the Siberian Crane and Other Migratory Waterbirds in Asia” (China, Iran, Kazakhstan, Russia). The full-sized project was approved by GEF in October 2002 and has been launched. It is aimed at development of wetland site networks using the Siberian crane as a “flagship species” for wetland and water birds conservation. Volga delta is one of the important wetland areas on the Siberian crane migratory route. It was not selected as a project site for the UNEP/GEF project, and therefore activities to be undertaken by the UNDP/GEF project in this area should be considered as complimentary and non-overlapping with the UNEP/GEF project.  Main areas for cooperation between the projects include: strengthening the PA system in and around important wetland territories, improving the national policy framework for wetland biodiversity conservation, training on wetland management, and public awareness activities at national and regional level. The Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation, as Executing Agency for both projects will ensure proper coordination between project activities in Russia. Exchange of Letters (EoL) will be prepared and signed between UNDP, UNEP and the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation describing specific coordination arrangements for these two GEF wetland projects following the example of EoL signed between UNDP, UNEP/GRID Arendal and MNR on implementation of GEF projects in the Russia’s Arctic
UNDP/GEF Regional project “Towards a Convention and Action Program for the Protection of the Caspian Sea” (Azerbaijan, Iran, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Russia). The launch of the second phase of the Caspian Environmental Project (CEP) is expected in 2004. The primary objective of the project is a sustainable management mechanism for the Caspian Environment and the preliminary implementation of the Strategic Action Program for the Caspian Sea. The main areas for cooperation between the projects include: natural resource data management, biodiversity conservation, fisheries resource management, management of the hydrological regime of the LV, and public awareness and education. 

The cooperation between the Lower Volga project and CEP was already established during the PDF B stage. The design of this project took fully into account the expected activities of the CEP in its second phase. The UNDP/GEF project management team maintains regular working contacts with the Centre of International Projects, the CEP Implementing structure in Russia, as well as scientific and research institutions in Astrakhan oblast involved in CEP implementation at the local level. Finally, the UNDP Country Office in Russia and the Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation supervise both project teams and ensure that coordination takes place. 
UNDP/GEF project “Kazakhstan: Integrated Conservation of Priority Globally Significant Migratory Bird Wetland Habitats” (Kazakhstan). This UNDP/GEF full-sized project is aimed at demonstration of conservation and sustainable use of wetland biodiversity. One of the three project sites is the Ural River delta, the second largest delta on the Caspian coast. The UNDP/GEF Lower Volga wetland project will benefit from the experience and lessons learnt accumulated in the course of the Kazakhstan project implementation given similar natural conditions and the vicinity of the project sites (300 km). Study tours, information exchange, networking and other joint activities will be conducted to allow for replication of best practices and lessons learnt between these two GEF projects. Coordination between the projects will be facilitated by the UNDP Country Offices in Russia and Kazakhstan. 

WB/GEF “Biodiversity Conservation” project, which has been completed, had several activities in the Lower Volga region, in particular in Volgograd oblast. Those activities started in 1997 with the development and approval by the local Duma of the regional Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, which outlined the main principles and strategic areas for environmental efforts in the region. Wetland ecosystems along with steppe and other dry-land landscapes were listed in the Strategy as the main territories where substantial biodiversity conservation efforts are needed. In this regard the UNDP/GEF project will use WB/GEF project outputs and further contribute to the Volgograd regional strategy implementation. Within the framework of the WB/GEF project the small grants program was designed and implemented, and in particular nine small grants were awarded to NGOs in the Volgograd oblast. One of them, implemented by the local Center for Environmental Education, provides a good baseline for the information structuring/public awareness component in the UNDP/GEF project. The experience gained through development and application of the small grants mechanism will be used to ensure active involvement and stimulation of local NGOs, community-level groups of stakeholders, schoolchildren, and other local stakeholders groups.

4.b. Consultation, Coordination and Collaboration between IAs, and IAs and EAs

Same as point 4.a.2.

5. RESPONSE TO REVIEWS 

5.a. Council 

5.b. Convention Secretariat 

5.c. GEF Secretariat


5.d. Other IAs and relevant EAs

5.e. STAP
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ANNEX A: Logical framework

	Project Strategy
	Funding
	Indicators
	Means of Verification
	Assumptions and Risks

	Development objective: 

To promote conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in the Lower Volga region
	
	
	
	

	Immediate objective: 

To secure conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in four Core Wetland Areas of LV.
	
	1. By the end of the project, the population numbers of the following key indicator species remain at the following levels: mute swan  (Cygnus olor) – 71.7 thousand specimens, whooper swan (Cygnus cygnus) – 23.07 thousand specimens, graylag goose (Anser anser) – 7.5 thousand specimens, teal (Anas crecca) – 41.3 thousand specimens, river ducks (Anas genera) – 259.0 thousand specimens, redheaded scaup (Aythya ferina) – 374.5 thousand specimens, tufted duck (Aythya fuligula) – 389.5 thousand specimens, cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) – 76.0 thousand specimens, grey heron (Ardea cinerea) – 5.49 thousand specimens, great white egret (Egretta alba) – 11.07 thousand specimens, little egret (Egretta garzetta) – 5.7 thousand specimens, night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax) – 6.34 thousand specimens, dalmatian pelican (Pelecanus crispus) – 0.23 thousand specimens, spoonbill (Platalea leucorodia) -  0.46 thousand specimens, glossy ibis (Plegadis falcinelbus) – 2.1 thousand specimens.  

2. The area under protection will increase from 230,000 ha to 678,000 ha by the end of the project.

3. By end yr 2: assessment of sturgeon populations effected and appropriate indicators defined. 


	· Species and habitats surveys


	· In the long-run, the four established CWA plus the changes in water/land management and regulations/ enforcement introduced by the project result in conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in the whole LV.

	Outcome 1

1. Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information’s management and use in decision-making
Outputs

1.1. Monitoring and data needs of LV defined and agreed;

1.2. Directly relevant available information on LV is compiled, analyzed and key gaps are determined and filled;
1.3. LV meta-database and mechanisms for access to and use of information are established and under implementation;

	
	Main indicators

1. From a current baseline of 0, the number of government and local non-government stakeholders accessing the database is 95 by year 5 (100% of all possible contributing partners). The mid-term target is 45. 

Complementary indicators

1. By the end of the Y1, agreements on information access and use are concluded among regional authorities, the management of the Volvograd and Kama system of reservoirs and authorities of protected areas 

2. Monitoring programs for 4 CWAs are elaborated and under implementation by mid Y2

3. Monitoring departments at the RBICs established by mid Y2

4. Salaries of RBICs staff fully covered by local sources by the start of the Y5
	· Quarterly project reports
· Minutes of Project Steering Committee Meetings


	· Decision makers willing to receive biodiversity related information and adapt management decisions accordingly

	Outcome 2

2. Strengthened institutional/regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV
Outputs

2.1. Formal coordination mechanisms among regional and local authorities for biodiversity conservation agreed and established

2.2. A regional strategy for biodiversity conservation defined and agreed among authorities

2.3. Changes in legislation and regulation undertaken for improving biodiversity conservation and enforcement mechanisms 

2.4. The operation of the Volgograd reservoirs adapted to biodiversity conservation needs in LV; 
	
	Main indicators

1. Volume of fish killed resulting from the water discharge regime of the Volgograd reservoirs has been reduced from the current 57 thousand tons/y to 10 thousand tons/y by Y5. The midterm target is no increase in the amount of killed fish.

2. The number of legal infractions has been reduced from an official baseline of 20 thousand/y to 10 thousand/y by Y5. The mid-term target is no increase in the number of offences.

3. A strategy for application of an adaptive water discharge regime is developed and agreed among the key stakeholders by miY4
Complementary indicators
1. Regional Strategy on Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use of Wetland Resources is elaborated by mi Y2 and approved

2. Management plan for adapted regime of water discharges from the Volgograd reservoir is elaborated and approved by the end of the Y 3;


	· Official statistics data

· Official data of FSI Sevkasprybvod and FSI Nizhnevolzhrybvod

· Quarterly project reports
· Minutes of Project Steering Committee Meetings


	· Support of regional authorities to adapt the water flow regime to biodiversity conservation needs continues during full size project stage.

· Legislative reforms implemented.

· Commitment to reduce illegal practices remains firm



	Outcome 3

3. The Lower Volga System of Protected Areas is strengthened

Outputs

3.1. Establishment of 4 core wetland areas (Volga Delta; Ilmen; Central Volga Akhtuba Floodplain, and Upper Volga Akhtuba Floodplain)

3.2. Local advisory councils for each protected area established

3.3. Management plans for CWAs defined and under implementation

3.4. Financial sustainability of protected areas strengthened

3.5. Selected (degraded) habitats restored


	
	Main indicators

1. By the end of the project, regional PA coverage has been increased from the current regional coverage of 1.6% to 4.8% (mid term target 2.4%); This amounts to 25% of the project target area

2. From a baseline of 0, own revenues generated by CWAs by Y5 is 40% of total operational costs

3. By year 5, and for reserves within the project target area that are already generating revenues, a revenue increase of 20% over current baseline.

4. 4000 ha of idle agricultural lands restored for use as spawning grounds by Y5. Midterm target is 1,000 thousand ha. 

Complementary indicators

1. Four CWAs are established by the end of year 1

2. Community Advisory Council in each CWA is established by the end of the year 1 and operational 

3. Management plans are elaborated and endorsed for the four CWAs by the end of the year 3
	· Publication of relevant decision of regional Administrations 

· Budget analysis of PAs in CWAs

· Quarterly project reports
· Minutes of Project Steering Committee Meetings


	· Baseline support does not diminish

· Legislation modified so as to retain revenues generated by CWAs (e.g. tax exemptions)

· Visitors willing to pay for services

	Outcome 4

4. Opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods are facilitated within CWAs and their vicinities

Outputs

4.1. Alternative livelihood options suitable to local conditions identified in consultation with local communities

4.2. Technical and financial needs for the adoption of alternative livelihoods defined (in consultation with local communities) and support provided 
	
	Main indicators

1. From a current baseline of 20, by year 5 there are at least 200 small and medium family businesses oriented toward alternative economic activities. The mid-term target is at least 80 establishments. 

2. From a current baseline of 3.5%, employment in alternative economic activities by Y5 constitutes 30 % for communities within protected areas and their vicinities. The mid-term target is at least 10 %.


	· Household surveys

· Official statistics data


	· Local communities members are willing to adopt alternative income generation and livelihood practices

	Outcome 5

5. Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV
Outputs

5.1. Regional Biodiversity Information Centers established within the General and regional Directorates of Natural Resources and Environment Protection

5.2. Public awareness and training strategy targeted to different stakeholders groups developed and under implementation
	
	Main indicators
1. An increase of 50% over baseline in support by the general public and authorities on CWA needs and their role in biodiversity conservation;
Complementary indicators

1. Three regional biodiversity information centers (RBICs) are established by mid Y1 and are operational

2. Biodiversity communications and awareness strategy for the region formally agreed within the General and regional Directorates of Natural Resources and Environment Protection


	· Opinion surveys

· Project progress reports


	· Relevant stakeholder groups willing to participate in survey and in implementation of awareness raising

· Educational authorities/teachers/ parents willing to accept changes in school curriculum



	Summary of activities

For outcome 1:

· Develop draft protocol on wetland monitoring - parameters, criteria and methods, guidelines for implementation

· Consultations (regional, national) on draft Protocol on Wetland Monitoring 

· Develop an agreement among authorities for use and exchange of information

· Implement economic valuation of the LV wetland biodiversity - advisory report on methodology and assessment

· Determine the level and effectiveness of natural reproduction of sturgeons in CWAs

· Establish Monitoring & Information Management Departments – hire and train staff, provide equipment

· Develop a unified regional biodiversity monitoring database on the LV wetlands – design software, input formats, provide storage of collected information

· Provide access to information – website, yearly regional technical biodiversity monitoring report

· Integrate wetland monitoring information into national and international databases

· Prepare and publish a Book of rare and endangered species of  the Lower Volga wetlands – working group, coordination, field work, review, editing, printing

· Implement monitoring programs

For outcome 2:
· Develop inter-regional inter-agency agreements on coordinated conservation, management (control, enforcement) and use of biodiversity of the LV wetlands

· Establish Biodiversity Advisory Board (BAB)

· Prepare recommendations on adaptive regional wetland conservation and the sustainable use of biological resources of the LV wetlands (incl. network of PAs) for the preparation of a regional Strategy

· Develop a biodiversity conservation strategy for the LV (regional co-operation, cross responsibilities of government organizations, legislative consultations, design regional network of protected areas) – establish working group of stakeholders, prepare a work plan, conduct expert consultative meetings, draft the Strategy

· Start implementation of the Strategy

· Prepare documents for inclusion of the Lower Volga wetlands into the Ramsar List of Important Wetlands and as a World Heritage Site

· Elaborate draft regional laws and proposals for amendments to existing laws 

· Develop normative documents ("Ecological requirements for economic activity conducted in the LV wetlands”, Biodiversity assessment  in EIAs")

· Develop biodiversity-friendly tourism guidelines

· Lobby for increased enforcement including changes in the regulation regarding the execution of payments for fines

· Prepare recommendations on methodology and policy advice for long-term prognosis of Volga river flow and management of hydrological regime of the Volga-Kama cascade of reservoirs

· Lobby the formal endorsement and implementation of recommendations for the Volga river flow and management of hydrological regime of the Volga-Kama cascade of reservoirs 

· Monitor the effectiveness of changes in management of water discharges from the Volgograd reservoir  in terms of ecological effects on the LV wetland biodiversity and effects on fisheries, agriculture, others

For outcome 3:

· Conduct consultations with stakeholders, land owners and managers, agree on final boundaries of CWAs, elaborate and present draft normative documents on establishment  of Protected Areas to executive and legislative organizations

· Elaborate and discuss with stakeholders the draft Community Agreement, as well as functions and role of the Community Advisory Councils (CAC) and CAC coordinators

· Reach a formal Community Agreement between the communities and CWAs Directorates, and establish the CACs
· Prepare a Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for each pilot area, proposing ready-for-use packages of actions for the application of integrated management 

· Prepare Yearly operational plans for CWAs (Y 2 - 5)
· Prepare Draft management plan for CWAs (including zoning)
· Establish Directorates in 3 CWAs

· Prepare and execute training programs
· Prepare and implement a tourism promotion strategy for CWA
· Define priority restoration sites

· Evaluate effectiveness of restoration; disseminate results

· Prepare a draft normative document on the legal regulation of commercial activities of the PA and submit it to the executive  authorities

· Support CWAs in implementing of mechanisms to rise additional income - institutional support, training, etc. as identified by the study
For outcome 4:

· Conduct stakeholder consultations and discuss recommendations on alternative livelihood options

· Define the roles, functions and income generation possibilities for local commercial stakeholders, based on PA management plans, Tourism Promotion Strategies, alternative livelihood analysis

· Define infrastructure, equipment, training other needs for recommended options

· Support technically the local communities in adopting alternative livelihood options 

· Conduct consultations and establish a Small Grants and Credits Program

· Continue lobbying and negotiations on additional co-financing for the post-project needs

For outcome 5:

· Support the establishment of Regional Biodiversity Information Centers (RBIC): procure equipment, hire and train staff 

· Prepare and distribute information on wetland biodiversity in the LV - yearly regional report, advisory report to the executive and legislative powers

· Implement survey of attitudes and awareness on biodiversity of key stakeholder groups at the regional and local level

· Elaborate and implement a Communication Outreach Strategy for raising awareness in different stakeholder groups

· Elaborate and implement a school curricula on regional ecology - prepare program, design and print and distribute materials

· Carry out training courses on biodiversity assessment in EIA for decision-takers and industry experts

· Carry out training courses on legal & economic incentives related to activity on the LV wetland biodiversity conservation 

· Carry out training courses on ecologically friendly eco-tourism for tour operators and guides


Annex B: Endorsement Letter
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Unofficial Translation 

Ministry of Natural Resources 

of the Russian Federation

(MNR of Russia)

November 26, 2003,    No.  KЯ-6347/7979

To: Mr. S. Vassilev, UNDP Resident Representative in RF 

Dear Mr. S. Vassilev, 

The Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation has considered the brief for the UNDP/GEF Proposal for the full-scale Project “Conservation of Wetland Biodiversity in the Lower Volga” prepared in the two-year preparatory stage by Russian and international experts together with non-governmental organizations as well as scientific and research institutes of the Russian Academy of Sciences. The Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation considers it essential to support the Project Proposal submitted. 

We believe that practical implementation of the Project will allow to strengthen the mechanisms for biodiversity conservation in the region, to increase contributions for the preservation of wetlands and other unique ecosystems and sites in the Volgograd and Astrakhan oblasts and the Republic of Kalmykia. In addition, project implementation will have a definitive impact on  socio-economic development in  the region. 

Vice-Minister
 






K.V. Yankov    

Annex C1: STAP Review
TECHNICAL REVIEW OF THE PROJECT PROPOSAL: 

“CONSERVATION OF WETLAND BIODIVERSITY IN THE LOWER VOLGA REGION” (UNDP-GEF).

This is a well-prepared proposal. It has all components needed to become a successful project. The proposal focuses on the wetlands of the Lower Volga (LV) and is a sound attempt to protect these biologically important areas.

A few clarifications and adjustments may help tightening it up.

Global Benefits and Regional Context.

The LV area has significant bird, fish and plant biodiversity. Not only are some species are in danger but this one of the Global 200 sites selected by WWF. (Project proponents may want to add to the text that the LV falls into this WWF category and thus further justify their intervention). 

These bird, fish and plant species are likely to be wide ranging species within the LV.  It would help better understand the need for this project if proponents were to clarify why they need to triple the current area under protection, especially given that it already encompasses circa 300,000 ha. This is a large area and is likely to contain a high fraction of the remaining biodiversity of the LV. The area versus species function is non-linear, and protecting a relatively small fraction of the area usually saves a high fraction of the species endowment. What are the additional biodiversity benefits of tripling the protection area from c.a. 300,000 ha to c.a. 1,000,000 ha? How many more species will the enlarged system protect? What is the minimum enlargement of the current areas that would capture the desired biodiversity goal? Given that numbers of individuals of species present, according to the log frame matrix, are very impressive and far from minimum required population stocks, this goal should be a number of new species.

An alternative to expanding existing areas would be to work on a good system of conservation areas in the LV using existing areas, improve their management, and eliminate or diminish threats to them. This alternative gains considerable merits in the context of the relatively low amounts of resources available in the project, especially to improve livelihoods, the shortage of staff to protect current protected areas, and the diversity and seriousness of threats menacing biodiversity in the LV. The reviewer suggests clarifying the reasons for taking the option of tripling the conservation areas.  

Scientific and Technical Soundness of the Project.

The proposal is well prepared and has good ecological and technical basis. A few clarifications would help further understand its possible impact.

1. It is not clear that the project will eliminate all threats to the sites and at least one threat may be misplaced. On the one hand, are the threats the project does not seem to address. These threats are in the main text and in Annex I. For example, how will the project deal with water pollution and solid waste management? 

The annex on sites (page 55) mentions other threats, namely agriculture, over fishing, overgrazing and, in one case, insufficient water availability. Proponents should clarify how they will also address these latter threats. 

On the other hand, the major listed threat to biodiversity may only be a non-regulating factor of the number individuals per species and not a threat to biodiversity anymore. Proponents claim the major threat to the biodiversity in the LV is “the pattern of operation of the Volvograd and Kama system of reservoirs”. The project explains that the sudden release of water, its volume and discharge pattern during the flood season is a major cause of high mortality of the LV biota. 

Changes in river discharges during the flood season are a natural phenomenon and presumably, there has always been somewhat higher mortality during this season. The authors suggest this within-species seasonal mortality would have increased because of reservoir management, but fail to explain to explain how these fluctuations account for a continuous reduction in the number of species in the LV. It may well be that habitat diversity and the number of species in the LV decreased after reservoirs were constructed, but this is different from claiming that by now reducing within-species mortality they will augment or maintain diversity of species or habitats. The impact of the reservoirs and its management on species and habitats must have occurred already and it is unclear how the project would restore pre-reservoirs biodiversity by modifying the water discharge regime and reducing density-independent mortality. Decreasing density-independent mortality in the LV may actually shift mortality towards density-dependent causes, and would not increase species or habitat diversity. The logic for species numbers in one area is not the same as the logic for number of individuals per species in that same area. 

At any rate, changing the pattern of discharges of a system of dams is a major political decision in which hydroelectric, agricultural and other criteria come to the fore. Optimization with hydroelectric, agricultural, fisheries and biodiversity criteria may not be possible and production sectors are likely to be reluctant to increase the opportunity costs of their current management regime. 

If proponents decide to that changing the regime of water discharges continues being a major project goal, the suggestion is to include it as a goal for the mid-term evaluation and not for year three as indicated in the log frame matrix. Experience indicates the conservation sector usually cannot over-ride claims from the traditional production sectors, especially in providing the essential water supply needed to save biodiversity. Projects usually delay these hard decisions and the project end without taking them. Having a precise indicator of accomplishment for the mid-term evaluation, may prevent postponing this decision.

In sum, regarding threats, the reviewer suggests to re-examine the threats as some of them may need to be fully included in the main text, and the pattern of operation of the reservoirs is most likely not be a threat at this moment, or at least one in which the project could make a difference vis a vis biodiversity.

2. Some of the proposed solutions will come from changes in the regulatory frameworks, but the proposal claims that lack of enforcement of already existing laws and regulations seems to be a major threat. Explanations in the current text seem confusing. In some cases, they argue people cannot pay the fines and therefore authorities cannot enforce rules. In other parts of the text, they indicated policy changes will make rules enforceable, but they do not provide sufficient information. Proponents may want to clarify more precisely how they plan to change this lack of enforcement and make new regulations more effective. 

A much-related concern here is that the project will elaborate proposals for new legislation and enforcement mechanisms, but as usual, there are no assurances that authorities will approve them. How will the project facilitate that authorities approve key new policies during the life of the project? Would it be appropriate to set reasonable milestones in the log frame matrix for the approval of these regulations?

The reviewer also suggests clarifying how the Biodiversity Advisory Board (BAB) will incorporate biodiversity concerns into other sectors of the economy, energy, agriculture, and fisheries. Experience indicates that biodiversity advisory boards are just that, advisory boards, and have little leverage with the production sectors, in this case water management, agriculture, grazing, fishing, especially when a large fraction of the population is living under subsistence conditions. Perhaps, conservation people should be part of the decision-making bodies of those other sectors. Alternatively, a higher authority should take responsibility for incorporating the BAB recommendations. 

3. The proposal indicates that the stakeholders in the project area already prepared a biodiversity strategy in 1998. The project proposes to draft another one without explaining the net gains from it.  Instead, this reviewer suggests considering the preparation of an action plan aimed at the protected areas component of that strategy. Approval of this action plan, with expanded or not-expanded protected areas, would be a major project goal for the first year of implementation. 

Fit within the context of the goals of the GEF.

The project would help protect significant biodiversity in the LV, using incremental costs criteria, and thus fits within GEF objectives. The document also makes a very strong case for its eligibility under OP 2 and BD-1.

Replicability.

Proponents make a good case for the replicability aspects of the project.

Sustainability.

Authors indicate that existing institutions will cover many of the recurrent costs and, especially in the case of individual protected areas, the project will develop new financing mechanisms during execution. During PDF B some of these mechanisms have been identified. Given that securing social and financial sustainability of the conservation areas system is such a critical issue under BD-1, the reviewer suggests adding more information and strengthening the case. 

An important question in this context is how many people live in and around the protected areas and the increase in the stakeholder population with the planned expansion. (The current text provides percentages but no numbers). This is important because the project plans to allocate circa $ 3M to alternative livelihoods and this may not be enough to meet the needs of a population described as living below official subsistence levels, suffering high unemployment and where poaching is a major threat. Unless the project eliminates threats, it is difficult to see how the project will secure the sustainability of the system of protected areas.

It would also be helpful to have preliminary estimates of expected changes in costs and incomes. On the one side, it would be important to know if there is an estimate of the increase in recurrent costs if existing conservation areas were to receive full protection. It would also be important to know how much these costs increase by tripling the conservation areas. 

On the other side, how do costs compare with expected revenues? Are there any preliminary estimates regarding expected revenues from the new financial sources, including tourism? Roughly, how many people would benefit from these new opportunities? How do these numbers compare with the people in need? What fraction of the new costs would governments absorb and what fraction would come from new sources? 

The reviewer is cognizant of some of the difficulties in having at this point an accurate picture, but at least rough estimates of the balances in securing existing protected areas (c.a. 300.000 ha) and the expanded system (c.a. 1,000,000 ha), would be very useful in appreciating the sustainability of the proposed efforts.

Stakeholder involvement.

During PDF B many there were many consultations and workshops, and this is very important. However, measures to protect biodiversity in the conservation areas and provision of proposed alternative livelihoods, will require agreements with non-conservation sectors, such as agriculture, fisheries, and water resources management. Some of these sectors will be in the Project Steering Committee, but it may be important to clarify if these sectors participated in the development of the proposal and if they expressed any commitments towards conservation measures that would compromise productivity. This issue is also important in securing sustainability.

Capacity building.

The project will build capacities at the systemic, organization and professional levels. All five Outputs (Outcomes) have significant and satisfactory levels of capacity building.

Miscellaneous comments.

· The document lists a primary threats, secondary threats and factors facilitating threats. The reasons behind this taxonomy are not completely clear. For example, low awareness and advocacy for biodiversity values is a root cause of biodiversity losses. It would help clarifying the classification and its role in project design; especially if it had a role in choosing what threats will be addressed.
· The reviewer would like to suggest that improving information on the LV biodiversity could be an end in itself, consume large parts of the funds, and delay implementation of the integrated management system. The text mentions working on a “scientific baseline”, and obtaining such a scientific baseline could be very long. Obtaining new information on the biodiversity should be the minimum required for management and eco-tourism purposes.

· There is a change in the presentation modality in the middle of the text. Sub-outputs become activities under Output 2.

· The project claims it will search for win-win restoration option. Restoration takes a long time and usually requires dramatically decreasing pressure on the resources and win-win options are most difficult. Merely abandoning former agricultural areas may not be a win-win solution. Having examples would help the reader understand what proponents have in mind.

· If not eliminating the threat posed by poachers and other environmentally damaging activities, what will be the role of Output 4?

· Small-scale fisheries in cages can produce heavy pollution and special measures regarding density of endeavors and technology should apply. This solution should be carefully tailored and monitored.

· A Project Steering Committee with more than 15 members can be cumbersome to work with and difficult to convene. Perhaps having two tiers, a larger programmatic committee that meets once a year and an executive committee that meets more frequently would be more useful. 

· Project implementation can suffer important delays due to lack of clear lines of responsibility. Perhaps the Project Manager should have in his or her ToRs to deliver the impacts indicated in the log frame matrix in time and with the available resources.

In sum, this is a good proposal and only needs some tightening. This reviewer believes that with a few clarifications and adjustments it will become an initiative very much worth funding by the GEF.









Eduardo R. Fuentes









Santiago, March 2, 2004.

Annex C2: Response to STAP Review

	Comments
	Responses
	Location in Document

	1. Project proponents may want to add to the text that the LV falls into this WWF category [Global 200] and thus further justify their intervention. 


	Will incorporate.
	Page 6 of Brief

	2. Proponents to clarify why they need to triple the current area under protection, especially given that it already encompasses circa 300,000 ha. This is a large area and is likely to contain a high fraction of the remaining biodiversity of the LV. The area versus species function is non-linear, and protecting a relatively small fraction of the area usually saves a high fraction of the species endowment. What are the additional biodiversity benefits of tripling the protection area from c.a. 300,000 ha to c.a. 1,000,000 ha? How many more species will the enlarged system protect? What is the minimum enlargement of the current areas that would capture the desired biodiversity goal? Given that numbers of individuals of species present, according to the log frame matrix, are very impressive and far from minimum required population stocks, this goal should be a number of new species.


	The total area under protection at the end of the project will be approximately 678,456 ha and not 1,000,000 ha. Specifically, the total area by CWA will be approximately the following:

Site 

Total expected area

CWA 1

177,456

CWA 2

100,000

CWA 3

245,000

CWA 4

156,000

TOTAL

678,456

Still, this is a sizeable area and represents approximately a tripling of the existing size of the reserves.

The reason to increase the areas under protection is that, historically, the location and size of wetland habitats and spawning grounds have been changing continuously over time. Indeed, over time, wetland biotopes have appeared, disappeared or shifted spatially and cyclically in response to changing environmental conditions in the Volga-Akhtuba floodplain and the coastal areas of the Caspian Sea. The proposed enlargement of the protected areas will reduce the risk that shifts in river channels will result in disappearance of a particular habitat because the area outside the boundaries of the current areas has been developed or degraded.

Thus, with enlargement, the most important habitat shifts are expected to take place within the boundaries of protected areas. The decision to triple their size has been based on records of habitat shifts after the introduction of changes to water management.
	

	3. An alternative to expanding existing areas would be to work on a good system of conservation areas in the LV using existing areas, improve their management, and eliminate or diminish threats to them. This alternative gains considerable merits in the context of the relatively low amounts of resources available in the project, especially to improve livelihoods, the shortage of staff to protect current protected areas, and the diversity and seriousness of threats menacing biodiversity in the LV. The reviewer suggests clarifying the reasons for taking the option of tripling the conservation areas.  


	See above.  The project will improve management of the system of protected areas in the Lower Volga, including existing and new sites. 
	

	4. It is not clear that the project will eliminate all threats to the sites and at least one threat may be misplaced. On the one hand, are the threats the project does not seem to address. These threats are in the main text and in Annex I. For example, how will the project deal with water pollution and solid waste management?
	As mentioned in the text water pollution is not a primary but a secondary threat. According to existing research, the Lower Volga is cleaner than the Danube. Water pollution is currently, a relatively low-level threat, though if left unaddressed could increase in importance over time.

As such, the project will initiate actions to assist local stakeholders to deal with this threat. Component 2, which will strengthen the regulatory framework, will introduce stricter EIA procedures in the oil and transport sectors. This same component also works on introducing biodiversity concerns, which includes water quality, into other productive sectors. Component 5 will work on training and awareness areas for both decision makers and the public at large. 

We expect that the operations of the sectors with the greatest capacity to inflict damage will be incrementally subjected to higher standards of environmental performance. We also expect that with time, increased awareness levels, and increasing sectoral investment in tandem with economic growth, the efficiency of water treatment facilities in the major urban settlements will be upgraded. These changes will likely be of an incremental nature and the majority will likely take place after project termination date given the investments to be made. As mentioned, water pollution is not currently a major threat. 

Solid waste management is also a secondary threat and will be tackled in a similar manner through lobbying for the execution of incremental changes in the current system of waste collection and processing.


	

	5. The annex on sites (page 55) mentions other threats, namely agriculture, over fishing, overgrazing and, in one case, insufficient water availability. Proponents should clarify how they will also address these latter threats
	The annex indicates that over-fishing and poaching takes place in non-protected areas. The project will address this problem by extending the area of the reserve and tightening regulations and enforcement. Insufficient water availability affects some specific sectors of one of the CWAs. Selected restoration work will solve the most damaging cases. Finally, the document states that overgrazing affects some specific areas of 2 of the CWAs. In this case, the project will work with locals to promote the introduction of better grazing regimes.


	

	6. On the other hand, the major listed threat to biodiversity may only be a non-regulating factor of the number individuals per species and not a threat to biodiversity anymore. Proponents claim the major threat to the biodiversity in the LV is “the pattern of operation of the Volvograd and Kama system of reservoirs”. The project explains that the sudden release of water, its volume and discharge pattern during the flood season is a major cause of high mortality of the LV biota. 

Changes in river discharges during the flood season are a natural phenomenon and presumably, there has always been somewhat higher mortality during this season. The authors suggest this within-species seasonal mortality would have increased because of reservoir management, but fail to explain to explain how these fluctuations account for a continuous reduction in the number of species in the LV. It may well be that habitat diversity and the number of species in the LV decreased after reservoirs were constructed, but this is different from claiming that by now reducing within-species mortality they will augment or maintain diversity of species or habitats. The impact of the reservoirs and its management on species and habitats must have occurred already and it is unclear how the project would restore pre-reservoirs biodiversity by modifying the water discharge regime and reducing density-independent mortality. Decreasing density-independent mortality in the LV may actually shift mortality towards density-dependent causes, and would not increase species or habitat diversity. The logic for species numbers in one area is not the same as the logic for number of individuals per species in that same area. 


	While it is true that the area has been historically subjected to seasonal changes in water flow, changes today are more dramatic than those in the past. Basically, the disappearance of flooding areas has reduced the buffering capacity of the system i.e., to soften the changes in water temperature and the speed with which habitats flood downstream.

The impact from the operations of the system of reservoirs takes place in tandem with other negative factors: large tracts of wetland habitat have been destroyed or fragmented; spawning areas have been dramatically reduced and poaching has increased significantly since the collapse of the Soviet Union. It is the combined or synergistic effect of all these factors that accounts for biodiversity loss at the site. 

We agree that the change in the management of the system of reservoirs is a necessary, though not sufficient, action to protect biodiversity at the site. Consultations during the PDF-B indicate that this action should be combined with an increase in protected area coverage, better regulations and enforcement and strong efforts in public awareness and capacity building.
	

	7. If proponents decide that changing the regime of water discharges continues being a major project goal, the suggestion is to include it as a goal for the mid-term evaluation and not for year three as indicated in the log frame matrix. Experience indicates the conservation sector usually cannot over-ride claims from the traditional production sectors, especially in providing the essential water supply needed to save biodiversity. Projects usually delay these hard decisions and the project end without taking them. Having a precise indicator of accomplishment for the mid-term evaluation, may prevent postponing this decision.

In sum, regarding threats, the reviewer suggests to re-examine the threats as some of them may need to be fully included in the main text, and the pattern of operation of the reservoirs is most likely not be a threat at this moment, or at least one in which the project could make a difference vis a vis biodiversity.


	The project document explicitly acknowledges that changes to the management of the Volga-Kama system of reservoirs is the most difficult project output.

The original indicator (year 3) was set to coincide with the mid-term evaluation, which also takes place in year 3. However, given the importance of this output, we changed the wording of the indicator to make clear that the reporting should be done by mid-term review. The indicator now reads “Management plan for adapted regime of water discharges from the Volgograd reservoir is elaborated and approved by mid-term evaluation”


	Page 33

	8. Some of the proposed solutions will come from changes in the regulatory frameworks, but the proposal claims that lack of enforcement of already existing laws and regulations seems to be a major threat. Explanations in the current text seem confusing. In some cases, they argue people cannot pay the fines and therefore authorities cannot enforce rules. In other parts of the text, they indicated policy changes will make rules enforceable, but they do not provide sufficient information. Proponents may want to clarify more precisely how they plan to change this lack of enforcement and make new regulations more effective.
	The project states that the difficulties in monetizing/payment of the fines diminishes incentives for enforcement. The capacities of the local police are not limitless, and they elect to invest resources in other, more rewarding areas of work. 

The way to change the status quo involves tightening existing regulations to close the most serious gaps. In turn, this demands the building of coalitions within government bodies and local councils to change the letter of existing regulations and introduce incentives within enforcement bodies to re-direct human and capital resources towards anti-poaching efforts. The project acknowledges that this is difficult and will demand the best skills local experts can muster in terms of creating alternative regulatory frameworks and building coalitions to generate the political pressure required..

It is also important to note that the project is not embarking on this effort in the absence of minimum levels of support and awareness. At the local level, there is a tacit recognition that illegal and unsustainable use of resources is seriously threatening species that have been historically associated with the local economy (e.g. sturgeon). The pressure from abroad is also being felt with talks last year of completely banning trade on several varieties of sturgeon. There is also the memory that fisheries in the LV brought greater benefits to the local economy two decades ago than they do today when the fisheries are essentially crashing. The project builds on all these factors to form the necessary coalitions and political support to change the status quo. 

In regard to other changes in regulations, the project now specifically mentions the most important ones. These are the laws: (i) “On protection of the Volga-Akhtuba floodplain”; (ii) “On Biodiversity Conservation”; (iii) “On Tourism”; (iv) “On Protection and Sustainable Use of Wetland Resources”; and (v) “On Financing of Protected Areas”. In addition, the project mentions the need for developing at least two normative documents: (i) ”Ecological requirements for economic activities in wetlands”; and  (ii) “Incorporation of biodiversity principles in EIA”.
	

	9. A much-related concern here is that the project will elaborate proposals for new legislation and enforcement mechanisms, but as usual, there are no assurances that authorities will approve them. How will the project facilitate that authorities approve key new policies during the life of the project? Would it be appropriate to set reasonable milestones in the log frame matrix for the approval of these regulations?
	There are no foolproof assurances today that the authorities will pass these laws in the coming years. However, the consultations during PDF-B indicate that it is highly likely that the project will succeed in building the coalitions and political support necessary to pass them. As mentioned before, the project is not working in the absence of minimum levels of support and awareness.

The approval of regulations has been included as indicator in the LF, as suggested.
	

	10. The reviewer also suggests clarifying how the Biodiversity Advisory Board (BAB) will incorporate biodiversity concerns into other sectors of the economy, energy, agriculture, and fisheries. Experience indicates that biodiversity advisory boards are just that, advisory boards, and have little leverage with the production sectors, in this case water management, agriculture, grazing, fishing, especially when a large fraction of the population is living under subsistence conditions. Perhaps, conservation people should be part of the decision-making bodies of those other sectors. Alternatively, a higher authority should take responsibility for incorporating the BAB recommendations. 


	The incorporation of environmental and biodiversity concerns into other sectors of the economy takes place through the passing of laws and regulations. In this process, the weight of the General Directorate for Natural Resources and Environmental Protection of the MNR of Russia (GDNREP) plays a major role. The regional Biodiversity Advisory Board (BAB) will be integrated within the General Directorate on Natural Resources and Environmental Protection of the MNR of Russia (GDNREP) in the offices of the Astrakhan Oblast, Volvograd Oblast and the Republic of Kalmykia. The BAB will be responsible for feeding the GDNREP the changes to practices in other sectors of the economy required to protect biodiversity.  
	

	11. The proposal indicates that the stakeholders in the project area already prepared a biodiversity strategy in 1998. The project proposes to draft another one without explaining the net gains from it.  Instead, this reviewer suggests considering the preparation of an action plan aimed at the protected areas component of that strategy. Approval of this action plan, with expanded or not-expanded protected areas, would be a major project goal for the first year of implementation.
	The regional Biodiversity Conservation Strategy mentioned in the document was solelly for the Volvograd Oblast. It was approved by the local Duma (parliament) in 1997 and stands as a major achievement of the WB/GEF “Biodiversity Conservation” project.

This project will extend the strategy to the Oblasts of Astrakhan and the Republic of Kalmykia, which are participants in this project. The strategy will include an action plan. This has been explained in the project document. 


	Page 15, 19, 27, 33, 35

	12. Authors indicate that existing institutions will cover many of the recurrent costs and, especially in the case of individual protected areas, the project will develop new financing mechanisms during execution. During PDF B some of these mechanisms have been identified. Given that securing social and financial sustainability of the conservation areas system is such a critical issue under BD-1, the reviewer suggests adding more information and strengthening the case.
	The new version of the document clarifies that the management of the protected areas will be integrated with the existing institutional setup governing the management of protected areas in the Russian Federation. Specifically, the directorate for the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve will manage the CWA 1. The directorate of the Ilmen–Bugrovoi Reserve will manage the CWA2. The directorate of the nature park “Volga-Akhtuba Floodplain” will manage the CWA4. 
 

The CWA3 presents a different case. Because of its location it will include protected areas from two different regions (Volga and Kalmykia). These protected areas do not have directorates for management and therefore these will be created during the project timeframe. These two directorates will jointly manage CWA3.  

The project now clarifies that the salaries and basic operational costs of the directorates will be covered by the federal and regional governments under any circumstances. However, the project proposers rightly want to promote an increased financial autonomy of the protected areas so as to minimize risks that can materialize with an economic crisis, such as the one in 1998. The goal of 40% was considered as ambitious though achievable in view of the alternatives and project time frame.
	

	13. An important question in this context is how many people live in and around the protected areas and the increase in the stakeholder population with the planned expansion. (The current text provides percentages but no numbers). This is important because the project plans to allocate circa $ 3M to alternative livelihoods and this may not be enough to meet the needs of a population described as living below official subsistence levels, suffering high unemployment and where poaching is a major threat. Unless the project eliminates threats, it is difficult to see how the project will secure the sustainability of the system of protected areas.


	While a noticeable share of the rural population practice farming and fishing on a scale that hovers slightly above subsistence needs, this is not the primary factor behind illegal extraction of natural resources (poaching) or unsustainable levels of resource use. Rather, the current regulatory system, which erodes incentives for proper enforcement, stands as the most important reason. In the LV region, subsistence farming and subsistence fishing are not synonymous with illegal and unsustainable natural resource use.

Component 4 (alternative livelihoods) is not intended to be the tool with which to pull the whole of the population within CWAs away from subsistence fishing or subsistence farming. Neither it is an across-the-board compensation to stakeholders for abandoning poaching and other biodiversity damaging activities.

However, the tightening of existing regulations and new zoning cannot come unaccompanied by complementary tools to respond to those particular cases in which illegal and/or unsustainable natural resource use contribute significantly to family subsistence. Extensive consultations during the PDF-B clearly indicated that in this case the objectives of the project would be perceived as unfair and carried out without concern for the welfare of the most vulnerable families. The rural population, which in the LV represents relatively low numbers and is scattered in small size villages, shows relatively high levels of social cohesion. An absence of tools to support those cases most affected by changes in regulations would place serious barriers to engaging local communities in contributing to the preservation of the CWAs. 

Therefore, alternative income generation activities will be supported by this project as part of its overall work and engagement with local inhabitants. This component is a natural complement to the project’s efforts to tighten regulations governing resource extraction, zoning and public awareness activities. Most importantly, it supports the project efforts to increase the legitimacy of enforcement in the eyes of the population.

The allocation of 3 million has been based on an estimate of the likely requests to be received during project lifetime bounded by the estimated project capacity to disburse funds. Also, and in order to benefit from other experiences and minimize complexities, the management of the disbursement vehicle will be outsourced to a NGO with a proven track record on the issue.
	

	14. It would also be helpful to have preliminary estimates of expected changes in costs and incomes. On the one side, it would be important to know if there is an estimate of the increase in recurrent costs if existing conservation areas were to receive full protection. It would also be important to know how much these costs increase by tripling the conservation areas. 


	While there will be major efficiency gains from integrating 3 CWAs within existing directorates, there will nevertheless be an increase in operational costs. These costs do not augment proportionally to the increase in area. As it is now mentioned in the document, local authorities will cover these costs. 


	

	15. On the other side, how do costs compare with expected revenues? Are there any preliminary estimates regarding expected revenues from the new financial sources, including tourism? Roughly, how many people would benefit from these new opportunities? How do these numbers compare with the people in need? What fraction of the new costs would governments absorb and what fraction would come from new sources?  The reviewer is cognizant of some of the difficulties in having at this point an accurate picture, but at least rough estimates of the balances in securing existing protected areas (c.a. 300.000 ha) and the expanded system (c.a. 1,000,000 ha), would be very useful in appreciating the sustainability of the proposed efforts.
	The GDNREP of Russia will absorb the entire increase in costs. The PDF-B estimated potential increases in revenues and obtained a figure of 40% of operational costs by the end of the project. This has been included as an indicator of success in the LF. 

The number of people that will directly benefit from employment in tourism and services within CWAs is relatively small. In the short run, this activity is not primarily intended to be a general source of employment for the population but to increase financial resources available to the CWAs.


	

	16. During PDF B there were many consultations and workshops, and this is very important. However, measures to protect biodiversity in the conservation areas and provision of proposed alternative livelihoods, will require agreements with non-conservation sectors, such as agriculture, fisheries, and water resources management. Some of these sectors will be in the Project Steering Committee, but it may be important to clarify if these sectors participated in the development of the proposal and if they expressed any commitments towards conservation measures that would compromise productivity. This issue is also important in securing sustainability.
	The project involved non-conservation sectors in the design and development of the project. This involvement is reflected in the long list of project co-financiers. For example, among the private sector, there are cash contributions from Lukoil (0.2033 m USD) and Gasprom (0.330 m USD). The project also fully involved the local authorities of the Astrakhan Oblast, Volvograd Oblast and the Republic of Kalmykiam, which are also contributing resources to the project.


	

	17. The document lists a primary threats, secondary threats and factors facilitating threats. The reasons behind this taxonomy are not completely clear. For example, low awareness and advocacy for biodiversity values is a root cause of biodiversity losses. It would help clarifying the classification and its role in project design; especially if it had a role in choosing what threats will be addressed.


	Primary and secondary threats reflect relative degrees of intensity and urgency. For example, while illegal and unsustainable use of natural resources (“poaching “) is a current and serious threat, water pollution is a problem for the medium and long-term i.e., it doesn’t carry the same destructive weight as the former. 

Factors that facilitate/enable the emergence of threats were classified as such because they are not considered as direct root causes. Nevertheless, the LF of the project address root causes and enabling factors.


	

	18. The reviewer would like to suggest that improving information on the LV biodiversity could be an end in itself, consume large parts of the funds, and delay implementation of the integrated management system. The text mentions working on a “scientific baseline”, and obtaining such a scientific baseline could be very long. Obtaining new information on the biodiversity should be the minimum required for management and eco-tourism purposes
	Point taken. While information needs and costs were carefully considered during PDF B implementation, project management will work to ensure that information is produced for application to management, planning and better governance of the Lower Volga and its biodiversity.


	

	19. The project claims it will search for win-win restoration option. Restoration takes a long time and usually requires dramatically decreasing pressure on the resources and win-win options are most difficult. Merely abandoning former agricultural areas may not be a win-win solution. Having examples would help the reader understand what proponents have in mind.


	Examples include the recovery of non-productive or derelict agriculture lands for their utilization as natural reserves for biodiversity conservation or flooding areas and the amelioration of spawning grounds for increased natural reproduction of commercial fish species.

Examples have been added to the text.


	Page 18

	20. If not eliminating the threat posed by poachers and other environmentally damaging activities, what will be the role of Output 4?


	Component 4 is not intended to eliminate by itself the threat from poaching. The "substitutional power" of an alternative income generation activity depends on the individual feeling comfortable with the alternative (e.g. technology; risk; profit) and the perceived private costs from continuing with illegal natural resource extraction (e.g., poaching sturgeon and the risk of being caught by the police). Thus the capacity of component 4 to promote truly substitutional activities thus depends on (i) defining in close consultation with local populations the alternatives best suited to local conditions, and (ii) the success of component 2, which focuses on tightening the regulatory framework and current enforcement levels.

The role of output 4 has been described in the section “sustainability” of this document.


	

	21. Small-scale fisheries in cages can produce heavy pollution and special measures regarding density of endeavors and technology should apply. This solution should be carefully tailored and monitored.


	The TOR for this activity will incorporate measures to ensure reduced pollution, as well as selection of technology and monitoring.  Monitoring of this activity will also be part of the general monitoring plan of the project.


	

	22. A Project Steering Committee with more than 15 members can be cumbersome to work with and difficult to convene. Perhaps having two tiers, a larger programmatic committee that meets once a year and an executive committee that meets more frequently would be more useful. 


	We concur with this suggestion. UNDP Russia and the GDNREP will discuss with other proposed PSC members the proposed changes to its operations.


	

	23. Project implementation can suffer important delays due to lack of clear lines of responsibility. Perhaps the Project Manager should have in his or her ToRs to deliver the impacts indicated in the log frame matrix in time and with the available resources.
	We agree with this suggestion. TORs of the project manager will contain these duties and responsibilities.


	


Annex C3: Response to GEFSEC comments at work program inclusion

	GEFSec Comment
	UNDP Response

	1. Country driven-ness: the work program submission of March 2004 highlights the strong interest of the government to protect biodiversity in the region but the commitment to take key necessary steps to actually do so are not clear. For example, the apparent reluctance to releasing the necessary water supply for the proper functioning of ecological wetland ecosystems; limited private sector involvement on key issues such as sturgeon conservation and long-term management Please clarify.
	See separate note on Water Discharge Regime and Private Sector involvement.

	3.The resulting project will emphasize how it supports other international and regional agreements such as the Ramsar and Bonn Conventions, and others deemed appropriate
	The project has been designed in full compliance with the Ramsar Convention –Wetlands International was sub-contracted with PDF-B resources. The project supports the Seville Strategy on Biosphere Polygons, through expansion of the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve. The Caspian Convention was signed by Russia a month ago, but it deals exclusively with the marine area. Russia has not ratified the Bonn Convention to date – ratification is still under discussion in the Duma.  Russia has observer status in the framework of the Bonn and Bern Conventions.

	4.Water release from dams to maintain the integrity of the ecological systems. Although the proposal argues the strong government commitment to protect and sustainable use the biodiversity of the Volga and its wetlands, it apparently fails to commit to establish a sound program to release necessary water to keep the integrity of the system. In fact, this is the greatest challenge outlined on page 4 of the project summary, where it is identified as a major risk. The government should provide the necessary assurances that this will be done, otherwise the future of the wetlands is uncertain and the inclusion of the project in the WP would not be possible
	See separate note on Water Discharge Regime. 

	5.The Secretariat would like to request UNDP to provide the available information on pollutant loads in the various segments of the Volga and bioaccumulation data particularly on birds and fish which are the most likely to be affected, if available. If pollution loads are in issue, the proposal would need to define the necessary strategies and actions and address these as part of the baseline.
	Please see separate note on Pollution.

	6.Alien species and Navigation: The Volga is used as a key canal for navigation between the Black and Caspian Seas. It is well known that ships carry ballast water and, often alien species, contained there, which are likely polluting both ends. Please provide information about this particular issue and the potential impact of alien species in wetland ecosystems, as well as project strategies to address it.
	Please see separate note on Alien Species.

	7.The project hardly mentions the involvement of the private sector. Involvement of this sector is fundamental particularly for the sturgeon populations and, as it is well known, the caviar industry is highly developed and highly profitable, they may be able to finance long-term conservation and management of species of fish of commercial value as part of their business strategy. What are the plans for these and how are they addressed as part of the baseline? What are the arguments in favor of incremental costs, if any?
	Please see separate note on Private Sector involvement.

	8.Information systems established should be linked to the national CHM
	Info systems will be linked to the national CHM.

	9.Project execution staff seems substantive as it includes a project manager, two regional coordinators, and four working team leaders. It may also include additional team staff. Please clarify the sustainability of staffing efforts.
	Staffing of the project implementation unit (PIU) is based on the need to address a diverse range of project activities and the lack of a single, unified structure that could coordinate the whole range of multi-disciplinary activities across three subjects of Federation with the involvement of stakeholders from state, private sector, universities, and NGOs. One of the outputs of such a PIU structure would also be training and capacity building of all participants to create similar structures for other future and ongoing programmes in three regions. Any staff remaining at the end of the project will be absorbed into the appropriate agencies, as needed.

	10.Among proposed economic alternatives for the region, infrastructure for tourism development as part of the alternative is proposed. Please clarify if GEF funds will be used for this, if so, type of infrastructure requested. What are the other alternative livelihood options included?
	GEF funds will be used to facilitate establishment of visitor centers, development of educational materials, design of expositions, etc. Alternative livelihoods are small in scale and potentially widely applied. These include services related to ecotourism - guiding, provisions, transport, overnight stays, teaching tourists to fish, tie flies, etc. - aquaculture, agricultural processing, handicrafts. The strategy is to regulate more strictly access to protected areas on the one hand, and provide seed capital and training and other support to local entrepreneurs in areas such as those mentioned above.

	11.Cross-sectoral integration. Given the importance of the river system, multiple actors and interest, how the project proposes to deal with cross-sectoral integration issues, such as tourism, fisheries, hydroelectric companies, oil exploitation and exploration, navigation, water supply, agricultural development, biodiversity conservation, etc. Would the Ministry of Natural Resources has enough cloud to bring together potentially conflicting sectors and get them to agree to a single strategy for the Lower Volga management of biodiversity impacts?
	The Ministry of Natural Resources is an important actor in regulating resource use in the Volga Delta.  It agrees with the project approach, its goals and objectives.  The nature and structure of the GoRF place a great deal of responsibility for natural resource management on the regional subjects of federation (oblast, republic, etc.), but always within the context of general central oversight.  These are the primary drivers of this project. Regional Governments are the most interested in proper environmental management as a great number of social and economic issues are closely linked to environmental quality. The Ministry entrusted to the Astrakhan regional Department of Natural Resources the establishment of the project implementation unit, and MNR Departments from Volgograd and Kalmykia have agreed with this decision, as the Department in Astrakhan is working closely with the regional Governments - this is not typical for other regions, and they jointly implement several regional initiatives already.

The Protected Areas Department is the third driving force of this project, and the combination of regional and federal PAs is an advantage in this case because the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve is much more experienced in monitoring, education, legislation, etc., (even among other federal PAs) and can share this knowledge under the proposed project with regional, younger PAs. The Biosphere Reserve maintains very good relations with regional government and has earned respect in the entire Lower Volga area.  In summary, the three primary project drivers will lobby and promote and provide a common biodiversity strategy at all levels – strong regional administrations, regional MNR departments, PAs.  Such a consortium was proven effective in the Baikal region (WB/GEF project on Biodiversity Conservation, see also responses to WB comments).  

	12.The document submitted for WP inclusion during March 2004 addresses sustainability based on (a) building on existing institutions; (b) financial capacities of institutions supported; (c) on sustainability of changes to water discharge in the Volga. The Secretariat considers that there are other issues not fully considered such as the involvement of private sector (oil/gas and fisheries) are key and could sustain important biodiversity conservation efforts. Some of the information technology equipment would have substantive recurrent costs, not only staff salaries as documented in the draft, the establishment of databases is simple the real cost for these is to maintain them updated and operational. These costs should be factored in.
	See separate note on Private Sector involvement.

Recurrent costs for information technology and management will be covered by the regional subjects of federation.  Government Decree # 1410 dated 21.12.99 on Creation and Maintenance of the Unified State Data Base on the State of the Environment stipulates the lead agency as MNR. Implementation of this Decree will involve all other relevant agencies, which should follow MNR’s lead.



	13.The risk sector does not mention the potential risk of missing private sector involvement, neither the potential risks of substantive pollution loads. Please clarify.
	The risk section will be amended to address the risk of failure to fully engage the private sector. The risk of substantial pollution loads may be referred to, though the CEP will address the issue, on the one hand, and two, the risk would appear to be more one of dam failure where sediments are released than one of pollution plumes per se.  The risk of dam failure is considered to be very low.  See separate notes on Private Sector involvement and Pollution.



	14.Stakeholder involvement: At WP inclusion in March 2004, key stakeholders identified. A missing group is related to private sector, fisheries in particular. Please clarify
	See separate note on Private Sector involvement.

	15.Monitoring and Evaluation: The first set of indicators is focused on key species of wildlife such as birds. However, the relevance of the indicators for these are difficult to judge as no baseline information is provided about what the baseline figures are prior to the GEF intervention. 
	Baseline figures will be determined at the outset of project implementation.

	16.Sturgeon populations are only assessed by year 2 when information is likely to be available, particularly among private sector actors. Can these be improved?
	No, this cannot be improved. The methodology of population assessment is based on inventory data of spawning areas carried out 30 years ago. It is planned to research spawning areas first and then specify the methodology of counting the fry. Spawning grounds research will be done within a 2-year period only with financing from three main sources – regional and federal budgets and some incremental from GEF funding (12 grounds in the first year and 10 in the second). This is why reliable data can be expected only after year 2 of the project.

	17.Mid-term targets for some key indicators such as fish killed from water discharge regimes and legal infractions are too low. Please reconsider these figures as, if the project is progressing well, greater targets would be expected earlier, by project mid-term review.
	These figures were determined by regional experts, then checked and agreed with fisheries specialists both at the federal level and on site. If the project progresses well and the indicative figures are exceeded, the year 5 indicator figures will be amended accordingly. 

	18.Financing plan: Cofinancing letter from Russian government not included. Please provide the appropriate letter. 

Please clarify amounts in cash and in-kind. At present, they are added up.
	The letter is available and should be in the latest submission package.

Clarification of cash and in-kind contributions can be found in Annex G of the Project Brief.  See attached for ease of reference.

	19.Implementing Agency Fees: UNDP is executing part of the project (page 11, project summary) and there is no information about UNDP fees for executing, please clarify
	UNDP will not execute the project, but support the project executing agency, the Ministry of Natural Resources.  UNDP support is spelled out to ensure transparency of this project’s operations.  

	20.Core commitment and Linkages: At WP inclusion in March 2004, the information on UNDP program is scanty. The environmental portfolio highlighted seems to be basically GEF funds. No information on the regular UNDP portfolio in country is available, please provide
	The Project Summary and Brief will be amended to reflect the UNDP program in Russia.  

	21.At WP inclusion in March 2004, the review of the GEF portfolio is highlighted, the non-GEF portfolio is absent. The IW portfolio review only refers to the Caspian Sea, not the Black Sea, please clarify as this is important given the issue of ballast waters and alien species. 
	See separate note on Pollution and Alien Species.  The Summary and Brief will be amended to reflect this information.


Although there are a number of allusions in the Project Brief to collaboration or consultation with the recently approved project for the Caspian Sea, they don’t go far enough in demonstrating the complementarity between the two initiatives. In two areas of concern – pollution and alien species – the Caspian Sea project is making important efforts that preclude duplication by the Lower Volga project. Thus the Lower Volga project is not in a position to address either the issue of alien species (Caspian project is addressing) or of pollution, because a) initial studies indicate that the Volga is not a major source of pollution since pollutants are retained in sediments behind the dams, and thus do not represent a critical threat to the biodiversity of the Lower Volga (only in the event of catastrophic failure or flooding), and b) the project is not in a position to address the entirety of pollution issues in the Volga River Basin (these are being addressed by the Federal Revival of the Volga program).  

The Project Brief could be revised to reflect the above information in a more comprehensive way, emphasing the complementarity of the two projects.   

At the same time, federal and regionally-based programs already in place, such as the Revival of the Volga program, provide a strong baseline of activities which address many of the upstream pollution issues.

Pollution

(Relevant information from the Caspian Sea SAP Project Brief, recently approved by GEF Council)
“Since the dissolution of the USSR the flux of pollutants into the Caspian has changed with a drastic reduction in industrial and agricultural activity in the four CIS states. A review of the reliable data that do exist, including data from sediment and ecotoxicological surveys undertaken as part of CEP, do not indicate a highly stressed environment, but of course there are hot-spots. The data do not support the generally held view that the Volga is the major source of pollution, and nutrient loading does not appear to be a regional problem . . . There is little knowledge of contaminant loads sequestered in the major basin impoundments on the rivers Volga and Kura and these may be a potential threat if flushed from the reservoirs accidentally by flooding, dam breakage, etc. Seepage from impoundments is also a possibility not yet studied. Some heavy metals (Aluminum, Cadmium, Chromium, Nickel, Copper and Arsenic) are found at comparatively high levels throughout the Caspian sediments but this distribution suggests the source is due to the regional geology rather than pollution. Elevated levels of mercury, lead and chromium indicate local pollution sources superimposed over the regional signature. Levels of agrochemicals, in particular DDT and endosulfans, are a major cause for concern in the Caspian. Although a banned substance, DDT and its breakdown products have been detected at high levels in CEP sediment analyses indicating continued use of the chemical.” 

“Pollution threats in the Caspian may include: contaminants sequestered in the major impoundments on the Volga, above Volgagrad, and the Kura; continued and increased use of banned agrochemicals; potential widespread hydrocarbon pollution, with the anticipated expansion of oil and gas development; and, acute damage from oil and hazardous substance spillage. The actual pollution load data is very poor, and there is a general lack of knowledge regarding the specific issues in basin hot-spots.”

Four of the six targets of the Caspian Sea SAP are: 

1. To limit the impact of leachate from contaminated lands through development and implementation of a regional action plan. This will be accomplished by a survey of major contaminated land sites, development of a hot spot strategy pertaining to POPs, and implementation of a series pilot projects to demonstrate reclamation technologies for a range of contaminants.

2. To promote environmentally sound agricultural practices in the Caspian region, including the appropriate use of agro chemicals, promotion of environmentally sound agricultural practices and combating eutrophication in coastal zones.

3. To reduce risk of pollution disasters and improve response capacity. This involves the signing of a regional agreement on oil spill response, updating mapping of sensitive areas of the Caspian, risk assessment for oil and hazardous substances, and development of a regional agreement on minimum standards of maintenance of existing Caspian tanker fleet.

4. To develop regional strategies for pollution reduction, including remediation of hotspots; a programme to dispose of stores of banned agrochemical products in the region in accord with Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants provisions; demonstration pilot projects, cost effective means of treating municipal wastewaters; reduction of pollution from oil and gas facilities; and establishing waste reception facilities in all major ports.”

OUTCOME D: Assessment of the pollution loading of the Caspian and determination of the source, distribution and composition of Persistent Toxic Substances (PTS) which include persistent organic pollutants, oil product and heavy metals, in the riverine waters and sediments and coastal waters, in order to prioritise future interventions directed at amelioration of the environment.

Until a better understanding of the pollution sources is achieved the littoral states will continue to expound anecdotal theories regarding the pollution loadings in the Caspian and fail to develop credible action plans to tackle the problem. 

The first activity under this outcome will be a Rapid Assessment of Pollution Sources (RAPS), point and diffuse, in the near Caspian basin. The near Caspian basin is defined in the SAP as the contributory basin in the territories of Azerbaijan, I.R. Iran, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan and Russia, but excluding the Volga basin upstream of the Volga Cascade impoundments at Volgagrad. The upstream Volga basin is treated as a point source, as are the rivers Kura and Araks as they enter Azerbaijan territory.    

A survey carried out during the prior phase of the Caspian Sea project did not confirm that the Volga was the major polluting influence on the Caspian, with relatively clean sediments being found throughout the Northern Caspian.”

Information in Table 1 provided by project proponents:

Table 1. Average annual concentrations of pollutant substances (mg/litre) in river Volga

	Place 
	Mineral oil
	phenols
	Surface synthetic active detergents 
	Copper
	Zinc

	Year
	1999
	2001
	1999
	2001
	1999
	2001
	1999
	2001
	1999
	2001

	0,5 km lower Volgograd Dam
	0,07


	0,035
	0,0054


	0,0047


	n/d
	0,078
	0,006
	0,005


	0,012
	0,004



	Volga river at the border between Volgograd and Astrakhan oblasts
	0,06


	0,06
	0,0043
	0,0043
	n/d
	0,065
	0,008
	0,003
	0,022
	0,011

	Akhtuba river at the border between Volgograd and Astrakhan oblasts
	0,05
	0,039
	0,0063
	0,0051
	0,005
	0,046
	0,007
	0,004
	0,012
	0,006

	Astrakhan city
	0,16


	0,11
	0,002
	0,002
	0,02
	0,02
	0,0056
	0,0049
	0,009
	0,009

	Volga delta
	0,17


	0,12
	0,006
	0,005
	0,02
	0,02
	0,007
	0,006
	0,009
	0,009

	Maximum Permitted Concentrations (MPC)
	0,05
	0,05
	0,001
	0,001
	0,5
	0,5
	0,001
	0,001
	0,01
	0,01


Meanings below maximum permitted concentrations (MPC) are shadowed in grey

Meanings with decreasing trend are marked in blue

Bioaccumulation data on birds and fish is not readily available except for concentrations of cadmium, nickel, lead, copper and chrome in sturgeon tissue (2-3 times the MPC). 

The GoR undertook several measures in the 90s to diminish pollution in the Volga River: federal programs, restrictions on industrial and domestic waste emissions and storage, limitations on use of farm chemicals and fertilizers, etc. The government is strongly committed to continue this effort to decrease pollution through its program “Revival of the Volga”. Specific measures to be undertaken by the Federal Government within the “Revival of the Volga” program (with confirmed funding) include:

· Construction, reconstruction, equipping of refining facilities with anti-pollution devices, sewerage systems, etc;

· Coastal defense, coastal protection measures;

· Designation of water protection zones, development of water resources cadastre;

· Environmentally sound storage and management of industrial and domestic wastes in the Volga basin;

· Development and introduction of modern monitoring systems, GIS development,

At the same time government has generated regional legislation on fees for water use, established a Targeted Fund, etc. 

Alien Species

From the recently approved Caspian Sea SAP project:

“OUTCOME C: Implementation of the CEP invasive species action plan in close coordination with the GEF Globallast Ballast Waters project to address, in particular, the impact of the ctenophore Mnemiopsis on the Caspian ecosystem.

The Project will support efforts to strengthen the systems for controlling import to and export from the Caspian of potential invasive species, with particular emphasis on aquatic species, including:

i)
An extensive review and evaluation of existing regulations, policies and practices in all relevant sectors, concerning the accidental or deliberate introduction or export of aquatic species (with the potential to be invasive in the Caspian) to and from the five Caspian States. 

ii)
The review and status report will be used to formulate a 5-year action plan for strengthening the region’s system of controls over the import and export of species. The plan will be comprised of recommendations for effective, semi-standardised control regimes, extending to education, regulation, policy and practice, applicable to each country and across the region, and may include establishment of a Caspian Invasive Species Commissioner to independently evaluate all proposals. The recommendations will be developed through participatory processes with industry groups, government agencies and the public, coordinated through CEP ISAG and will be implemented through the NCSs.

iii)
An Invasive Species database for the Caspian will be developed in conjunction with experts in the Russian Zoological Institute in St. Petersburg and Helcom. 

iv)
Particular attention will be given to systematically strengthening surveillance and regulatory controls over practices and avenues with the highest risk of introducing harmful species. The Strategy will incorporate updated black lists of the worst potential invasive species and the specific management plans compiled and put in place to tackle the identified priorities – see below.   

v)
Shipping through the Volga River and Volga-Don Canal is blamed for transporting live planktonic and benthic organisms in ballast waters and on hulls into and out of the Caspian Sea. A collaboration with the GEF-UNDP-IMO GloBallast project on a pilot monitoring programme to establish extent of transport of live organisms by shipping and public education programme will be established in the port of Astrakhan. In addition, a pre-feasibility study will be launched into means and ways of preventing ship-borne invasive species, including the construction of ballast waters reception facility in Astrakhan. This study will be carried out in close consultation with the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources, Astrakhan Port Authorities and the Russian Ministry of Shipping. The Project will try to encourage all countries to comply with existing guidelines on ballast waters management. 

To date, there has been little concerted effort made to control or eradicate introduced species once they have become established as invasive pests in the Caspian. Effective control requires a systematic approach and cooperation between agencies in sharing information and resources. This is especially so in the Caspian region where all five states share responsibilities for using and protecting the sea. The Project will support development of a cooperative system for controlling the most destructive and dangerous alien species that have invaded the Caspian.”

Water Discharge Regime

Given the presence of a cascade of dams along the middle to upper Volga, natural flow has been disrupted and flood cycles are dampened, with water discharge out of sync with age-old natural flooding patterns. Conservation of the Lower Volga’s biodiversity would be enhanced significantly if a biodiversity-friendly water discharge regime could be established and implemented.  

The situation prevailing in the Lower Volga is common in river basins throughout the world, though there have been relatively recent efforts to imitate the timing and scale of natural flood cycles in different river systems. This usually involves a detailed analysis of potential trade-offs between the uses for which the reservoir was originally intended - power generation, flood control and storage for irrigation, etc. – and conservation aims. In general, a great deal of consensus building also takes place as negotiation of a workable compromise between conservationists and the original stakeholders is indispensable. Consensus building can be a relatively protracted affair, as it involves a disparate range of stakeholders and interests, including private sector, government, NGOs and individual enterprises such as farms or tourist services.

Using PDF B funds, project proponents initiated the analysis and consensus building process with a preliminary scoping and analytical exercise. They identified the key stakeholders to be involved in any dialogue around development and implementation of an adaptive water discharge regime, and carried out initial consultations to gauge interest, positions and potential commitment. In the course of this work they identified gaps in knowledge regarding the broad potential effects on all stakeholders of conceptually different discharge regimes. This preliminary gap analysis together with further activities to be financed under the full project are necessary to identify the exact nature of potential shared interests among stakeholders and their weight in determining the shape of the expected compromises in the adaptive discharge regime.  

Proponents found a multiplicity of stakeholders. As was expected these included a wide variety of federal and regional institutions with specific sectoral or other mandates, but also a growing private sector, comprising nascent tourism service providers, fishing enterprises, small construction companies, etc., a growing NGO sector, and a number of academic institutions. The different stakeholder groups are evolving in a number of different ways: for example, over the past years regional governments (subjects of federation) have gained more power relative to the central federal government and its ministries in response to a national policy of decentralization, though in areas related to national security and strategic resources, the federal government retains legislative or decision making authority. At the same time, evolving economic policy is encouraging the growth of an increasingly large private sector. More and more, as citizens face the consequences of the deteriorated state of the environment, they pressure their elected representatives and other decision makers for remedial measures, often joining NGOs active on the issues.

When devising an adaptive discharge regime, proponents are thinking not solely in terms of engaging current groups but also in encouraging the growth of potential allies. The project will work with key stakeholder groups in the NGO, tourism, fisheries and related or allied sectors to build their capacities to defend their interests and promote their vision vis a vis the adaptive regime.

To effect an appropriate adaptive water discharge regime for the Volga, a number of things must change. One, the Federal Government must ensure passage of the appropriate legislation that approves new water release regulations. However, it takes time and effort to push legislation benefiting or affecting a region through the national Duma – like the Congress in the US, legislation benefiting the nation as a whole takes precedence over legislation benefiting a state or region – the sheer size and complexity of Russia signifies that there is that much more regional legislation to address. This is the reasoning behind classifying failure to effect changes to the water discharge regime as being of low-to medium risk, especially when considering the project time frame and the speed of legislative change. This may change with the overwhelming mandate recently conferred by voters to the ruling party. The new Water Code, currently under consideration by the Duma will grant regional authorities more freedom and accountability in defining and meeting regional priorities.

According to government decree water resources are managed by Basin Water Departments. The Lower Volga Basin Water Department (under the MNR, located in Volgograd) is responsible for the entire cascade of Volga dams and reservoirs as well as for the Volga delta. The Department took an active part in project preparation and has expressed significant interest in development of an adaptive water regime – this commitment will be confirmed by separate commitment letter before submission for CEO endorsement.  

Other key stakeholders have expressed their interest and support to the development of an adaptive water discharge regime. For example, all three subjects of Federation have committed themselves to co-finance project activities related to the issue of water release (reflected in their respective letters). While not directly responsible for water release they are charged with protecting water, biological resources and settlements. They are committed to biodiversity conservation and concerned about effective water releases. Another Federal program, “Revival of the Volga River,” contains a series of activities leading to more biodiversity-friendly decisions by water management authorities.  
Regional and municipal programmes are also stakeholders in the water issue - for example, in the Astrakhan region the program for water supply improvement is centered on protection of the entire wetland ecosystem, including spring spawning grounds. As part of this approach, more sustainable utilization of wetland habitat and resources has become a priority. This enables involvement of local people in identification of alternatives, application of incentives for small private business as an alternative to illegal fishing, aquaculture, ecotourism, and other activities.

Role of the Private Sector
The private sector is active and growing in the region in two forms. On the one hand are the more corporate enterprises like the oil and gas sector – some of whom are contributing to the project – and on the other are the smaller initiatives represented by the vast majority of fisheries enterprises, nascent tourism service providers, etc. 

Private sector involvement is not as substantial as one might assume to be possible. The oil and gas industry is not extracting raw materials in the project area yet, as they are in the prospecting phase (seismological surveys). All proven deposits are located outside the wetlands, mainly along the coast and sea shelf. There are few real incentives for this sector to be deeply involved in conservation of what they are not going to exploit or pollute. However, they participated in project meetings and even committed themselves to co-finance some project activities. It is expected that at later stages their input will be much more visible. The fisheries industry is involved much more than oil and gas, however, there are currently no big large-scale enterprises. Former large state enterprises were divided into numerous small and very small units during the 90s, which were then privatized.

The involvement of private sector fisheries is limited at this stage. The main reason for this is that 80-90% of this sector operates on the margins of or outside the law and they are naturally unenthusiastic or reluctant get involved in the development and implementation of a long-term strategy or program of action. Among other things, this project will work with them to make the shift from their current modus operandi to a legal business status, where possible and appropriate. As the project progresses, involvement of fisheries is expected to grow. Several fishing enterprises have contributed to the Regional Targeted Fund established by the Astrakhan Government (Resolution # 78/3 from 28/03/2002). This long-term financing mechanism will provide funding for the restoration of water-related biological resources, including important habitat e.g., spawning grounds, for the period 2002-2015. There are three main sources of financing: federal budget programmes (US$36.464 M over 13 years) regional budgets (US$ 1.422 M) and private fishery enterprises (US$ 537,400). As well, the regional Fund will be replenished yearly from fishery sector enterprises for at least US$ 191,300 from quota fees, fees for water resources use, sales tax on fish and fish products (caviar above all), etc. This project funds an independent survey of spawning grounds with the involvement of in-kind contributions from Astrakhan and Volgograd Universities (expert support). Data will be transferred to the Fisheries Department (as agreed with them) who will determine new quotas to be approved at the federal level. Money from the Regional Fund will be applied to cleaning up and improving spawning grounds, establishment of information boards, etc.  

The private sector overall is expected to become increasingly involved as new incentives and alternative options are developed to sustain legal business. The private fisheries sector will be involved in restoration of spawning areas in the Delta and aquaculture development. The tourism sector is small, but developing and is expected to grow steadily over the next decade. Oil and gas industries will be pursued to deepen their current engagement in the project and its objectives.

Comments and responses table (WB)

	Comment
	Response
	page in PB

	1.The project design  (see e.g. output 4.2 in section 2.b.6) should allow for ‘programmatic’ grant cycles, i.e. those solicited according to pre-identified ‘themes’ on the basis of critical gaps and highest local needs.
	The small grants programme is supposed to be designed and realized fully based on the previous successful experience from the WB/GEF project component in Volgograd Oblast. It will be closely linked to the regional biodiversity conservation strategy (output 2.2.) and subsequent action plans for each CWA agreed and approved by key structures in the region (outputs 3.2. and 3.3.). The key criteria for the selection would be the compliance with action plan, i.e. highest local needs will be addressed.
	

	2. The project design, especially its Component 3 (‘strengthening protected areas’), is heavily dependent on the effective operations of the proposed new type of protected areas (CWA). The documentation, however, fails to provide any clear explanation of the CWAs’ legal status and the related hierarchical reporting and budgeting (federal or regional or local etc.) – and whether the introduction of such new type of PAs would not require amendments to the federal Law on protected Areas. 
	The Core Wetland Areas (CWAs) will be comprised of already existing protected areas in the regions complemented by some buffer areas nearby. CWAs will have status of regional protected areas; their establishment will require agreement of respective regional and local stakeholders and endorsement of regional Administrations, therefore, no amendments to the federal legislation will be needed. As it is stated in the Project Brief, “the management of the protected areas will be integrated within the existing institutional framework governing the management of protected areas in the Russian Federation”, i.e. the CWAs will be managed (also in terms of budgeting and reporting) by the administrations of existing protected areas.  
	

	3. Another risk to be considered in the final design of project interventions (most relevant for components 2 and 4) is the forthcoming adoption of the new Water Code of the Russian Federation, which is broadly expected to allow significant liberalization of water usage rights by businesses – sometimes at the expense of the currently tight government regulations
	The liberalization of user rights with the adoption of a new Water Code will not inevitably affect the regulation of water discharge from the Volgograd reservoir. According to the proposed amendments to the Water Code, a considerable number of regulatory functions will be transferred to the regional level, where the project ideas regarding alternative water discharges regimes from the Volgograd reservoir are fully supported by the Administration of Volgograd Oblast and Lower Volga Basin water management authority. Besides, regulation of water discharges has no direct relation to liberalization of water use regime in water protected areas. In order to ensure necessary cooperation with water users, the representatives of hydroenergetic facilities will be invited to participate in the Technical Coordination Councils and regional Biodiversity Advisory Board.
	

	4. Acronyms used in the ES should be properly introduced; this is done in the PB, but not in the ES that is typically read as stand-alone document. Some acronyms are used interchangeably (e.g. PMU vs. PIU)
	List of acronyms added to the Project Executive Summary
	p.2 of the ES

	5. The date of the GEF Focal Point endorsement letter mentioned in the Project Brief’s para 1.c (26 February 2004) does not match the date of attached letter (26 November 2003).
	Noted, changed. 
	Para 1.c, page 5

	6. The US $1.9 million worth of cofinancing from the Russian Federation (= over 21% of the stated Project cofinancing – see Annex G to the project Brief) is not supported by any letter included in the package
	Letter attached. 
	

	7. The package would also benefit from a clarification as to whether the listed project cofinancing is going to be audited under the project
	It is not supposed to have formal financial audit of all project activities financed in parallel with GEF funding. Most of contributing agencies however will be members of either Steering Committee or Biodiversity Advisory Board which will allow them to report regularly and confirm their commitments
	


Annex D: Map of Project Site



Annex E: Incremental Cost Analysis

1. National Development Objectives:
The Government of the Russian Federation is committed to a policy of sustainable development. The conservation of biodiversity is a cornerstone of the country’s sustainable development agenda. The Russian Federation ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity in 1995 and adopted its National Strategy on Biodiversity Conservation in 2002. The establishment and effective management of protected areas is a key tool within the country’s strategy for the conservation of biodiversity. The National Strategy on Biodiversity Conservation identifies the Lower Volga as a key area for conservation of fauna/flora of national and global significance. 

2. Scope of analysis

The scope of analysis of the baseline situation and the GEF alternative covers the timeframe of the full-scale project (5 years). Geographically, the scope of the analysis comprises the boundaries of the Core Wetland Areas (to be established by the FSP) and the administrative borders of the Astrakhan oblast, Volgograd oblast and Republic of Kalmykia. 

3. Baseline:
The GOR, AOA, VOA and RKA are already supporting the protected areas located within the boundaries of the CWAs. The GOR, AOA, VOA and RKA will continue to support protected areas even in the absence of external assistance. A summary of baseline expenditures relevant to the project objectives and activities follows:

3.1. Information management, monitoring and research.

The GOR does not fund activities related to information management, biodiversity monitoring and research in the area of the four CWAs. However, the VOA, AOA and RKA, as well as other local sources (Environmental protection funds), do provide essential inputs totaling to US$ 122,000 annually. The total baseline for information management, biodiversity monitoring and research over the 5-year project lifetime is US$ 613,000. 

The reliability, availability and compatibility of current information management is not adequate for biodiversity conservation. Monitoring protocols that can ensure compatibility and procedures for information sharing have not been elaborated. Only a few protected areas conduct monitoring of biodiversity. Information aggregated at the regional level remains mostly outdated or unreliable.

3.2. Legal/regulatory framework and enforcement 

At present there are no resources allocated to the improvement of the legal/regulatory framework to ensure wetland biodiversity conservation in the project area. Biodiversity issues have not yet been incorporated into the EIA process either. The protocols regulating exploration and extraction of hydrocarbons have not been revised in light of the characteristics of the Lower Volga territory. In a similar vein, there are no baseline expenditures for design of incentives aimed at promoting biodiversity friendly behavior in other sectors of economy. For example, the management of the Volgograd reservoir remains focused on energy production and shipping needs without attention to the consequences of drastic changes in water flow and water temperature downstream.

Enforcement of poaching regulations is inadequate partly due to the disincentives arising from an outdated regulatory framework. While the penalties for poaching are stiff, it is difficult to make infractors pay the fines. Enforcement of anti-poaching regulations takes place within the overall mandate of regional and local police forces. Because of data limitations, it is not possible to break down regional police expenditures in order to identify the baseline expenditures for anti-poaching efforts. Therefore, this analysis gives them a zero value.

3.3. Protected Area Administration and Management
The GOR annually expends US$ 44,000 on the administration and management of the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve. These expenditures are sufficient to cover basic administrative costs but fall short of providing the means for effective protection and/or research/monitoring. The annual expenditures of the VOA, AOA and RKA on regional protected areas located within the borders of the future CWAs amount to US$ 101,000. This covers salaries and basic operating costs. 

Expenditures in hunting management in the area of the future CWAs amount to US$ 13,000 in VO, US$ 30,000 in AO and US$1,000 in RK. In addition, the VOA, AOA and RKA provide about US$ 52,000, US$ 6,000 and US$ 1,000 respectively for wildlife conservation and management outside the existing protected areas. The Federal Budget, through its program “Restoration and prevention of degradation of flora and fauna”, provides US$ 1,000 annually for the restoration of degraded ecosystems within the CWAs. Other sources, including fishing enterprises, support restoration of natural ecosystems on a limited scale with annual amounts estimated at US$ 2,000. In total, the baseline expenditures for protected area administration and management and related conservation related activities within the four CWAs are US$ 1,255,000 over the 5-year project timeline. 

In spite of these efforts, gaps remain. The level of funding is insufficient to demonstrate possible alternatives for restoration of natural ecosystems and it covers only limited amelioration works and improvement of conditions for commercial fish reproduction. They are not enough to cover investment in infrastructure such as accommodation for PA staff and visitor facilities. The protected areas are unable to manage pressures from overexploitation of natural resources, including hunting. Most importantly, the baseline expenditures are not enough to support the up-front costs related to the expansion of the system of protected areas.

3.4. Local Communities and Sustainable Livelihood
The federal target program “Traditional cattle keeping” envisages very limited resources for the support of traditional lifestyles of Kalmyks. This program targets Kalmyks living within and around the PA “National Nature Park of the Republic of Kalmykia “Volga-Akhtuba Interfluve”. There are also limited donations for the  ecotourism development in four CWAs . These two contributions amount to US$ 6,000 over the project timeframe.  

These expenditures are well below the level necessary to develop and implement viable livelihood options for population in the CWAs and their direct vicinity. Support for alternative livelihoods therefore remains limited. Even though the VOA, AOA and RKA are much interested in the development of tourism and ecotourism, current economic conditions limit their capacity to invest in these activities. 

3.5. Environmental Awareness and Advocacy
The Federal budget, through its target programs, annually assigns an estimated US$ 13,000 for environmental awareness and education. The AOA, VOA and RKA annually invest US$ 15,000. The NGO community has been increasingly active in raising environmental awareness but with very limited financing means. The total appropriation for environmental education and awareness for the projects timeline is US$ 140,000.

However, these efforts are still insufficient to significantly improve existing levels of awareness and advocacy among different groups of stakeholder. Efforts in environmental awareness and education are fragmented, thus further diminishing their efficacy. They are neither enough to introduce ecological education into school curriculum nor sufficient to raise biodiversity awareness among managers in key sectors of the economy (e.g. tour operators, industry and agriculture.

4. GEF Alternative: 

The proposed GEF Alternative will complement ongoing baseline activities and will leverage co-financing to achieve project objectives. Project outcomes under the GEF Alternative comprise the following:

4.1. Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information management and use in decision-making
The project will improve the quality and comprehensiveness of the regional biodiversity information base, its management, and its usefulness for decision-making. Activities to be supported include the design of an interregional biodiversity monitoring protocol; reaching inter-agency agreements on information sharing; establishment of shared data bases and GIS mapping; the completion of inventories of key species and territories; development and implementation of biodiversity monitoring programs in all four CWAs; and performing targeted research to fill information gaps. This outcome will also result in the establishment of monitoring information departments within the Regional Biodiversity Information Centers. These expenditures are complementary to the baseline costs and are required to secure the CWAs` global biodiversity values. 

The total complementary costs amount to US$ 1,547,702and would be financed through a GEF contribution of US$ 871,000 and a co-financing of US$ 676,702.

4.2. Strengthened institutional/regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV
The project will finance the strengthening of the legal/regulatory regime governing the CWAs as well as the revision of governance activities with adverse effects on Lower Volga’s biodiversity. The project will support the adoption of a regional strategy on conservation and sustainable use of wetland biological resources. It will also support the identification and application of legal and economic incentive mechanisms for biodiversity conservation, the strengthening of enforcement of anti-poaching activities, and biodiversity-friendly management of the Volvograd system of reservoirs. 

The project will strengthen the Technical Coordination Councils (TCC) of the regional Management Directorates of the Federal Ministry of Natural Resources of the Russian Federation. After project termination date, the TCC will be fully capable of coordinating conservation policies in the Lower Volga.  

The total cost of complementary activities has been estimated at US$ 1,259,457and will be financed through a GEF contribution of US$ 580,000 and co-financing of US$ 679,457. 

4.3. The Lower Volga System of Protected Areas is strengthened

The project will finance the expansion of the system of protected areas through the establishment of four CWAs and will improve overall management capacities. The project will support the preparation of a management plan and yearly operational plans for each CWA and the identification and implementation of the most urgent biodiversity conservation activities. The project would provide organizational and logistical support to the CWA Directorates, provide training for key staff, supply essential operational equipment, and support key infrastructure for management functions such as enforcement and monitoring. 

The GEF alternative will also support improved tourism management through training of staff and development of basic infrastructure. The project will support the identification and implementation of income generation activities for CWAs. The alternative would also demonstrate possibilities for restoration of different types of degraded ecosystems in CWAs. It would stimulate involvement of local communities in CWA management through the establishment of Community Advisory Council for each CWA, and through training and recruitment of community based staff. These activities are complementary to the baseline and are all required to conserve the CWAs` global biodiversity values. The total cost of these activities amount to US$ 7,041,648and would be financed by a GEF contribution of US$ 2,470,000 and co-financing of US$ 4,571,648.

4.4. Opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods are facilitated within CWAs and their vicinities
The project will support the adoption of alternative sustainable livelihoods for local communities in and around CWAs. Alternative livelihood opportunities will be identified in close collaboration with local communities. The type and level of technical and financial support will also be defined in collaboration with stakeholders. It is envisaged that the project will support the establishment of a small loan and grant program to provide a source of funding for implementation of alternative livelihoods. These activities are complementary to the baseline and are all required to conserve the CWAs global biodiversity values.  

The total cost of these activities amount to US$ 3,607,842and would be financed by a GEF contribution of US$ 1,381,000 and a co-financing of US$ 2,226,842. 

4.5. Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV

The project will design and implement a biodiversity awareness and training program. It will target all key stakeholders groups in the Lower Volga region including decision makers in other sectors of the economy, local communities, visitors, tour operators and media. This project’s outcome will generate global benefits and is incremental to the ongoing baseline environmental education activities. The total cost of these activities amount to US$ 1,855,351and would be financed by a GEF contribution of US$ 1,186,000 and a co-financing of US$ 669,351.
5. Incremental Costs of the Alternative

The total value of the baseline is US$ 2,014,000. The total sum of all contributions to the GEF alternative is estimated at US$ 17,326,000. The difference between the GEF alternative and the baseline amounts to US$ 15,312,000 which represents the total incremental cost of securing sustainable global environmental benefits. Of this amount, the contribution from non-GEF sources in the form of co-financing amounts to US$ 8,824,000. The GEF funded portion of the increment amounts to US$ 6,488,000.

Incremental Cost Matrix

	Output
	Cost Category
	US$ million
	Domestic Benefit
	Global Benefit

	1. Improved information on the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information’s management and use in decision-making
	Baseline
	613,000
	The current information management is not adequate for biodiversity conservation. Protocols that can ensure compatibility and procedures for information sharing have not been elaborated. 


	Deficiencies in information management compromises long-term wetland biodiversity conservation in the Lower Volga

	
	Alternative
	2,160,702
	The regional and national authorities have access to necessary information for biodiversity management in the Lower Volga. This allows for proper management of nationally important sites.
	The improved information management system allows the CWAs to ensure conservation of globally significant biodiversity.

	
	Increment

Of which:
	1,547,702
	
	

	
	AO:

VO:

RK:

KAUSTIK:

Hydromet:

RIZA

Lukoil:

NVRV:
	23,684

175,000

7,018

170,000

100,000

31,000

100,000

70,000
	
	

	
	Non-GEF
	676,702
	
	

	
	GEF
	871,000
	
	

	2. Strengthened institutional/regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV
	Baseline
	0
	The baseline does not provide funding for general strengthening of regulations for biodiversity conservation. This is resulting in declining fish stocks for the local population.
	Deficiencies in the regulatory framework, and weak enforcement reduce population numbers of globally significant species and threaten their survival.

	
	Alternative
	1,259,457
	The alternative provides support for improved legal/regulatory framework for biodiversity conservation. Sustainable resource extraction protects the population numbers of fish species that are important for the local economy.
	A strengthened legal/regulatory framework promotes conservation of biodiversity important for the global community, in particular endangered fish species like sturgeon.


	
	Increment

Of which:
	1,259,457
	
	

	
	VO:

ASTU:

OP1:

KAUSTIK:

NVRV:

Hydromet:


	600,875

15,000

3,600

30,000

10,000

20,000
	
	

	
	Non-GEF
	679,475
	
	

	
	GEF
	580,000
	
	

	3. The Lower Volga System of Protected Areas is strengthened.
	Baseline
	1,255,000
	Baseline expenditures are sufficient to cover basic administrative costs but fall short of providing the means for an effective PA system. This results in declining numbers of species of national importance
	As it stands, the PA system is too small and fragmented to provide effective protection for species of global significance.

	
	Alternative
	8,296,648
	The alternative provides adequate support to strengthen the system of protected areas in the Lower Volga. This results in the conservation of a wetland habitat of significant importance for Russia
	An strengthened system of protected areas in combination with an improve water management regime results in the conservation of biodiversity of global significance.

	
	Increment

Of which:
	7,041,648
	
	

	
	AO:

VO:

RK:

RF:

RIZA:

VEP:

OP1:

NVRV:

ISAR:

GRS:

Astr Gazprom:

Lukoil:

ASTU:

KAUSTIK:


	1,328,368

1,173,183

186,860

1,015,137

247,000

80,000

9,000

10,000

4,900

71,200

250,000

106,000

40,000

50,000


	
	

	
	Non-GEF
	4,571,648
	
	

	
	GEF
	2,470,000
	
	


	4. Opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods are facilitated within CWAs and their vicinities.
	Baseline
	6,000
	The baseline provides limited funding for the adoption of alternative livelihoods to support conservation actions in the CWAs
	There exist no global benefits from the current baseline.

	
	Alternative
	3,613,842
	Selected local communities adopt income activities that reduce their vulnerability and increase their income.
	The adoption of alternative livelihoods in combination with increased enforcement and public awareness decrease illegal and unsustainable use of globally significant biodiversity.

	
	Increment

Of which:
	3,607,842
	
	

	
	AO:

VO:

RK:

RF:

OP1:

NVRV:

TACIS:
	427,157

180,600

140,351

863,934

1,800

263,000

350,000
	
	

	
	Non-GEF
	2,226,842
	
	

	
	GEF
	1,381,000
	
	

	5. Increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV.
	Baseline
	140,000
	Basic allocations finance fragmented activities aimed at public awareness on environmental issues. This has no impact on patterns of natural resource use in LV.
	There are no global benefits from the baseline.

	
	Alternative
	1,995,351
	The alternative extends the activities of the baseline to include a comprehensive strategy aimed at raising biodiversity awareness conservation in the Lower Volga. This supports efforts to promote sustainable use of a wetland habitat of national importance.
	The public awareness and training campaigns are mainly aimed at rising public support for the conservation of CWAs. This is turn, clearly benefits the conservation of globally significant biodiversity.

	
	Increment

Of which:
	1,855,351
	
	

	
	AO:

VO:

RK:

RF:

RIZA:

Astr GAsProm:

Astr City

ASTU:

VSU:

VEP:

OP1:


	146,491

33,333

34,386

19,691

73,000

80,000

33,350

110,000

100,000

35,500

3,600
	
	


	
	Non-GEF
	669,351
	
	

	
	GEF
	1,186,000
	
	

	TOTAL
	Baseline
	2,014,000
	
	

	
	Alternative
	17,326,000
	
	

	
	Increment

Of which:
	15,312,000
	
	

	
	Non-GEF
	8,824,000
	
	

	
	GEF
	6,488,000
	
	


Annex F: Stakeholder Participation

The preparation of the project design involved extensive consultations and direct participation of relevant stakeholders throughout the entire preparatory process. The project idea was developed in 1998 when a Strategy and Action Plan to conserve the wetlands of the Lower Volga was elaborated in structured workshop discussions with the support and involvement of stakeholders. Further during the PDF-A stage stakeholder consultations were continued in 1999. Wetlands International, the State Committee for Environmental Protection of the Russian Federation, and the State Committee for Environmental Protection of Astrakhan Region organized a workshop in 1999. The main goal of the workshop was to inform international, national and regional stakeholders about the new draft project proposal “Lower Volga Land-use and Wetlands Biodiversity Project” and the draft Analytical Paper describing and analyzing the actual conditions of the Lower Volga Region; and to receive feedback, opinions and proposals from the stakeholders to both documents. As a result a preliminary list of full-scale project objectives, goals, and purposes was drawn up. Also, stakeholder opinions on threats and root causes were obtained and strategies/activities to tackle them were proposed. Building on the outcomes of the workshop, the design of the PDF-B was completed.

Key to the success of the full-scale project is the support to project objectives and activities by relevant stakeholder groups. As such, the PDF-B stage placed strong emphasis on various forms of stakeholder involvement. The administrations and staff of the four protected areas around which the CWAs will be established (Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve, Ilmenno-Bugrovoi Reserve, National Nature Park of the Republic of Kalmykia “Volga-Akhtuba Interfluve” and Nature Park “Volga-Akhtuba Floodplain”) and other protected areas in the region were directly involved throughout the project development process, as were representatives of the GDNREPs in VO, AO, RK; of the regional Committees on Environmental Protection; as well as representatives of  the Administrations of AO, VO and RK. 

The project design incorporates findings and conclusions of five thematic expert teams: on biodiversity; on hydrology; on socio-economic issues; on institutional assessment; and on economic valuation of biodiversity. The information provided by the regional experts included: biodiversity status, threats, causes and proposed interventions; social and economic characteristics, including alternative livelihood; policy, legal and regulatory characteristics and gaps. In addition to the above mentioned institutions, the thematic expert teams included also representatives of other federal and regional institutions, universities, independent research centers: Volgograd Regional Geological Information Fund; Astrakhan Regional Geological Information Fund; North-Caspian Specialized Marine Inspection; Volgograd Regional Center for Biodiversity Research and Conservation; Kalmykia Scientific Research and Land Resources Explorations Institute; Caspian Fisheries Scientific Research Institute; Caspian Marine Scientific Research Center; Caspian Scientific Research Center; Scientific and Research Center “Fortes”; Volgograd Department of the State Scientific Research Institute for Lakes and Rivers Fisheries; Lower Volga River Basin Management Agency of the MNR of RF; Committee for Economical Development and Trade of Astrakhan Oblast Administration; Astrakhan City Specialized Inspection for Environmental Control; Astrakhan branch of Moscow Open University  on Social Studies; Astrakhan State Pedagogical University (presently – Astrakhan State University); Astrakhan State Technical University; Volgograd State Pedagogical University; Volgograd State University; Kalmikia State University; Moscow State University; State Biosphere Reserve “Chernye Zemlji”; Darvodgeo Institute of Design and Exploration; and “AstrakhanGasProm”.

Project outcomes and activities have been formulated as the result of synthesis of findings of thematic groups as well as additional inputs from independent experts and stakeholder representatives. Valuable input to project design and to synthesis of the findings of the thematic expert groups has been provided by the experts of Wetlands International (the Netherlands).

To facilitate a wider stakeholder participation and involvement in project design, the PDF-B stage also involved a series of well attended regional stakeholder meetings and workshops, which were held at different stages of the PDF-B – at the start (July 2001), during full-scale project design (August 2002) and at the final stage of full-scale project design (January – March 2003). Project preparation also included a number of workshops in each subject of the RF (AO, VO, RK), during which project outcomes and activities were discussed specifically with local stakeholders and community representatives. Less formal stakeholder consultations were undertaken by experts involved in preparation of expert reports (2002).

Project design placed a very strong emphasis on involvement of the business community active in the region. Project objectives and activities were discussed in series of meetings with oil companies, and with tourism sector companies led by the Project manager and involved experts. As the result of these activities a commitment from two oil companies to co-finance the project was reached. 

The project team participated in a number of international and regional workshops to disseminate information on the project, as well as to attain a better understanding of problems by stakeholders: Summit of Oil and Gas Industries (May  2002); CEP/IOI workshop on coastal zones management (June 2002), International Conference “Projects and programs for social support  of population by means of tourism” (June 2002); World Bank workshop within CEP (August 2002), Regional Conference “Tsaritsinskiye Vstrechi” (September 2002) IUCN Interregional Meeting (November 2002); The Caspian Programme ISAR workshop (October 2002) Round Table at the Volgograd State University (December 2002); GEF Conference “The main direction and perspective of wildlife protection in Russia” (May 2003), Workshop of independent experts “Sustainable development of the Volga-Caspian basin and regional safety” (May 2003).

International stakeholders have been represented through the PCS. In order to facilitate better participation of international stakeholders, a special Donors meeting was organized in January 2003, where project outcomes and activities were presented to and discussed with the international donor community. This was followed by less formal discussions with each of the concerned donor. As a result, the project development process brought together numerous international parties: RIZA, UNESCO, TACIS, UNDP, and others. Extensive consultations with these parties have resulted in mutual understanding and partnership for project delivery.

As the result of broad consultations undertaken during project development and the direct participation of all relevant stakeholders, the project enjoys high support. Project objectives, desired results, and the contents have been well understood by all. The Project Brief has been endorsed by the MNR of RF, the Astrakhan Oblast Administration, the Volgograd Oblast Administration; the Republic of Kalmykia Administration and the GDNEREP in AO, being the coordinating agency of the PDF-B stage.

Stakeholder involvement during the full scale project will be built upon the positive experience of the preparatory stage – special efforts and specific activities are being included in the project design to enhance the participatory process.

First, project management arrangements will be established to allow stakeholders to participate in decision making regarding crucial project developments through their representatives in the Project Steering Committee (PSC). The PSC will include (but not be limited to) representatives of the MNR and its territorial agencies, the Southern Federal District, the VOA, AOA, RKA, legislative authorities of subjects of the Federation, territorial centers of Hydrometherological Agency, The Lower Volga River Basin Department, municipalities, scientific and non-governmental organizations, UNDP, financing agencies, local NGOs. Second, interests and concerns of relevant stakeholders will be represented through the operations of the Biodiversity Advisory Board. Third, the Community Advisory Councils will provide a crucial discussion ground regarding developments in CWAs.

Stakeholder participation and involvement will also be ensured through the specific organization of project activities. The project has been designed so that the preparation of any significant deliverable will be preceded by stakeholder consultations to identify relevant interests and ensure removal of any potential conflicts. Consultations will continue throughout the process of preparation of any significant deliverable. Stakeholders will also be involved directly in preparing project deliverables. It is believed that this approach will ensure stakeholder commitment towards project objectives and longevity of project results.

Local communities will be directly involved through outcomes 3, 4 and 5: Community Advisory Councils in each CWA will be established; relevant management functions will be contracted out to interested community members; alternative livelihood options will be elaborated and implemented in close consultations; awareness and education outreach programs will target local communities.

Finally, the general public will be informed on a regular basis through the mass media, which will also be one of the target groups for awareness rising and education activities, to ensure supportive public opinion vis a vis biodiversity conservation in general and also specifically for the implementation of the full scale project.

Annex G: Co-financing Type and Purpose

	Source
	Amount
	Type
	Purpose

	AO:
	1.926
	Cash/in-kind
	· salary costs of RBIC staff;

· premises for visitors’ centres;

· data collection for regional biodiversity monitoring database; 

· zoning of Volga-Akhtuba Nature Park of AO (part of the CWA 3);

· local training of staff of the CWA2;

· restoration of degraded ecosystems in CWA 1, 2 and 3; 

· alternative livelihoods activities (sustainable tourism development initiatives, development of aquacultures, additional capital for the small grants and loans programme);

· awareness and biodiversity advocacy activities (preparation of targeted information materials for visitors; organising a number of exhibitions and public actions to increase public awareness on regions biodiversity; preparing and delivering specialised training courses for tour operators and tourism specialists in AO).



	VO:
	2.163
	Cash/in-kind
	· salary costs of RBIC staff;

· premises for one visitor centre in CWA 4, RBIC, the Community Advisory Council in CWA4, and the PMT coordinator based in Volgograd;

· data collection for the regional biodiversity monitoring database and to update knowledge on biodiversity in Volgograd oblast par of LV;

· improvement of relevant regional legislation;

· management activities in CWA4 and  carry out restoration of degraded ecosystems;

· implementation of alternative livelihood options, particularly  support for development of aquacultures and for sustainable eco-tourism development initiatives.

	RK:
	0.368
	Cash/in-kind
	· salary costs of RBIC staff;

· premises for visitors’ centre in the CWA 3, premises for the RBIC, the Community Advisory Council in the CWA3 and the PMT coordinator based in Elista; 

· collection and obtaining data for the regional biodiversity monitoring database;

· hydrological monitoring in CWA3; 

· restoration of degraded ecosystems; 

· public awareness activities; 

· development of aquacultures and for sustainable eco-tourism development initiatives.



	RF:
	1.899
	Cash/in-kind
	· salary costs of  National Project Director;

· premises for the BAB operations and additional time inputs of the BAB members for the activities directly benefiting the project outcomes;

· implementation of improved hydrological conditions in CWA 2); improvement of monitoring capacities of the CWA1, nstallation of visitation infrastructure in AO sections of CWAs;

· development of vegetable farming, ecotourism and fish farming in AO;

· development of communications outreach Strategy for rising biodiversity awareness and advocacy

	RIZA:
	0.351
	Cash
	· preparation of a management plan for the Volga - Akhtuba Nature Park;

· raising public awareness of biodiversity values of wetland areas in the Volgograd Oblast;

· establishment and operations of a visitor centre in the Volga-Ahtuba Flood Plain (CWA4).

	VEP:
	0.116
	In-kind
	· development of a wetland monitoring protocol and preparation of a monitoring program in the pilot areas;

· information dissemination for awareness raising;

· training on biodiversity conservation for the local community; 

· preparation of a Strategy for integrating the community in order to engage local stakeholders in management of nature areas.



	OP1:
	0.018
	In-kind
	· Elaboration of mechanisms for improvement biodiversity conservation management mechanisms;

· elaboration of recommendations aimed at improvement of hydrological regime in the Lower Volga;

· Preparation of proposals for Management Plan on biodiversity conservation;

· local community involvement in the PA management process;

· activities related to information dissemination and awareness raising.

	Kaustik:
	0.25
	In-kind
	· elaboration of the monitoring program and its implementation in pilot territories, elaboration of a method for comprehensive assessment of water quality;

· elaboration of Recommendations for regulation of the Lower Volga hydrological regime; 

· public monitoring activities.

	NVRV:
	0.353
	In-kind
	· transboundary analysis of past and present biodiversity dynamics; 

· analysis of ecological consequences as a result of the Lower Volga flow regulation and elaboration of recommendations to improve the situation; 

· assessment of ecosystem degradation level and recommendations on their recovery.

	Hydromet:
	0.12
	In-kind
	· elaboration and implementation of monitoring programs on pilot territories;

· elaboration of a method for comprehensive assessment of water quality; 

· development of recommendations on regulation of the Lower Volga hydrological regime.

	ISAR:
	0.005
	Cash
	· purchase of monitoring equipment to support development of public monitoring

	GRS:
	0.071
	Cash
	· establishment of the RBIC in Astrakhan  ( salary costs of staff members, equipment)

	AstrakhanGasProm:
	0.33
	Cash
	· biodiversity awareness rising activities

	Astrakhan City:
	0.033
	Cash
	· implementation of environmental education and awareness activities for the inhabitants of the city;

· office space for the RBIC based in Astrakhan, office equipment and furniture, salary costs of the staff (together with AOA);

· educational and awareness activities for the inhabitants. 

	ASTU:
	0.165
	In-kind
	· development of  biodiversity friendly tourism guidelines; 

· training for personnel of PA administrations and for regional and local decision makers; 

· awareness rising activities.

	VSU:
	0.1
	In-kind
	· training for personnel of PA administrations and for regional decision makers; 

· awareness rising initiatives in Volgograd Oblast.

	Lukoil:
	0.206
	Cash
	· elaboration of methodologies for integrated water quality assessment; 

· biodiversity monitoring in the CWA1.

	TACIS:
	0.35
	Cash
	· support to coastal communities sustainable development (eco-tourism, sustainable aquaculture, etc)

	TOTAL
	8.824
	
	


ANNEX H: DESCRIPTION OF THE REGIONAL BIODIVERSITY INFORMATION CENTERS
The aim of establishing the Regional Biodiversity Information Centers (RBICs) is to strengthen the capacities of the General Directorates on Natural Resources and Environmental Protection of the MNR of Russia  (GDNREP) in AO, VO, RK; to provide reliable and up-to-date information on environment and wetland biodiversity to the array of decision makers, and to allow public participation in a process of decision-making in the field of wetland biodiversity conservation and environment protection. The RBICs will be established on the basis of existing structural subdivisions of the GDNREP in AO, VO, RK. The main tasks of the Centers will be:

· Establishment and operation of a system of information collection and exchange;

· Establishment and operation of a computerized information database;

· Regular analysis of the state of biodiversity and environment and forecasting of future changes;

· Elaboration of procedures for information presentation and dissemination for various users of biodiversity information;

· Establishment of an information system for involving the community in decision-making processes;

· Promotion of biodiversity friendly livelihoods and economic activities; raising environmental awareness among various stakeholder groups and promoting environmental education;

· Elaboration of regulatory and legal acts related to use of information on biodiversity conservation and environment protection; 

· Organization of conferences, workshops and training courses.

The expected outcomes and long term benefits of establishing RBICs in the three administrative regions within the LV are:

· Optimized management and decision-making in the field of biodiversity conservation, environmental protection and biological resource use;

· Improved cooperation among biodiversity conservation and environmental protection agencies with local executive authorities and community; 

· Strengthened public control and involvement in environmentally important decision-making;

· Available and replenished   information on biodiversity and environment condition and on sources of anthropogenic loads;

· Improved effectiveness of training staff of various agencies, institutions, organizations, etc. in the field of nature use, biodiversity conservation and environment protection; 

· Information available to various users of biodiversity information and community. 

Establishment of RBICs will ensure that biodiversity information management, which is essential for the long-term sustainability of nature conservation and use of wetland biological resources, is continued also after the project ends.

The Centers will consist of two Departments each – one dealing with biodiversity monitoring and information management, the other – with public information, information dissemination and awareness. Initially each Department will be staffed with 1-2 persons.

The establishment and operation of the Centers during the project period will be supported not only by GEF, but also GRS, regional administrations and Astrakhan City Administration. The premises, part of the equipment and furniture, will be provided by the General Directorates on Natural Resources and Environment Protection of the MNR of Russia in AO, VO, RK, as well as by the Astrakhan City Administration. The salary costs of RBICs staff during the first two years of the project implementation will be covered together by GRS, Astrakhan City and GDNREPs. After the second year of project implementation, salary costs will be fully covered by local sources.

To ensure financial sustainability of the RBICs after the project ends, their establishment and operation has been designed for minimum external assistance during the project lifetime. Also, discussions during the preparation of the project have resulted in commitments of the regional administrations and the Astrakhan City Administration to ensure that after five years of project implementation all the RBICs costs will be covered by local sources (regional and municipal administrations).

ANNEX I: DESCRIPTION OF NEWLY ESTABLISHED CWAs
The biodiversity of the Volga-Akhtuba floodplain, the Volga Delta and western part of the Ilmen-Steppe area includes about 860 vascular plant species and 416 algae species. Fauna of aquatic invertebrates comprises over 846 plankton species and more than 530 benthic invertebrate species. Insect fauna includes over 1,400 species. Fauna of vertebrate animals is represented by about 60 fish species, more than 280 species of birds, over 30 mammals, 8 reptiles and 4 amphibian species.

CWA 1 – Volga Delta

The CWA will cover the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve in AO and areas adjacent to it. The total area of the CWA to be established is estimated to be 177,456 ha. Of this 29,292 ha corresponds to the existing Damichikskij section of the Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve (IUCN Category #1), 78,164 ha is covered by a section of the ABR having  biosphere status (corresponding to IUCN  Category # 6) and 70,000 ha to an area adjacent to the Reserve

This CWA serves as a place of nesting, feeding and migration for numerous waterfowl and shorebirds. Here, at the least, 13 globally endangered birds have been recorded: Dalmatian Pelican (Pelecanus crispus), White-tailed Eagle (Haliaeetus albicilla), White Crane (Grus leucogeranus), Red-breasted Goose (Rufibrenta ruficollis), Lesser White-fronted Goose (Anser erythropus), White-headed Duck (Oxyura leucocephala), Marbled Teal (Anas angustirostris), Corn Crake (Crex crex), Lesser Kestrel (Falco naumanni), Spotted Eagle (Aquila clanga), Imperial Eagle (Aquila heliaca), Sociable Plover (Chettusia gregaria), Slender-billed Curlew (Numenius tenuirostris). As well, many species are listed in the Red Book of the Russian Federation, such as Spoonbill (Platalea leucorodia), Glossy Ibis (Plegadis falcinellus), Pygmy Cormorant (Phalacrocorax pygmaeus), etc. In the CWA are the main nesting grounds of waterfowl and waders, and more than 10 large nesting bird colonies are located here. 

The delta and the CWA are important as a site for valuable spawning sturgeon species: Russian Sturgeon (Acipenser gueldenstaedtii), Beluga (Huso huso), Stellate Sturgeon (Acipenser stellatus), as well as other migratory fish species like Inconnu (Stenodus leucichthys) and Caspian Herring (Alosa kessleri kessleri).  

High global importance of the Volga Delta wetlands is confirmed by their inclusion in the list of wetlands protected by the Ramsar Convention. 

CWA 2 – Ilmen – Steppe Area

The CWA will cover the Ilmen – Bugrovoi Reserve (IUCN Category # 4) and adjacent areas. The total area of the CWA is expected to be 100,000 ha, of which 6,900 ha is the existing Ilmen – Bugrovoi Reserve. An additional area of an estimated 93,100 ha will be provided protected status to ensure that economic activities in them are carried out in a sustainable manner. 

A combination of semi-desert, aquatic and agricultural landscapes determine the high biodiversity of this CWA – more than 250 bird species and 35 mammal species occur here. In the bird population, along with typical water species, are steppe and semi-steppe species – Demoiselle Crane (Anthropoides virgo), Stone Curlew (Burhinus oedicnemus), Tawny Eagle (Aquila rapax), Long-legged Buzzard (Buteo rufinus). This CWA serves as a place for mass nesting, migratory stopovers and in some years also wintering for waterfowl and shorebirds. 
A significant number of rare bird species nest here: Spoonbill (Platalea leucorodia), Glossy Ibis (Plegadis falcinellus), White-Eye Scaup (Aythya nyroca), White-tailed Eagle (Haliaeetus albicilla), Ospray (Pandion haliaetus), Black-winged Pratincole (Glareola nordmanni), Avocet (Recurvirostra avosetta). Great Bustard, Little Bustard, Spotted Eagle (Aquila clanga), Pale Harrier (Circus macrourus), Peregrine (Falco peregrinus), Eurasian Curlew (Numenius arquata), Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) have been noted on their migration. 

Recognizing the high importance of the wetlands of Ilmen-Steppe, 100,000 ha were included in the Ramsar Convention Perspective List. 

CWA 3 – Central Volga-Akhtuba Floodplains

This CWA will cover  the existing “National Nature Park of the Republic of Kalmykia “Volga-Akhtuba Interfluve”  (IUCN Category #5) and Nature Park “Volga-Akhtuba Interfluve” of the Astrakhan Oblast which will be established under the project. The total area of the CWA is expected to be 245,000 ha, of which the Nature Park of the Republic of Kalmykia is 4,323 ha.

In the Volga-Akhtuba interfluve, significant areas of nature complexes like wet-meadows and floodplain forests have been preserved. Wet-meadows serve as spawning grounds for semi-migratory and freshwater fish species. Channels serve as migration routes, and in some parts as spawning grounds, for valuable migratory fish like Russian Sturgeon (Acipenser gueldenstaedtii), Beluga (Huso huso), Stellate Sturgeon (Acipenser stellatus), as well as the other migratory fish species like Inconnu (Stenodus leucichthys), Caspian Herring (Alosa kessleri kessleri).

These wetlands provide good protection and food for birds, and they serve as an important migration corridor for many species. 

The entire area is a part of the “Volga-Akhtuba floodplain” wetland that is included in the Ramsar Convention Perspective List.

CWA 4 – Upper Volga – Akhtuba Floodplains

The CWA will cover the existing Nature Park “Volga-Akhtuba Floodplain” of the Volgograd oblast (IUCN Category # 5). The total area of the CWA is 156,000 hа. 

The Volga-Akhtuba Floodplain represents a vast network of rivers, channels, old riverbeds, lakes, floodplains overgrown with aquatic and near-water vegetation. The Volga-Akhtuba Floodplain is the largest migration corridor and grounds for nesting, feeding and resting of waterfowl and shorebirds. Over 250 bird species have been recorded. There occur 6 globally important rare species: White-tailed Eagle (Haliaeetus albicilla), White-headed Duck (Oxyura leucocephala), White-eye (Aythya nyroca), Corn Crake (Crex crex). Little Bustard (Tetrax tetrax), Great Bustard (Otis tarda) occur here on their migration. There are also species listed in the Red Book of the Russian Federation: Spoonbill (Platalea leucorodia), Glossy Ibis (Plegadis falcinellus), Ospray (Pandion haliaetus), Short-toed Eagle (Circaetus gallicus), Stone Curlew (Burchinus oedicnemus), Stilt   (Himantopus himantopus), Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus), Eurasian Curlew (Numenius arquata), Great Black-headed Gull (Larus ichtyaetus), Little Tern (Sterna albifrons), Caspian Tern (Sterna caspia), Levant Sparrow Hawk (Acipiter brevipes), Eagle Owl  (Bubo bubo), etc. 

Within the Volgograd oblast there are preserved spawning grounds of the most valuable sturgeon species: Russian Sturgeon (Acipenser gueldenstaedtii), Beluga (Huso huso), Stellate Sturgeon (Acipenser stellatus). The presence of natural spawning grounds is an essential condition for conservation of genetic diversity of these fish species.

Natural nature complexes are still preserved in many parts of the floodplain including natural forests of Pedunculate Oak (Quercus robur) valuable from a natural and aesthetics viewpoint.   

The area under consideration is a part the “Volga-Akhtuba floodplain” wetland that is included in the Ramsar Convention Perspective List.

Annex J. Biodiversity tracking tool

Tracking Tool for

GEF Biodiversity Focal Area Strategic Priority One:

“Catalyzing Sustainability

of Protected Areas”
Section One: Project General Information

1. Project name:
Conservation of Wetland Biodiversity in the Lower Volga Region
2. Country (ies): Russian Federation
National Project: X   Regional Project:_______  Global Project:_________

3. Name of reviewers completing tracking tool and completion dates:

	
	Name
	Title
	Agency

	Work Program Inclusion 
	Ludmila Kiseleva
	National Project expert
	UNDP

	Project Mid-term
	
	
	

	Final Evaluation/project completion
	
	
	


4. Funding information

GEF support: US$6,489,000

Co-financing: US$ 8,824,000

Total Funding: US$ 15,313,000
5. Project duration:    Planned 5 years                           Actual _______ years

6. a. GEF Agency:        X UNDP        ( UNEP        ( World Bank        ( ADB         ( AfDB         ( IADB        ( EBRD        ( FAO        ( IFAD        ( UNIDO

6. b. Lead Project Executing Agency (ies): Ministry of Natural Resources
7. GEF Operational Program:  

( drylands (OP 1)   

X coastal, marine, freshwater (OP2)   

( forests (OP 3)  

(  mountains (OP 4)   

( agro-biodiversity (OP 13)

( integrated ecosystem management (OP 12)                    

( sustainable land management (OP 15)

Other Operational Program not listed above:__________________________
8. Project Summary (one paragraph): The Lower Volga (LV), comprised of the Volga Delta, Ilmen – Steppe areas west of Delta, and Volga – Akhtuba floodplains, is situated in the South-Eastern part of the East European Plains and occupies approximately 26 km2. Three subjects of Russian Federation share its territory – Astrakhan oblast (AO), Volgograd oblast (VO) and Republic of Kalmykia (RK). The global importance of the LV for biodiversity is widely recognised, the wetland habitat is considered to be the best-preserved in Europe. Part of the Delta is a Biosphere Reserve and approximately half of the Delta has been designated a Ramsar Site. Two more wetlands of LV are included in the perspective list of Ramsar sites. At least 15 globally threatened bird species use the region. Four sturgeon species, using the LV for migrating and spawning, are threatened according to the IUCN Red List. Russian Sturgeon is a critically endangered species. The biodiversity of the Lower Volga is suffering primarily from the impact of operations of the Volga-Kama system of reservoirs, unsustainable and unlawful exploitation of natural resources, and unplanned and unregulated housing and transport development.

The project is designed to secure conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in four Core Wetland Areas to be established by this project. This full size project, designed as a five-year intervention to help secure the globally significant biodiversity values of the Lower Volga wetlands, was approved by GEF Council in November 2004. The preparatory phase (PDF-B) was completed at the end of December 2004 and the Prodoc is being submitted in order to cover the final five years of the project, 2005 - 2009. 

9. Project Development Objective: To ensure sustainable long-term conservation and utilization of Lover Volga biodiversity. 
10. Project Purpose/Immediate Objective: To demonstrate adaptive and responsive management opportunities for sustainable long-term conservation of biodiversity and for sustainable use of biodiversity resources in Core Wetland Areas of LV and the region itself.
11. Expected Outcomes (GEF-related):

OUTCOME 1. Information on biodiversity values and conditions is readily available for Lower Volga region biodiversity management decisions and shared appropriately among involved institutions;
OUTCOME 2: Regional wetland biodiversity conservation policy, legal, regulatory and control framework has been improved;

OUTCOME 3: The four Core Wetlands Areas are established and strengthened; 

OUTCOME 4: Sustainable practices for use of Lower Volga wetland resources are demonstrated to the local stakeholders and their implementation supported
OUTCOME 5: Biodiversity awareness and advocacy has substantially increased on regional and local levels

12. Types of Protected Area Activities Supported:

12. a. Please select all activities that are being supported through the project.

X Enabling Environment (please check each activity below)

X Policy, legislation, regulation

X Capacity building

Capacity building budget:US$ 1,186,000 (Outсome 5)

(Please record budgets for capacity building if they are clearly identified as a discrete budget line.)

Comments on Capacity Building:  Please note if capacity building is geared towards indigenous and local communities:

The project will outreach local communities through outcomes 4,5 

X Education and awareness raizing

X Institutional arrangements

X Finance and incentives

X Replication and scaling up

X Management practices related to status of biodiversity

12. b. Is carbon sequestration an objective of the project (This question is included for purposes related to the GEF-3 targets for the Climate Change focal area)

____Yes     X No

The estimated amount of carbon sequestered is: N/A

13. Project Replication Strategy 

13. a . Does the project specify budget, activities, and outputs for implementing the replication strategy? Yes No X 
There is no specific strategy to be developed; however, a number of project adtivities are of longer-term nature and aimed at replication of the project results

13. b. For all projects, please complete box below.  An example is provided.

	Replication Quantification Measure 
	Replication

Target Foreseen 

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

	
	
	
	


14. Scope and Scale of Project: 

Please complete the following statements.

14.a. The project is working in:

____a single protected area

X __multiple protected areas

____ national protected area system

14.b. The level of the intervention is:

____ global

____ regional

____ national

X subnational

14. c. Please complete the table below.  An example is completed.
	            Targets and Timeframe

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

	Extent in hectares of new protected areas to be established in the course of the project
	403,000 hectares
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


14. d. Please complete the table below for the protected areas that are the target of the GEF intervention.  Use NA for not applicable. Examples are provided below.
	Name of Protected Area
	Is this a new protected area?  Please answer yes or no.
	Area in Hectares


	Global designation or

priority lists

(E.g., Biosphere Reserve, World Heritage site, Ramsar site, WWF Global 200, etc.)
	Local Designation of Protected Area (E.g, indigenous reserve, private reserve, etc.)


	IUCN Category for each Protected Area


	
	
	
	
	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	VI

	1. Astrakhan Biosphere Reserve
	No
	98,000
	Ramsar site
	State reserve
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Natural Park Volga-Akhtuba floodplain (republic Kalmykia)
	No
	4,323
	Ramsar waiting list
	Provincial Nature park
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	3. Natural Park Volga-Akhtuba floodplain (Volgograd oblast)
	No
	150,000
	Ramsar waiting list
	Provincial Nature park
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	4. Ilmenno – Bugrovoi Reserve (Astrakhan Oblast) 


	No
	6,000
	Ramsar waiting list
	Provincial Reserve
	
	
	
	X
	
	


Section Two: World Bank/WWF Site-Level Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas

(1.)

	Name of protected area
	Astrakhan State Biosphere (strictly protected area)

	Location of protected area (country, ecoregion, and if possible map reference) 
	Russia, Astrakhan Oblast

	Date of establishment (distinguish between agreed and gazetted*) 
	Agreed

1919
	Gazetted

1919

	Ownership details (i.e. owner, tenure rights etc)
	Ministry of Natural Resources

	Management Authority
	Ministry of Natural Resources

	Size of protected area (ha)
	98,000

	Number of staff
	Permanent

160
	Temporary

n/a

	Annual budget (US$)
	367,000

	Designations (IUCN category, World Heritage, Ramsar etc)
	IUCN category  - Ia

Ramsar site

	Reasons for designation
	Wetlands of Global significance, rare and endangered species of migratory birds and fish 

	Brief details of World Bank funded project or projects in PA
	N/A

	Brief details of WWF funded project or projects in PA
	N/A

	Brief details of other relevant projects in PA
	UNESCO (awareness workshops, training), Fish &Wildlife Service, US (technical assistance, equipment), USAID (environment education)

	List the two primary protected area objectives 

	Objective 1
	Conservation of rare species and wetland ecosystems

	Objective 2
	Research and monitoring

	List the top two most important threats to the PA (and indicate reasons why these were chosen)

	Threat 1
	Poaching

	Threat 2
	Uncontrolled tourism

	List top two critical management activities

	Activity 1
	Guarding

	Activity 2
	Research, ecosystem monitoring


Name/s of assessor (including people consulted) and date assessment carried out: Ludmila Kiseleva, Nina Litvinova

Contact details (email etc.): wetlands@astranet.ru; abnr@astranet.ru
	Issue
	Criteria
	Score
	Comments 
	Next steps

	1. Legal status

Does the protected area have legal status? 

Context
	The protected area is not gazetted


	0
	Note: see fourth option for private reserves


	

	
	The government has agreed that the protected area should be gazetted but the process has not yet begun 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area is in the process of being gazetted but the process is still incomplete 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area has been legally gazetted (or in the case of private reserves is owned by a trust or similar)
	3
	
	

	2. Protected area regulations

Are inappropriate land uses and activities (e.g. poaching) controlled?

Context
	There are no mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area 
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are major problems in implementing them effectively
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some problems in effectively implementing them
	2
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and are being effectively implemented 
	0
	
	

	3. Law 

enforcement

Can staff enforce protected area rules well enough?

Context
	The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations
	0
	Deficiencies related to technical means (transport, specific optical & communication equipment, etc.) 
	

	
	There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget)
	0
	
	

	
	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
	0
	
	

	4. Protected area objectives 

Have objectives been agreed? 


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
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives, but these are only partially implemented 
	0
	
	

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

	5. Protected area design

Does the protected area need enlarging, corridors etc to meet its objectives?

Planning
	Inadequacies in design mean achieving the protected areas major management objectives of the protected area is impossible 
	0
	There is need to establish buffer zones, in accordance with Sevillia Strategy on Biosphere Reserves  


	

	
	Inadequacies in design mean that achievement of major objectives are constrained to some extent
	0
	
	

	
	Design is not significantly constraining achievement of major objectives, but could be improved
	2
	
	

	
	Reserve design features are particularly aiding achievement of major objectives of the protected area
	0
	
	

	6. Protected area boundary demarcation

Is the boundary known and demarcated?

Context
	The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management authority or local residents/neighbouring land users
	0
	There is a problem of marine boundary demarcation


	

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

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

	
	The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents and is appropriately demarcated
	0
	
	

	7. Management plan

Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?

Planning
	There is no management plan for the protected area


	0
	Mangement plans will be implemented with support form project funds 
	

	
	A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
	0
	
	

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

	
	An approved management plan exists and is being implemented
	0
	
	

	Additional points

Planning
	The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan
	0
	
	

	
	There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan
	0
	
	

	
	The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning
	+1
	
	

	8. Regular work plan

Is there an annual work plan?

Planning/Outputs
	No regular work plan exists 


	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists but activities are not monitored against the plan’s targets
	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists and actions are monitored against the plan’s targets, but many activities are not completed
	2
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists, actions are monitored against the plan’s targets and most or all prescribed activities are completed
	0
	
	

	9. Resource inventory

Do you have enough information to manage the area?


Context
	There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area 
	0
	Survey work should cover larger area and be more of periodical nature
	

	
	Information on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
	0
	
	

	
	Information on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for key areas of planning/decision making but the necessary survey work is not being maintained
	2
	
	

	
	Information concerning on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient to support planning and decision making and is being maintained
	0
	
	

	10. Research 

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

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


	0
	
	

	
	There is some ad hoc survey and research work


	0
	
	

	
	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
	0
	
	

	11. Resource management


Is the protected area adequately managed (e.g. for fire, invasive species, poaching)?

Process
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values have not been assessed
	0
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are known but are not being addressed
	1
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are only being partially addressed
	0
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are being substantially or fully addressed
	0
	
	

	12. 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


	0
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
	2
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the site
	0
	
	

	13. Personnel management 

Are the staff managed well enough?

Process
	Problems with personnel management constrain the achievement of major management objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Problems with personnel management partially constrain the achievement of major management objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Personnel management is adequate to the achievement of major management objectives but could be improved
	2
	
	

	
	Personnel management is excellent and aids the achievement major management objectives
	0
	
	

	14. Staff training

Is there enough training for staff?

Inputs/Process
	Staff are untrained 


	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
	0
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are in tune with the management needs of the protected area, and with anticipated future needs
	0
	
	

	15. Current budget

Is the current budget sufficient?

Inputs


	There is no budget for 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
	0
	
	

	
	The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	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 year by year funding 
	0
	
	

	
	There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
	0
	
	

	
	There is a reasonably secure core budget for 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 on a multi-year cycle
	0
	
	

	17. Management of budget 

Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?

Process 
	Budget management is poor and significantly undermines effectiveness
	0
	Protected area management has no authority to reallocate funds between budget activities and therefore can not adjust budget allocation according to changing priorities throughout the year  
	

	
	Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness


	0
	
	

	
	Budget management is adequate but could be improved


	2
	
	

	
	Budget management is excellent and aids effectiveness


	0
	
	

	18. Equipment

Is equipment sufficient?

Process
	There is little or no equipment and facilities


	0
	
	

	
	There is some equipment and facilities but these are wholly inadequate 


	0
	
	

	
	There is equipment and facilities, but still some major gaps that constrain management
	2
	
	

	
	There is adequate equipment and facilities


	0
	
	

	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 


	0
	
	

	
	There is maintenance of equipment and facilities, but there are some important gaps in maintenance
	2
	
	

	
	Equipment and facilities are well maintained
	0
	
	

	20. Education and awareness programme

Is there a planned education programme?

Process 
	There is no education and awareness programme


	0
	
	

	
	There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme, but no overall planning for this
	0
	
	

	
	There is a planned education and awareness programme but there are still serious gaps
	2
	
	

	
	There is a planned and effective education and awareness programme fully linked to the objectives and needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	21. State and commercial neighbours 

Is there co-operation with adjacent land users? 

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

	
	There is limited contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users
	0
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users, but only limited co-operation 
	2
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users, and substantial co-operation on management
	0
	
	

	22. Indigenous people

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

Process
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
	0
	There is no indigeous people
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct involvement in the resulting decisions
	0
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	23. 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 involvement in the resulting decisions
	0
	
	

	
	Local communities directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	
	Local communities directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	Additional points

Outputs
	There is open communication and trust between local stakeholders and protected area managers
	0
	
	

	
	Programmes to enhance local community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented
	0
	
	

	24. Visitor facilities 

Are visitor facilities (for tourists, pilgrims etc) good enough?

Outputs
	There are no visitor facilities and services 
	0
	
	

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

	
	Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
	0
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation
	0
	
	

	25. Commercial tourism

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 also a limited scientific tourism activities performed by PA management 


	

	
	There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters
	0
	
	

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

	
	There is excellent co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, protect values and resolve conflicts
	0
	
	

	26. Fees

If fees (tourism, fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?

Outputs
	Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
	0
	
	

	
	The fee is collected, but it goes straight to central government and is not returned to the protected area or its environs
	0
	
	

	
	The fee is collected, but is disbursed to the local authority rather than the protected area
	0
	
	

	
	There is a fee for visiting the protected area that helps to support this and/or other protected areas
	3
	
	

	27. Condition assessment 

Is the protected area being managed consistent to its objectives?

Outcomes
	Important biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded 
	0
	
	

	
	Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded 
	0
	
	

	
	Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the most important values have not been significantly impacted
	0
	
	

	
	Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact 


	3
	
	

	Additional points

Outputs
	There are active programmes for restoration of degraded areas within the protected area and/or the protected area buffer zone


	0
	
	

	28. Access assessment

Is access/resource use sufficiently controlled?

Outcomes
	Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) are ineffective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	1
	
	

	
	Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	29. Economic benefit assessment

Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities?

Outcomes
	The existence of the protected area has reduced the options for economic development of the local communities
	0
	
	

	
	The existence of the protected area has neither damaged nor benefited the local economy
	1
	
	

	
	There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities from the existence of the protected area but this is of minor significance to the regional economy
	0
	
	

	
	There is a significant or major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities in and around the protected area (e.g. employment of locals, locally operated commercial tours etc)
	0
	
	

	30. 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
	0
	
	

	
	There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results are not systematically used for management
	1
	
	

	
	A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management
	0
	
	


	TOTAL SCORE
	54


(2.) 

	Name of protected area
	Volga-Akhtuba floodplain (republic Kalmykia) nature park

	Location of protected area (country, ecoregion, and if possible map reference) 
	Russia, republic Kalmykia

	Date of establishment (distinguish between agreed and gazetted*) 
	Agreed

1997
	Gazetted

1997

	Ownership details (i.e. owner, tenure rights etc)
	Administration of Kalmykia Republic

	Management Authority
	Administration of Kalmykia Republic

	Size of protected area (ha)
	4,323

	Number of staff
	Permanent

1
	Temporary

n/a

	Annual budget (US$)
	20,000

	Designations (IUCN category, World Heritage, Ramsar etc)
	IUCN category  - V

Nature park 

	Reasons for designation
	Core wetland areas

	Brief details of World Bank funded project or projects in PA
	N/A

	Brief details of WWF funded project or projects in PA
	N/A

	Brief details of other relevant projects in PA
	N/A

	List the two primary protected area objectives 

	Objective 1
	Conservation of the wetland ecosystems and landscapes

	Objective 2
	 Recreation

	List the top two most important threats to the PA (and indicate reasons why these were chosen)

	Threat 1
	Poaching (illegal fishing)

	Threat 2
	Uncontrolled tourism

	List top two critical management activities

	Activity 1
	Patrolling (Guarding)

	Activity 2
	


Name/s of assessor (including people consulted) and date assessment carried out: Ludmila Kiseleva, national expert

Contact details (email etc.): wetlands@astrakhan.ru

	Issue
	Criteria
	Score
	Comments 
	Next steps

	1. Legal status

Does the protected area have legal status? 

Context
	The protected area is not gazetted


	0
	
	

	
	The government has agreed that the protected area should be gazetted but the process has not yet begun 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area is in the process of being gazetted but the process is still incomplete 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area has been legally gazetted (or in the case of private reserves is owned by a trust or similar)
	3
	
	

	2. Protected area regulations

Are inappropriate land uses and activities (e.g. poaching) controlled?

Context
	There are no mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area 
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are major problems in implementing them effectively
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some problems in effectively implementing them
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and are being effectively implemented 
	0
	
	

	3. Law 

enforcement

Can staff enforce protected area rules well enough?

Context
	The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations
	0
	
	

	
	There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget)
	0
	
	

	
	The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
	0
	
	

	
	The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations
	0
	
	

	4. Protected area objectives 

Have objectives been agreed? 


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 these are only partially implemented 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives
	0
	
	

	5. Protected area design

Does the protected area need enlarging, corridors etc to meet its objectives?

Planning
	Inadequacies in design mean achieving the protected areas major management objectives of the protected area is impossible 
	0
	
	

	
	Inadequacies in design mean that achievement of major objectives are constrained to some extent
	1
	
	

	
	Design is not significantly constraining achievement of major objectives, but could be improved
	0
	
	

	
	Reserve design features are particularly aiding achievement of major objectives of the protected area
	0
	
	

	6. Protected area boundary demarcation

Is the boundary known and demarcated?

Context
	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 
	0
	
	

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

	
	The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents and is appropriately demarcated
	0
	
	

	7. Management plan

Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?

Planning
	There is no management plan for the protected area


	0
	The project will support preparation of a management plan
	

	
	A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
	0
	
	

	
	An approved management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
	0
	
	

	
	An approved management plan exists and is being implemented
	0
	
	

	Additional points

Planning
	The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan
	0
	
	

	
	There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan
	0
	
	

	
	The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning
	0
	
	

	8. Regular work plan

Is there an annual work plan?

Planning/Outputs
	No regular work plan exists 


	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists but activities are not monitored against the plan’s targets
	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists and actions are monitored against the plan’s targets, but many activities are not completed
	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists, actions are monitored against the plan’s targets and most or all prescribed activities are completed
	0
	
	

	9. Resource inventory

Do you have enough information to manage the area?


Context
	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 and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
	0
	
	

	
	Information on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for key areas of planning/decision making but the necessary survey work is not being maintained
	0
	
	

	
	Information concerning on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient to support planning and decision making and is being maintained
	0
	
	

	10. Research 

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

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


	0
	
	

	
	There is some ad hoc survey and research work


	1
	
	

	
	There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
	0
	
	

	
	There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs
	0
	
	

	11. Resource management


Is the protected area adequately managed (e.g. for fire, invasive species, poaching)?

Process
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values have not been assessed
	0
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are known but are not being addressed
	1
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are only being partially addressed
	0
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are being substantially or fully addressed
	0
	
	

	12. Staff numbers

Are there enough people employed to manage the protected area?

Inputs
	There are no staff 


	0
	Park is understaffed but regional administration confirmed the commitment to increase funding for staff substantially in the coming years
	

	
	Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities


	1
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
	0
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the site
	0
	
	

	13. Personnel management 

Are the staff managed well enough?

Process
	Problems with personnel management constrain the achievement of major management objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Problems with personnel management partially constrain the achievement of major management objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Personnel management is adequate to the achievement of major management objectives but could be improved
	0
	
	

	
	Personnel management is excellent and aids the achievement major management objectives
	0
	
	

	14. Staff training

Is there enough training for staff?

Inputs/Process
	Staff are untrained 


	0
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully achieve the objectives of management
	0
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are in tune with the management needs of the protected area, and with anticipated future needs
	0
	
	

	15. Current budget

Is the current budget sufficient?

Inputs


	There is no budget for 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
	0
	
	

	
	The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	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 year by year funding 
	0
	
	

	
	There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
	0
	
	

	
	There is a reasonably secure core budget for 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 on a multi-year cycle
	0
	
	

	17. Management of budget 

Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?

Process 
	Budget management is poor and significantly undermines effectiveness
	0
	
	

	
	Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness


	1
	
	

	
	Budget management is adequate but could be improved


	0
	
	

	
	Budget management is excellent and aids effectiveness


	0
	
	

	18. Equipment

Is equipment sufficient?

Process
	There is little or no equipment and facilities


	0
	
	

	
	There is some equipment and facilities but these are wholly inadequate 


	1
	
	

	
	There is equipment and facilities, but still some major gaps that constrain management
	0
	
	

	
	There is adequate equipment and facilities


	0
	
	

	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 maintenance of equipment and facilities, but there are some important gaps in maintenance
	0
	
	

	
	Equipment and facilities are well maintained
	0
	
	

	20. Education and awareness programme

Is there a planned education programme?

Process 
	There is no education and awareness programme


	0
	
	

	
	There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme, but no overall planning for this
	0
	
	

	
	There is a planned education and awareness programme but there are still serious gaps
	0
	
	

	
	There is a planned and effective education and awareness programme fully linked to the objectives and needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	21. State and commercial neighbours 

Is there co-operation with adjacent land users? 

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

	
	There is limited contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users
	0
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users, but only limited co-operation 
	0
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users, and substantial co-operation on management
	0
	
	

	22. Indigenous people

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

Process
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
	0
	There is no indigeous people
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct involvement in the resulting decisions
	0
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	23. 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 involvement in the resulting decisions
	0
	
	

	
	Local communities directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	
	Local communities directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	Additional points

Outputs
	There is open communication and trust between local stakeholders and protected area managers
	0
	
	

	
	Programmes to enhance local community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented
	0
	
	

	24. Visitor facilities 

Are visitor facilities (for tourists, pilgrims etc) good enough?

Outputs
	There are no visitor facilities and services 
	0
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation or are under construction
	0
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
	0
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation
	0
	
	

	25. Commercial tourism

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
	0
	
	

	
	There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
	0
	
	

	
	There is excellent co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, protect values and resolve conflicts
	0
	
	

	26. Fees

If fees (tourism, fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?

Outputs
	Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
	0
	
	

	
	The fee is collected, but it goes straight to central government and is not returned to the protected area or its environs
	0
	
	

	
	The fee is collected, but is disbursed to the local authority rather than the protected area
	0
	
	

	
	There is a fee for visiting the protected area that helps to support this and/or other protected areas
	0
	
	

	27. Condition assessment 

Is the protected area being managed consistent to its objectives?

Outcomes
	Important biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded 
	0
	
	

	
	Some biodiversity, ecological and 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
	0
	
	

	
	Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact 


	0
	
	

	Additional points

Outputs
	There are active programmes for restoration of degraded areas within the protected area and/or the protected area buffer zone


	0
	
	

	28. Access assessment

Is access/resource use sufficiently controlled?

Outcomes
	Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) are ineffective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	Protection system is ineffective due to lack of staff

Poahing threat is significant
	

	
	Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	29. Economic benefit assessment

Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities?

Outcomes
	The existence of the protected area has reduced the options for economic development of the local communities
	0
	
	

	
	The existence of the protected area has neither damaged nor benefited the local economy
	0
	
	

	
	There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities from the existence of the protected area but this is of minor significance to the regional economy
	0
	
	

	
	There is a significant or major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities in and around the protected area (e.g. employment of locals, locally operated commercial tours etc)
	0
	
	

	30. 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
	0
	
	

	
	There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results are not systematically used for management
	0
	
	

	
	A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management
	0
	
	


	TOTAL SCORE
	17


(3.)

	Name of protected area
	Volgo-Akhtuba Floodplain (Volgograd Oblast) Nature Park

	Location of protected area (country, ecoregion, and if possible map reference) 
	Russia, Volgograd Oblast

	Date of establishment (distinguish between agreed and gazetted*) 
	Agreed

1997
	Gazetted

1997

	Ownership details (i.e. owner, tenure rights etc)
	Volgograd Oblast Administration

	Management Authority
	Volgograd Oblast Administration

	Size of protected area (ha)
	150, 000 

	Number of staff
	Permanent

28
	Temporary

n/a

	Annual budget (US$)
	31,300

	Designations (IUCN category, World Heritage, Ramsar etc)
	IUCN category  - V

 Nature park

	Reasons for designation
	Conservation of wetlands and unique landscapes & ecosystems

	Brief details of World Bank funded project or projects in PA
	N/A

	Brief details of WWF funded project or projects in PA
	N/A

	Brief details of other relevant projects in PA
	The Nederlands’ Government Programmesw supported establishment of a visit centre 

	List the two primary protected area objectives 

	Objective 1
	Conservation of unique ecosystems

	Objective 2
	 Recreation

	List the top two most important threats to the PA (and indicate reasons why these were chosen)

	Threat 1
	Pollution from agricultural activities

	Threat 2
	Poaching: there is a lack of patrol stations and guards to control poaching effectively

	List top two critical management activities

	Activity 1
	Patrolling 

	Activity 2
	Work with visitors


Name/s of assessor (including people consulted) and date assessment carried out: Ludmila Kiseleva

Contact details (email etc.): wetlands@astranet.ru

	Issue
	Criteria
	Score
	Comments 
	Next steps

	1. Legal status

Does the protected area have legal status? 

Context
	The protected area is not gazetted


	0
	
	

	
	The government has agreed that the protected area should be gazetted but the process has not yet begun 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area is in the process of being gazetted but the process is still incomplete 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area has been legally gazetted (or in the case of private reserves is owned by a trust or similar)
	3
	
	

	2. Protected area regulations

Are inappropriate land uses and activities (e.g. poaching) controlled?

Context
	There are no mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area 
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are major problems in implementing them effectively
	1
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some problems in effectively implementing them
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and are being effectively implemented 
	0
	
	

	3. Law 

enforcement

Can staff enforce protected area rules well enough?

Context
	The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations
	0
	Poor budget for staffing 
	 

	
	There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol budget)
	0
	
	

	
	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
	0
	
	

	4. Protected area objectives 

Have objectives been agreed? 


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
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives, but these are only partially implemented 
	2
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives
	0
	
	

	5. Protected area design

Does the protected area need enlarging, corridors etc to meet its objectives?

Planning
	Inadequacies in design mean achieving the protected areas major management objectives of the protected area is impossible 
	0
	Zoning scheme is being elaborated 


	

	
	Inadequacies in design mean that achievement of major objectives are constrained to some extent
	0
	
	

	
	Design is not significantly constraining achievement of major objectives, but could be improved
	2
	
	

	
	Reserve design features are particularly aiding achievement of major objectives of the protected area
	0
	
	

	6. Protected area boundary demarcation

Is the boundary known and demarcated?

Context
	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 
	0
	
	

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

	
	The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents and is appropriately demarcated
	0
	
	

	7. Management plan

Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?

Planning
	There is no management plan for the protected area


	0
	Management plan is being prepared
	

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

	
	An approved management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
	0
	
	

	
	An approved management plan exists and is being implemented
	0
	
	

	Additional points

Planning
	The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan
	0
	
	

	
	There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan
	0
	
	

	
	The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning
	0
	
	

	8. Regular work plan

Is there an annual work plan?

Planning/Outputs
	No regular work plan exists 


	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists but activities are not monitored against the plan’s targets
	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists and actions are monitored against the plan’s targets, but many activities are not completed
	2
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists, actions are monitored against the plan’s targets and most or all prescribed activities are completed
	0
	
	

	9. Resource inventory

Do you have enough information to manage the area?


Context
	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 and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
	0
	
	

	
	Information on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for key areas of planning/decision making but the necessary survey work is not being maintained
	2
	
	

	
	Information concerning on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient to support planning and decision making and is being maintained
	0
	
	

	10. Research 

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

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


	0
	
	

	
	There is some ad hoc survey and research work


	1
	
	

	
	There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
	0
	
	

	
	There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs
	0
	
	

	11. Resource management


Is the protected area adequately managed (e.g. for fire, invasive species, poaching)?

Process
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values have not been assessed
	0
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are known but are not being addressed
	0
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are only being partially addressed
	2
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are being substantially or fully addressed
	0
	
	

	12. 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


	0
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
	2
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the site
	0
	
	

	13. Personnel management 

Are the staff managed well enough?

Process
	Problems with personnel management constrain the achievement of major management objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Problems with personnel management partially constrain the achievement of major management objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Personnel management is adequate to the achievement of major management objectives but could be improved
	2
	
	

	
	Personnel management is excellent and aids the achievement major management objectives
	0
	
	

	14. Staff training

Is there enough training for staff?

Inputs/Process
	Staff are untrained 


	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
	0
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are in tune with the management needs of the protected area, and with anticipated future needs
	0
	
	

	15. Current budget

Is the current budget sufficient?

Inputs


	There is no budget for the protected area


	0
	
	

	
	The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
	0
	
	

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

	
	The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	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 year by year funding 
	0
	Budget allocation is being increased annually 
	

	
	There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
	0
	
	

	
	There is a reasonably secure core budget for 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 on a multi-year cycle
	0
	
	

	17. Management of budget 

Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?

Process 
	Budget management is poor and significantly undermines effectiveness
	0
	
	

	
	Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness


	0
	
	

	
	Budget management is adequate but could be improved


	2
	
	

	
	Budget management is excellent and aids effectiveness


	0
	
	

	18. Equipment

Is equipment sufficient?

Process
	There is little or no equipment and facilities


	0
	
	

	
	There is some equipment and facilities but these are wholly inadequate 


	1
	
	

	
	There is equipment and facilities, but still some major gaps that constrain management
	0
	
	

	
	There is adequate equipment and facilities


	0
	
	

	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 


	0
	
	

	
	There is maintenance of equipment and facilities, but there are some important gaps in maintenance
	2
	
	

	
	Equipment and facilities are well maintained
	0
	
	

	20. Education and awareness programme

Is there a planned education programme?

Process 
	There is no education and awareness programme


	0
	
	

	
	There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme, but no overall planning for this
	0
	
	

	
	There is a planned education and awareness programme but there are still serious gaps
	2
	
	

	
	There is a planned and effective education and awareness programme fully linked to the objectives and needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	21. State and commercial neighbours 

Is there co-operation with adjacent land users? 

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

	
	There is limited contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users
	0
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users, but only limited co-operation 
	2
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users, and substantial co-operation on management
	0
	
	

	22. Indigenous people

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

Process
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
	0
	There is no indigeous people
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct involvement in the resulting decisions
	0
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	23. 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 involvement in the resulting decisions
	0
	
	

	
	Local communities directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	
	Local communities directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	Additional points

Outputs
	There is open communication and trust between local stakeholders and protected area managers
	0
	
	

	
	Programmes to enhance local community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented
	0
	
	

	24. Visitor facilities 

Are visitor facilities (for tourists, pilgrims etc) good enough?

Outputs
	There are no visitor facilities and services 
	0
	Visitor center is being established


	

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

	
	Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
	0
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation
	0
	
	

	25. Commercial tourism

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
	0
	
	

	
	There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
	0
	
	

	
	There is excellent co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, protect values and resolve conflicts
	0
	
	

	26. Fees

If fees (tourism, fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?

Outputs
	Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
	0
	Fee policy will be developed in the project framework
	

	
	The fee is collected, but it goes straight to central government and is not returned to the protected area or its environs
	0
	
	

	
	The fee is collected, but is disbursed to the local authority rather than the protected area
	0
	
	

	
	There is a fee for visiting the protected area that helps to support this and/or other protected areas
	0
	
	

	27. Condition assessment 

Is the protected area being managed consistent to its objectives?

Outcomes
	Important biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded 
	0
	
	

	
	Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded 
	0
	
	

	
	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 


	0
	
	

	Additional points

Outputs
	There are active programmes for restoration of degraded areas within the protected area and/or the protected area buffer zone


	0
	
	

	28. Access assessment

Is access/resource use sufficiently controlled?

Outcomes
	Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) are ineffective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	1
	
	

	
	Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	29. Economic benefit assessment

Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities?

Outcomes
	The existence of the protected area has reduced the options for economic development of the local communities
	0
	
	

	
	The existence of the protected area has neither damaged nor benefited the local economy
	0
	
	

	
	There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities from the existence of the protected area but this is of minor significance to the regional economy
	0
	
	

	
	There is a significant or major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities in and around the protected area (e.g. employment of locals, locally operated commercial tours etc)
	0
	
	

	30. 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 are not systematically used for management
	0
	
	

	
	A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management
	0
	
	


	TOTAL SCORE
	43


(4.)

	Name of protected area
	Ilmenno-Bugrovoy zakaznik

	Location of protected area (country, ecoregion, and if possible map reference) 
	Russia, Volgograd Oblast

	Date of establishment (distinguish between agreed and gazetted*) 
	Agreed

1995
	Gazetted

1996

	Ownership details (i.e. owner, tenure rights etc)
	Astrakhan Oblast Administration

	Management Authority
	Astrakhan Oblast Administration

	Size of protected area (ha)
	6,000

	Number of staff
	Permanent

5
	Temporary

n/a

	Annual budget (US$)
	20,400

	Designations (IUCN category, World Heritage, Ramsar etc)
	IUCN category  - IV

 Game reserve (zakaznik)

	Reasons for designation
	Conservation of wetlands and valuable waterfows species

	Brief details of World Bank funded project or projects in PA
	N/A

	Brief details of WWF funded project or projects in PA
	N/A

	Brief details of other relevant projects in PA
	N/A

	List the two primary protected area objectives 

	Objective 1
	Conservation of valuable waterfows species

	Objective 2
	Conservation of wetlands

	List the top two most important threats to the PA (and indicate reasons why these were chosen)

	Threat 1
	Poaching

	Threat 2
	

	List top two critical management activities

	Activity 1
	Conservation 

	Activity 2
	


Name/s of assessor (including people consulted) and date assessment carried out: Ludmila Kiseleva

Contact details (email etc.): wetlands@astranet.ru

	Issue
	Criteria
	Score
	Comments 
	Next steps

	1. Legal status

Does the protected area have legal status? 

Context
	The protected area is not gazetted


	0
	
	

	
	The government has agreed that the protected area should be gazetted but the process has not yet begun 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area is in the process of being gazetted but the process is still incomplete 
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area has been legally gazetted (or in the case of private reserves is owned by a trust or similar)
	3
	
	

	2. Protected area regulations

Are inappropriate land uses and activities (e.g. poaching) controlled?

Context
	There are no mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area 
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are major problems in implementing them effectively
	1
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist but there are some problems in effectively implementing them
	0
	
	

	
	Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the protected area exist and are being effectively implemented 
	0
	
	

	3. Law 

enforcement

Can staff enforce protected area rules well enough?

Context
	The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations
	0
	Poor budget for staffing 
	

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

	
	The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
	0
	
	

	
	The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations
	0
	
	

	4. Protected area objectives 

Have objectives been agreed? 


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
	0
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives, but these are only partially implemented 
	2
	
	

	
	The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these objectives
	0
	
	

	5. Protected area design

Does the protected area need enlarging, corridors etc to meet its objectives?

Planning
	Inadequacies in design mean achieving the protected areas major management objectives of the protected area is impossible 
	0
	
	

	
	Inadequacies in design mean that achievement of major objectives are constrained to some extent
	0
	
	

	
	Design is not significantly constraining achievement of major objectives, but could be improved
	2
	
	

	
	Reserve design features are particularly aiding achievement of major objectives of the protected area
	0
	
	

	6. Protected area boundary demarcation

Is the boundary known and demarcated?

Context
	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 
	0
	
	

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

	
	The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents and is appropriately demarcated
	0
	
	

	7. Management plan

Is there a management plan and is it being implemented?

Planning
	There is no management plan for the protected area


	0
	Management plan will be prepared within the project framework
	

	
	A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
	0
	
	

	
	An approved management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
	0
	
	

	
	An approved management plan exists and is being implemented
	0
	
	

	Additional points

Planning
	The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan
	0
	
	

	
	There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan
	0
	
	

	
	The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning
	0
	
	

	8. Regular work plan

Is there an annual work plan?

Planning/Outputs
	No regular work plan exists 


	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists but activities are not monitored against the plan’s targets
	0
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists and actions are monitored against the plan’s targets, but many activities are not completed
	2
	
	

	
	A regular work plan exists, actions are monitored against the plan’s targets and most or all prescribed activities are completed
	0
	
	

	9. Resource inventory

Do you have enough information to manage the area?


Context
	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 and cultural values of the protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making
	1
	
	

	
	Information on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient for key areas of planning/decision making but the necessary survey work is not being maintained
	0
	
	

	
	Information concerning on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the protected area is sufficient to support planning and decision making and is being maintained
	0
	
	

	10. Research 

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

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


	0
	
	

	
	There is some ad hoc survey and research work


	0
	
	

	
	There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
	0
	
	

	
	There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs
	0
	
	

	11. Resource management


Is the protected area adequately managed (e.g. for fire, invasive species, poaching)?

Process
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values have not been assessed
	0
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are known but are not being addressed
	0
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are only being partially addressed
	2
	
	

	
	Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are being substantially or fully addressed
	0
	
	

	12. 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


	0
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities
	2
	
	

	
	Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the site
	0
	
	

	13. Personnel management 

Are the staff managed well enough?

Process
	Problems with personnel management constrain the achievement of major management objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Problems with personnel management partially constrain the achievement of major management objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Personnel management is adequate to the achievement of major management objectives but could be improved
	2
	
	

	
	Personnel management is excellent and aids the achievement major management objectives
	0
	
	

	14. Staff training

Is there enough training for staff?

Inputs/Process
	Staff are untrained 


	0
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully achieve the objectives of management
	0
	
	

	
	Staff training and skills are in tune with the management needs of the protected area, and with anticipated future needs
	0
	
	

	15. Current budget

Is the current budget sufficient?

Inputs


	There is no budget for the protected area


	0
	
	

	
	The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
	0
	
	

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

	
	The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	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 year by year funding 
	0
	
	

	
	There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding 
	0
	
	

	
	There is a reasonably secure core budget for 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 on a multi-year cycle
	0
	
	

	17. Management of budget 

Is the budget managed to meet critical management needs?

Process 
	Budget management is poor and significantly undermines effectiveness
	0
	
	

	
	Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness


	0
	
	

	
	Budget management is adequate but could be improved


	2
	
	

	
	Budget management is excellent and aids effectiveness


	0
	
	

	18. Equipment

Is equipment sufficient?

Process
	There is little or no equipment and facilities


	0
	
	

	
	There is some equipment and facilities but these are wholly inadequate 


	1
	
	

	
	There is equipment and facilities, but still some major gaps that constrain management
	0
	
	

	
	There is adequate equipment and facilities


	0
	
	

	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 


	0
	
	

	
	There is maintenance of equipment and facilities, but there are some important gaps in maintenance
	2
	
	

	
	Equipment and facilities are well maintained
	0
	
	

	20. Education and awareness programme

Is there a planned education programme?

Process 
	There is no education and awareness programme


	0
	
	

	
	There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme, but no overall planning for this
	0
	
	

	
	There is a planned education and awareness programme but there are still serious gaps
	0
	
	

	
	There is a planned and effective education and awareness programme fully linked to the objectives and needs of the protected area
	0
	
	

	21. State and commercial neighbours 

Is there co-operation with adjacent land users? 

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

	
	There is limited contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users
	1
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users, but only limited co-operation 
	0
	
	

	
	There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land users, and substantial co-operation on management
	0
	
	

	22. Indigenous people

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

Process
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area
	0
	There is no indigeous people
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct involvement in the resulting decisions
	0
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	
	Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	23. 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 involvement in the resulting decisions
	0
	
	

	
	Local communities directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	
	Local communities directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
	0
	
	

	Additional points

Outputs
	There is open communication and trust between local stakeholders and protected area managers
	0
	
	

	
	Programmes to enhance local community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented
	0
	
	

	24. Visitor facilities 

Are visitor facilities (for tourists, pilgrims etc) good enough?

Outputs
	There are no visitor facilities and services 
	0
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation or are under construction
	0
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved
	0
	
	

	
	Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation
	0
	
	

	25. Commercial tourism

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
	0
	
	

	
	There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values
	0
	
	

	
	There is excellent co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, protect values and resolve conflicts
	0
	
	

	26. Fees

If fees (tourism, fines) are applied, do they help protected area management?

Outputs
	Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
	0
	Fee policy will be developed in the project framework
	

	
	The fee is collected, but it goes straight to central government and is not returned to the protected area or its environs
	0
	
	

	
	The fee is collected, but is disbursed to the local authority rather than the protected area
	0
	
	

	
	There is a fee for visiting the protected area that helps to support this and/or other protected areas
	0
	
	

	27. Condition assessment 

Is the protected area being managed consistent to its objectives?

Outcomes
	Important biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded 
	0
	
	

	
	Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded 
	0
	
	

	
	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 


	0
	
	

	Additional points

Outputs
	There are active programmes for restoration of degraded areas within the protected area and/or the protected area buffer zone


	0
	
	

	28. Access assessment

Is access/resource use sufficiently controlled?

Outcomes
	Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) are ineffective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	
	Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	2
	
	

	
	Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access or use of the reserve in accordance with designated objectives
	0
	
	

	29. Economic benefit assessment

Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities?

Outcomes
	The existence of the protected area has reduced the options for economic development of the local communities
	0
	
	

	
	The existence of the protected area has neither damaged nor benefited the local economy
	0
	
	

	
	There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities from the existence of the protected area but this is of minor significance to the regional economy
	0
	
	

	
	There is a significant or major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities in and around the protected area (e.g. employment of locals, locally operated commercial tours etc)
	0
	
	

	30. 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
	0
	
	

	
	There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results are not systematically used for management
	0
	
	

	
	A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in adaptive management
	0
	
	


	TOTAL SCORE
	44


The project development objective is to ensure the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in the Lower Volga (LV) region. To achieve this objective the project will secure conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in four Core Wetland Areas to be established by this project. The project implementation will result in 5 major outcomes: (i) an improved information system for the LV and its biodiversity as well as improved information management and use in decision-making; (ii) strengthened institutional/ regulatory capacity and multisectoral mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and use in LV; (iii) a strengthened system of protected areas in the Lower Volga; (iv) opportunities for the development of sustainable alternative livelihoods which are facilitated within CWAs and their surrounding landscapes; and (v) increased awareness of and support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in LV.





GEF Budget		6,488,000 USD


IA  Fee 


Total budget:		6,488,000 USD





Allocated resources:	 


GEF		6,488,000 USD


Govnt:	 	6,356,000 USD


Other: 	 	2,468,000 USD








Programme Period:	2005-2009


Programme Component:	__________





Project Title: 	Conservation of Wetland Biodiversity in the Lower Volga Region





Project ID: .1280.


Project Duration:	2005 – 2009, 5 years


Management Arrangement: NEX








UNDP and Cost Sharing (in US$) UNDP Managed Funds


GEF


Project:		  6,488,000


PDF-B:		    267,385


PDF-A:		      23,500


Sub-total GEF	6,778,885





Co financing:


PDF A 		      40,200


PDF B		     162,835


project	                  8,824,000


Co – fin Subtotal      9,027,035





TOTAL:		15,805,920






































� In accordance with GEF-OP2 criteria; see GEF-OP2 para 2.8


� In accordance with GEF-OP2 criteria; see GEF-OP2; para 2.17 (c)


� In accordance with GEF-OP2 criteria; see GEF-OP2; para 2.17 (l)


� In accordance with GEF-OP2 criteria; see GEF-OP2; para 2.12


� In accordance with GEF-OP2 criteria; see GEF-OP2; para 2.19 (a) and (c)


� Beluga is a critically endangered species


� Category 1 = prior purposes; 2 = secondary purposes; 3 = potential purposes; 4 = non-specialised purposes.  NaP – Nature Parks; SNR – State Nature Reserves; NM - Natural Monuments; ABG – Arboreta, Botanic Gardens; CSLR – Curative, sanative, lands and resorts  For further reading on the Russian System of Protected see Protected Areas in Russia: Legal Regulation. WWF-UNEP 2003. Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.wwf.ru/resources/publ/book/eng/64/" ��http://www.wwf.ru/resources/publ/book/eng/64/�


� Field research indicates that the Volga is on average a cleaner river than the Danube.


� This will likely include assessments on recreational carrying capacities in CWAs and an update on the inventory of natural spawning sites, and survival rates of spawned sturgeon


� See a more detailed description of the RBIC tasks in � HYPERLINK  \l "_Annex_H:_Summary" ��Annex H�


� A reliable forecast is crucial for determining the water discharge regime from the Volgograd reservoir


� Small-scale fisheries may produce pollution so measures will be put in place to prevent it e.g., appropriate technologies, special training, tailoring and monitoring.


� See a more detailed description of RBICs in the Annex IX.


� The Federal Program “Revival of the Volga” includes, inter alia, the following activities:


Development of a program for the use and protection of water resources within the Volga basin, development of unified regulations regarding reservoir water regimes;


Series of activities on fish protection, regulation of aquaculture (artificial fisheries), restoration of commercial fish populations;


Construction, reconstruction, equipping of refining facilities, sewerage systems, etc;


Coastal defense, coastal protection measures;


Definition of water protection zones, development of water resources cadastre;


Improvement of water supply for western-steppe wetlands, construction of water engineering facilities








� 


I. Strict Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area: managed mainly for science or wilderness protection


II.  National Park: managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation


III. Natural Monument: managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features


IV. Habitat/Species Management Area: managed mainly for conservation through management intervention


V. Protected Landscape/Seascape: managed mainly for landscape/seascape protection and recreation


VI. Managed Resource Protected Area: managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems
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