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PART I: Project Information
	Project Title:
	Strengthening the National System of PAs in Iran 

	Country(ies):
	Islamic Republic of Iran 
	GEF Project ID:

	     

	GEF Agency(ies):
	UNDP
	GEF Agency Project ID:
	

	Other Executing Partner(s):
	Department of Environment (DoE)
	Submission Date:
	     

	GEF Focal Area(s):
	Biodiversity
	Project Duration (Months)
	60

	Integrated Approach Pilot
	IAP-Cities  FORMCHECKBOX 
  IAP-Commodities  FORMCHECKBOX 
 IAP-Food Security  FORMCHECKBOX 

	Corporate Program: SGP  FORMCHECKBOX 


	Name of parent program:
	[if applicable]
	Agency Fee ($)
	


A. indicative Focal AREA STRATEGY Framework and Other Program Strategies

	Objectives/Programs (Focal Areas, Integrated Approach Pilot, Corporate Programs)
	Trust Fund
	(in $)

	
	
	GEF Project Financing
	Co-financing

	BD1-Programme 1
	GEFTF
	2,000,000
	3,500,000

	BD2-Programme 2
	GEFTF
	1,000,000
	5,500,000

	Total Project Cost
	
	3,000,000
	9,000,000



B. indicative Project description summary
	Project Objective:  The national Protected Area Estate is sustainable and effectively managed through the establishment of an effective system of PA financing and improved governance

	Project Component
	Financing Type

	Project Outcomes
	Project Outputs
	Trust Fund
	(in $)

	
	
	
	
	
	GEF Project Financing
	Co-financing

	1.   Strengthening legal, regulatory and institutional frameworks to support an effective and sustainable PA management system
	TA
	1.1 Enabling conditions in place for revenue generation, retention, disbursement, as well as alternative institutional arrangements (concession,  partnership, endowment or trust funds)
	1.1.1 Comprehensive 5 year financing strategy which clearly defines institutional responsibilities for PA management and financing applied 

1.1.2 Transparent system of revenue and expenditure accountability that defines management costs  provides accurate revenue forecasts for different PA sites and matches innovative revenue streams to priority management needs 
	GEFTF
	250,000
	450,000

	
	 TA
	1.2 Legal basis for greater involvement of local people and other partners (e.g. private sector) in management of PAs in place
	1.2.1 Legal and regulatory frameworks revised to acknowledge wider range of PA models (including CCA type arrangements) and their differing management strategies, with focus on engagement of local communities and other local actors in PA planning and management that is geared to addressing biodiversity threats and defines protection measures, rights, roles and responsibilities and accountability systems 
	GEFTF
	300,000
	400,000

	
	
	1.3 Enhanced capacities  in place to  managestrengthened PA system including PA financial sustainability as measured by improvement in  UNDP Capacity Scorecard
	1.4.1 Well-defined staffing requirements and profiles at site and system level for PAs including establishment of support networks related to PA management and business systems and provision of monitoring tools and related equipment in place
1.4.2 Training programs offered to PA managers and staff on effective management of PAs, business and financial planning and systems that are integrated into formal pre-service and in-service courses 
1.4.3 Community engagement secured in PA planning and management through  community social mobilisation, empowerment and awareness raising 
	
	500,000
	1,250,000

	2. Diverse and improved models of PA management increases management effectiveness across the PA system
	TA
	2.1 Reduced anthropogenic pressures on High Biodiversity Rich areas (xxx, ha) that adopt more flexible PA management models and afford more protection as per new designated PAs
	2.1.1 New PAs identified and boundaries of new PAs delineated based on detailed biodiversity assessments 
2.1.2 Ad-hoc management regimes designed that meet the specific context of the new PAs 
2.1.3 One newly established PA sustainably and effectively managed through applying new approaches and methods 
	GEFTF
	400,000
	2,000,000

	
	
	2.2 Threats in existing PAs mitigated with viability and resilience of PAs improved through application of enhanced governance system in 3 representative pilots to ensure maintenance of ecological integrity and function of the landscapes
	2.2.1 Locally relevant models that simultaneously meet the economic needs of local communities through alternative livelihoods and income generating activities and BD conservation goals implemented

2.2.2 Improved PA management, monitoring and enforcement system implemented in 3 pilots to address existing and emerging threats in a cost effective manner
	
	900,000
	2,400,000

	
	TA
	2.3 Effective and sustainable governance approaches of PAs adopted based on lessons learned and best practices and up-scaled in 3 other globally significant protected areas in the country
	2.3.1 Lessons learned and best practices derived and experiences documented 

2.3.2 Approaches up-scaled in 3 replication PAs  
	GEFTF
	500,000
	1,500,000

	Subtotal
	
	2,850,000
	8,000,000

	Project Management Cost (PMC)

	
	1,425,500
	1,000,000

	Total Project Cost
	
	2,992,500
	110,473,750


If Multi-Trust Fund project: PMC in this table should be the total and enter trust fund PMC breakdown here (
	C. Indicative sources of  Co-financing for the project by name and by type, if available                                                                                               

Sources of Co-financing 
	Name of Co-financier
	Type of Co-financing
	Amount ($)

	Recipient Government
	Department of Environment (DoE) 
	Grants
	5,000,000

	Recipient Government
	Department of Environment (DoE)
	In-kind
	4,000,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	

	Total Co-financing
	
	
	9,000,000


D. Indicative Trust Fund Resources Requested by Agency(ies),  Country(ies) and the Programming of Funds a)
	GEF Agency
	Trust Fund
	Country/

Regional/ Global 
	Focal Area
	Programming

 of Funds
	(in $)

	
	
	
	
	
	GEF Project Financing  (a)
	Agency Fee (b)b)
	Total

(c)=a+b

	UNDP
	GEFTF
	Islamic Republic of Iran   
	Biodiversity
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	100,000
	
	100,000

	UNDP
	GEFTF
	Islamic Republic of Iran   
	Biodiversity 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	3,000,000
	300,000
	3,300,000

	Total GEF Resources
	3,100,000
	300,000
	3,400,000


a) Refer to the Fee Policy for GEF Partner Agencies.

E.  Project preparation grant (ppg)

     Is Project Preparation Grant requested? Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
   No  FORMCHECKBOX 
 If no, skip item E.
PPG  Amount requested by agency(ies), Trust Fund,  country(ies) and the Programming  of funds
	Project Preparation Grant amount requested:   $100,000                                 PPG Agency Fee:  

	GEF Agency
	Trust Fund
	Country/ 

Regional/Global 
	Focal Area
	Programming

 of Funds
	(in $)

	
	
	
	
	
	PPG (a)
	Agency

Fee
 (b)
	Total

c = a + b

	UNDP
	GEFTF
	Islamic Republic of Iran   
	Biodiversity 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	100,000
	
	100,000

	Total PPG Amount
	100,000
	0 FORMTEXT 

0

	100,000


F.  Project’s Target Contributions to Global Environmental Benefits

Provide the expected project targets as appropriate. 
	Corporate Results
	Replenishment Targets
	Project Targets

	1. Maintain globally significant biodiversity and the ecosystem goods and services that it provides to society
	Improved management of landscapes and seascapes covering 300 million hectares 
	

	2. Sustainable land management in production systems (agriculture, rangelands, and forest landscapes)
	120 million hectares under sustainable land management
	

	3. Promotion of collective management of transboundary water systems and implementation of the full range of policy, legal, and institutional reforms and investments contributing to sustainable use and maintenance of ecosystem services
	Water-food-ecosystems security and conjunctive management of surface and groundwater in at least 10 freshwater basins; 
	Number of freshwater basins 

	
	20% of globally over-exploited fisheries (by volume) moved to more sustainable levels
	Percent of fisheries, by volume 

	4. 4. Support to transformational shifts towards a low-emission and resilient development path
	750 million tons of CO2e  mitigated (include both direct and indirect)
	

	5. Increase in phase-out, disposal and reduction of releases of POPs, ODS, mercury and other chemicals of global concern
	Disposal of 80,000 tons of POPs (PCB, obsolete pesticides) 
	

	6. 
	Reduction of 1000 tons of Mercury
	

	7. 
	Phase-out of 303.44 tons of ODP (HCFC)
	

	6. Enhance capacity of countries to implement MEAs (multilateral environmental agreements) and mainstream into national and sub-national policy, planning financial and legal frameworks 
	Development and sectoral planning frameworks integrate measurable targets drawn from the MEAs in at least 10 countries
	Number of Countries: 

	7. 
	Functional environmental information systems are established to support decision-making in at least 10 countries
	Number of Countries: 


part ii:  project JustiFication

1. Project Description;
1-1) the global environmental and/or adaptation problems, root causes and barriers that need to be addressed

The Islamic Republic of Iran contains a vast diversity of ecosystems, including two important mountain ranges, 10 Biosphere Reserves and 22 Ramsar listed wetlands and unique drylands and forests. The number of species indicates biodiversity richness: 8,200 species of plants (of which 1,900 are endemic), over 500 species of birds, 160 species of mammals and 1,035 species of fish. Iran is also a centre of origin of many genetic resources of the world, including commercially valuable plant species such as wheat. Woodlands cover 12.4 million hectares and there are 10,000 hectares of Avicenna mangroves along the Persian Gulf. 

The system of Protected Areas (PAS) is a critical pillar for conservation of much of Iran’s biodiversity. The first protected areas were established in 1967, with an emphasis on conserving stocks for hunting and fishing. The objectives later evolved to conserving globally significant biodiversity. The number of protected areas has grown constantly and reached 274 by 2015, covering approximately 10.5% of the country. The protected areas (PA) cover all important ecosystems and habitats in Iran. 

The PAs are governed by several laws under the Environmental Protection and Rehabilitation Bill (1974). Under these, the Department of Environment (DoE) is the agency responsible for establishing and managing PAs, in consultation with other government agencies and stakeholders. The legislation establishes four categories of PAs: National Parks; National Natural Monuments; Wildlife Refuges and; Protected Areas. This categorization, however, is outdated and ill-suited to the challenges faced by the PAS.

National Parks: are afforded the highest form of protection and are approximately equivalent to IUCN Category II. The only permitted activities are research and sustainable recreation (e.g. eco-tourism). National Parks receive priority treatment from both the DoE and provincial governments, and enjoy higher budgets and more staff. The laws are considered strict, and the level of enforcement/compliance is considered satisfactory. 

National Natural Monuments: These also enjoy a high form of protection, approximately equivalent to IUCN Category III. These are typically established to protect unique formations or, for example, ancient trees. National Natural Monument often cover a small area and contain less biodiversity. 

Wildlife Refuges: These are approximately equivalent to IUCN Category IV. The focus is mostly on preserving the habitat for animal species or for plants. The minimum area of a wildlife refuge must fulfil the fauna needs as well as the integrity and interactions among its units. These areas are appropriate for educational and research activities. Subject to DoE’s permission, certain socio-economic activities, such as compatible utilization and controlled tourism are permitted. In practice, enforcement and compliance are significantly less than would be the case in National Parks, and the habitats in many Wildlife Refuges are being degraded. 

Protected Areas: These are approximately equivalent to IUCN Category V. The focus is mostly on preserving the habitat for animal species and plants. Certain socio-economic activities are allowed, subject to DoE’s permission. Large-scale activities require the approval of an inter-departmental Committee housed at DoE headquarter. In practice, enforcement and compliance are significantly less than in National Parks and the habitats in many Protected Areas are being degraded. 

Iran’s biodiversity is threatened, including the biodiversity inside the PAs and outside the national network of PAs. 
Both inside and outside PAs threats and underlying causes are dynamic in nature, subject to change and vary in intensity across the PAs. Two main strands of threats comprise habitat disturbance and degradation, including desertification in large parts of the country as well as non-habitat-related threats including direct killing of wildlife (particularly game animals and migratory waterfowl) and off-take of flora and fauna for commercial uses.  A number of species are already extinct from Iran including the Persian lion, Panthera leo persica, (which survives only in India), and the Caspian tiger, P. tigris virgata. The Asiatic cheetah is enjoying an improved status thanks to a UNDP-GEF MSP intervention dating back to 2001, which has been followed by a UNDP-funded second implementation phase in an expanded network of cheetah habitats.
Habitat disturbance and degradation: The majority of the natural habitats of the I.R. of Iran have been altered by spreading agriculture, industries, human settlements, mining and infrastructure. Increasing numbers of livestock, introduced with no consideration for the capacity of the range and the season, has contributed to degrading pasture and lowering densities of ungulates within and outside PAs.  Regardless of their primary source of income, almost all rural people resident within or on the fringes of the PAs have goats and sheep, and depending on the location of the PA, camels. These are often tended collectively in herds of several hundred and constitute a hindrance to healthy rangelands. Camels are especially problematic in certain PAs as they are often left untended, and ownership can be hard to establish.

Overgrazing and the competition for resources between domestic livestock and wild ungulates is a complicated issue because of the history and administration of grazing rights in Iran. Historically, a large proportion of the rural population were nomadic or semi-nomadic, but in recent decades, government policy has enforced settlement of most herding communities, such that only a small proportion of nomads remain. 

Economic development and urbanization has had two inverse impacts on herding. Firstly, many herders have abandoned their former livelihoods for an urbanised form of employment.  On the other hand, some individuals have capitalized on economic opportunities brought about by the high price of animal protein by building up large commercial herds. Today, livestock grazing has become a widespread commercial venture, and overgrazing, including within the PAs is common. 

Most PA boundaries were established after the establishment of rights to graze.  Land rights deep within the PA system provide platforms for overgrazing and poaching. It is also a source of conflicts between DoE and local herders. It is almost impossible to make a balance between the carrying capacity of rangelands and the number of heads of cattle, sheep and goat because of two reasons: On the one hand, Forest, Rangeland and Watershed Organisation (FRWO) has issued grazing licences some 5 decades ago. These grazing licences are still valid and used. On the other hand, monitoring and enforcement mechanisms are not working properly. For example single licenses belonging to a dead herder may be currently used by many of his herding sons.  In addition, herders have larger numbers of animals than they hold permit for, though spot checks do take place when a new shepherd or herder is in the area.  The cost of licenses is negligible. Although legislation regarding issuance of licenses is clear, it is hardly enforced or enforceable as traditional holders of entitlement fall outside the scope of the legislation.  
There have been past examples of DOE purchasing the grazing rights which fall within PA boundaries with National Parks being a priority.  In a most recent case, DoE has purchased rights within the Touran National Park further to time-consuming negotiations with seven herders. It has been agreed for these herders to relocate to new rangelands and change their grazing approach from free range to stall feeding at a cost of 10 billion Rials. However, this trend is likely to come to a halt against the backdrop of ever increasing budget constraints. In addition, procurement of rights thus far has not resulted in a satisfactory resolution of the issue – in some cases, the herder communities have continued to utilize areas where the grazing rights have been purchased. In a number of PAs, zonation has been enforced to limit grazing by domestic livestock.  For example, at the Kavir National Park, grazing is banned in the Conservation Zone, which accounts for about one third of the total area.  Similarly, at Bafgh PA, the core zone of the Conservation Zone has been designated grazing-free. There are also seasonal restrictions, with grazing being typically available for only a few months of the year depending on the climate and the length of vegetation growing season – a restriction that is often violated due to the early arrival of livestock and late departure beyond the grazing season. Thus, regardless of these measures, the potential for overgrazing and competitive exclusion of wild ungulates exists.  
Land grab for agricultural expansion is another form of encroachment, the extent of which is not documented. 
Land grab and agricultural expansion has been on the rise in a number of PAs, although for a considerable number of other PAs, boundaries seem well established and accepted by the local population. In certain cases, the establishment of PAs or game guard stations has brought an immediate gain to local communities, such as better access to water or electricity. On the other hand, there are outstanding land use-conflicts between the DoE and communities and within local communities themselves.
Expansion of infrastructure such as roads, mining as well as oil and gas pipelines constitute other factors that contribute to habitat degradation within PAs in Iran. 

Non-habitat related threats: Direct killing of wildlife in the I.R. of Iran paralleled the increasing abundance of firearms and the use of vehicles for hunting. In addition, certain species, such as gazelles, leopards, falcons, bustards, partridges, waterfowl and crocodiles are too often over-harvested from the wild due to their commercial significance Given the small number of globally significant biodiversity that survive, poaching and illegal off-take is a very serious threat within and without the PAs.  Most poachers and local communities are not aware of the importance of the fauna, flora and the ecosystem services offered by the PAs and other natural habitats. Illegal hunting has been traditionally perceived as only a minor offence to these poachers. However, the public awareness success of a number of UNDP-GEF projects, in particular the CACP, has reversed this perception and poaching is now viewed with a heathy degree of stigma.  .  
In relation to poaching, the key underlying causes relates to: 1) the low likelihood of capture and punishment due to DoE being inadequately equipped with required monitoring, control and enforcement facilities as well as human resources. In this regard, DoE’s limited financial resources are unable to keep up with ever increasing expenses associated with PA management; 2) The increasing ease of access to PAs as national infrastructure expands and motorized transport has become more affordable. For instance, most PAs are rich in commercially and industrially important minerals, which are being exploited by the Ministry of Industry, Mines and Commerce or the private sector.  Mining itself is not a major threat, but the construction of road networks makes PAs accessible to poachers; and 3) The ready availability of weapons and ammunition, supported by a tradition and culture of hunting.  The ready availability of hunting licenses can lend a patina of legality to the activity, but the lack of a license is unlikely to deter the hunters. In fact, hunting rifle ownership is on the rise while subsidized cartridges/bullets are generously available. Nearly one million hunting licenses are issued yearly, with an annual quota of 200 cartridges provided by the State for bird hunting. To make matters worse, hunting licenses are sometime awarded without due to consideration to ungulate density and the age and genetic value of the ungulate being hunted.

Among natural or non-anthropogenic threats, drought is the principle danger, exacerbating the impact of overgrazing and further limiting ungulate carrying capacity. Drought, severely limits the ecological capacities of the PAs to sustain a viable wildlife population. Long dry spells and desertification is occurring with increased frequency and turning large parts of central and southern Iran into degraded environments of little or no economic or wildlife value. This trend might very well be linked to climate change. Under such conditions, protected areas become a most obvious choice for the grazers, causing increasing habitat fragmentation amongst other issues within the PAs. 
In times of abundant rain, competition between livestock and wild ungulates is only locally problematic, and there are adequate areas not used by livestock to allow prey populations to recover from historical lows resulting from different factors such as hunting.  During drought periods, the potential for competitive exclusion becomes much more significant. The ultimate limit to co-existence of livestock husbandry and harvesting natural resources, on the one hand, and maintaining healthy habitats and wildlife populations on the other hand is the ecological carrying-capacity of these arid and semi-arid PAs. The bottleneck will not be the good years with enough precipitation, but the years of drought when both wild and domestic ungulates are in urgent need of fodder. The bad years define the long-term average threshold of anthropogenic land-use in regard to livestock husbandry. This general conclusion may not be valid for a number of PAs, such as Khar Touran in the Semnan province, where herding is a much more significant issue. The local people are mainly concerned about their economic future and an improvement of their livelihoods, and such an improvement is very difficult to achieve building on a traditional local economy.

In line with efforts to achieve the long-term goal of establishing an effective and sustainable national network of PAs with the strong support and involvement of local communities, and in order for Iran to meet its international obligations under the UNCBD, the government has stated its commitment to developing a new approach to PA management. There are however several barriers to operationalising a new approach as follows:

Barrier 1: Lack of legal, regulatory and institutional frameworks to support an effective and sustainable PA management system: Legal and regulatory barriers prevent the application of new governance and revenue generation approaches for management of PAs in Iran. For instance, it is not legally possible for the DoE to support community-based and collaborative management approaches or enter into co-management arrangements. On the other hand, if the new approach requires financial transfers- for example, from DoE to private sector to manage biodiversity - this may require new governmental regulations. Game guards do not enjoy much immunity and privileges in relation to their enforcement functions. On the contrary, in litigation cases, poachers and violators are accorded more rights with the majority of judiciary officials passing lenient sentences or else disproportionately punishing game guards when conflicts results in casualties/mortalities on the part of poachers. Some of the biodiversity threats are rooted in poverty within local communities. However, in terms of mandate and expertise, DoE is not equipped, by itself, to address poverty as the root cause for these threats. A multitude of partnerships at national, sectoral and especially local levels are required to establish biodiversity friendly enterprises and address high unemployment rates. 
The current institutional structure and inter-relationships are not aligned to testing a new approach that would involve cooperation between government agencies, the private sector and local communities. There is inadequate inter-sectoral collaboration and poor coordination between DoE and other mainstream development ministries/agencies, in particular the FRWO, but also with Ministry of Petroleum, Ministry of Roads and Urban Development, Ministry of Industries, Mines and Commerce, etc. This state of affairs has resulted in limited consideration of biodiversity benefits and ecosystem services in implementing infrastructural and development projects within the PAs for which other sectors are the instigators. PA management is also potentially impacted through inadequate coordination and communication within the DoE itself and amongst relevant central Bureaus. 




Barrier 2: Unsustainable PA financing that are diminishing in real terms: The current government-funded PA management framework is unable to meet the costs of PA management. As inflationary pressures mount, real cuts to government budgets has led to inadequate provision of human resources and logistics for the physical protection of vast PA territories. Financial resources are not only inadequate but also not allocated at the required juncture given the peculiarities of the government budgeting cycle - budget allocations occur very late during the fiscal year and in bulky instalments which cannot be absorbed in a timely fashion and more often than not would remain unutilized or else are misallocated in the rush. Sparse DoE budgets are not fully disbursed and when partially disbursed with a considerable delay nearly at the end of the financial year, do not meet critical on-the-ground management needs. National DoE budgets being primarily spent on consultancy assignments that produce outdated reports and management plans of little value in systematic PA management. At present, DOE sells trophy licences to foreign hunters at negligible prices (i.e. $ 5,000 per trophy) – a revenue stream that is not at the behest of the DoE, with funds being remitted to the Treasury once earned. Frequent droughts also stretches DoE’s resources with these calamities being addressed on an ad-hoc basis and additional resources mobilized with considerable effort. The net result amounts to tenuous logistical and operational assets that are inadequate for protecting the vast swathes of PA territories.
Barrier 3: Absence of equitable, viable and alternative PA management models that would dispel the  perception of PAs as an open resource: where there is potential for revenue generation within PAs, for example with regard to trophy hunting licenses sold to foreign hunters, most profits are being pocketed by specialist trophy hunting private sector firms and Tehran-based specialist tour operators. The inequitable distribution of resources could potentially constitute a source of conflict with local communities and encourage poaching by these communities as PAs are increasingly seen as an open resource by local communities and other stakeholders, thus presenting a case of “tragedy of commons”.

Barrier 4: Limited organizational and individual capacities within DoE and local communities: Current individual and organizational capacities within the DoE are not conducive to a new PA governance approach. Limited training programmes for staff to learn new knowledge and skills in carrying out their traditional DoE role has been a factor in the degradation of the PAs. Management capacity across Iran’s PAs is not uniform with DoE’s provincial Director Generals (DGs) and park managers. DoE/Government officers and experts do not have the skills and tools for developing multi-stakeholder approaches to biodiversity conservation, nor for facilitating the socially and economically complex process of establishing co-management agreements and monitoring co-managed PAs. There is scant experience and capacity to implement new approaches that would lead to sustainable and biodiversity-friendly enterprise generation, business skills and market understanding. Specialist DoE central level bureaus do not provide adequate guidance and leadership to test new models. Thus, the linkages between the functional departments within the DoE, as well as the linkages between national and provincial/local DoE departments are not developed to support a new approach. Moreover, grass-root-level structures amongst local communities and other local stakeholders are weak and local communities lack the capacities to contribute to collaborative management of PAs in Iran. Hence, there is no clear entry point to establish co-management mechanisms.


Barrier 5: Outdated approach to identification of new PAs: The inventory of current PAs is not reflective of all biodiversity hotspots with vital corridors as yet unidentified. There is very little collaboration between relevant provinces on the management of shared PAs and normally one province would be assigned as the focal point for management of the shared PA. DoE’s approach to managing PAs comprises: (i) Identification of suitable areas to be designated as PAs; (ii) DoE then requests the Environmental High Council to approve the candidate sites; (iii) Consultants are hired to prepare a Pre-feasibility Study and a Feasibility Study for each new PA;  (iv) DoE hires guards and builds infrastructure; v) Under the supervision of the DoE, other government agencies (e.g. the Forests, Rangelands and Watershed Organization- FRWO) issue permits to authorise activities (e.g. grazing) inside PAs.
Barrier 6: Inadequate monitoring of the PAs: Lax monitoring of the health/integrity of PAs by the provincial authorities and loose involvement of the central level DoE authorities has resulted in inadequate monitoring of the PAs. DoE PA monitoring has been and remains limited to the census of flagship ungulates. Moreover, PA management is not based on well thought through management/work plans. Effectiveness of PA system in Iran has not been ever measured to identify and address gaps and to strengthen the system with DoE more concerned about percentage of PA system coverage in the country rather than the quality of management. Moreover, there is scant supervision over field-level human resources in particular game guards and a perception by the game guards that their superiors at headquarter and high level government authorities do not accord conservation with the priority it deserves. There is also a weak understanding of the ecosystem-based values of a PA and ecosystem integrity. This has led to limited monitoring of the biodiversity integrity of PAs with assessments of PAs health limited to ungulate population count based on outdated census methodologies and protocols that are irregularly carried out. 
Barrier 7: Absence of properly financed PA Management Plans and Workplans: Improper planning at the DoE, both at the national and provincial levels also exacerbates the improper allocation of funds disbursed at very late stages in the fiscal cycle. A handful of consultants have been responsible to prepare feasibility studies that contain some elements of a PA Management Plan. However, these leave a lot to be desired as they focus on background information and prescribe unilateral and generic solutions that do not enjoy the support of the local communities. Significantly, these studies do not adequately cover management and financing mechanisms. The absence of vital details that are required to draw up annual workplans would render these top-down documents ineffectual. 
1-2) the baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects


The current PA management model is primarily based on physical protection of PAs. This approach to managing PAs was developed in the 1970’s. In line with best practices at the time, the emphasis was on physical protection and empowering guards. Subsequently, the DoE has attempted to improve PA management approaches, largely without cooperation from the international community and therefore without greatly benefitting from many of the best practices developed internationally. DOE’s current PA management model is a decentralized one where the provincial authorities and local administrators are primarily responsible for PA management. All parks have at least one game guard station. Game guards are the main pillar of PA conservation. However, the number of game guards is disproportionate to the vast territories designated as PAs. The guards seem to be somewhat ambivalent with regard to their relationship with the local people. In particular, senior staff or chief guards seem unable to balance the requirements of “protection” (keeping local people away from the PAs to avoid overgrazing or poaching) with that of “co-management” (integrating local people into park management through helping to provide incentives to local communities). Consequently, the small cadre of conscientious game guards had interpreted the mission of the DoE as exclusion and confrontation and possess inadequate training in people skills and community outreach.








The anecdotal evidence indicates that the present management measures are often not succeeding. Based on the above narrative, the weaknesses associated with this approach include: (i) local communities and other stakeholders are not always sufficiently engaged and committed to the PA conservation objectives; (ii) PA objectives are narrow in their definition and are limited to conservation of a number of fauna species; iii) even for National Parks, the available staff and resources are insufficient to manage the PA; (iv) there has been limited progress in resolving land ownership and resource access conflicts
 and; (v) there has been little attempt in developing alternative livelihoods and local communities are unable to sustainably exploit PA assets due to legal constraints and inappropriate incentives.


1-3) the proposed alternative scenario, with a brief description of expected outcomes and components of the project 
In recent years, notably with support from the GEF, the Government of I.R. Iran has undertaken some small, but successful experiments to improve the PA management approach[1]. These include: (i) initiating consultation with local stakeholders; (ii) creating inter-sectoral local government consultative mechanisms; (iii) raising awareness on biodiversity; and iv) displaying increasing tendency to test out new models of PA management on the ground. Drawing on these recent achievements and on international best experience, the government recognizes that, for many sites, a radically alternative approach to PA management is needed across Iran. DoE has identified alternative approaches that are centered around local communities and other stakeholders - most notably, the private sector. In this approach the concerned stakeholders including the DoE would: (i) jointly identify biodiversity and development objectives for protected areas; (ii) collaboratively develop a PA management plan, with multiple objectives, including full protection of biodiversity and socio-economic development; (iii) enter into a co-management agreement, defining privileges and responsibilities of the various parties. Importantly, the local stakeholders would have significant responsibilities for implementing the collaborative management plan, including the identification and development of biodiversity-friendly alternative livelihoods. The role of DoE would be modified, and would include a facilitative, monitoring and supervisory role, as well as the provision of technical support. The advantages of this approach are expected to include: (i) local human and financial resources are mobilized towards activities that are supportive of, and consistent with, biodiversity conservation and aligned with benefits of local people – hence a win-win situation; (ii) local communities and other stakeholders understand and are more committed to biodiversity objectives, and; (iii) the demands on DoE resources are reduced – and it can focus its resources on effectively undertaking backstopping and supervisory tasks.

The crux of project’s philosophy would be to propose sustainable and biodiversity-friendly livelihood options to local communities and the private sector. The project will therefore continuously weigh and try to strike a balance between the conservation needs of the pilot PAs and sustainable poverty alleviation within PAs. As such, local communities will turn into major beneficiaries with t
he project providing a platform for full and rigorous consultation with, and participation of PA beneficiaries and affected groups of people. Diverse revenue generation models will be tested within 4 existing pilot PAs and 3 newly established ones. Pilot PAs will be selected during PPG through a systematic selection process. Stakeholder involvement and partnership in the design, implementation, and evaluation of activities will be a cardinal rule. Emphasis will be laid on local participation and local stakeholders through project strategies that incorporate stakeholder participation throughout the project cycle, with particular attention to involving women in the design and implementation of the project.
The Government of Iran is seeking GEF support through this project to remove, in an incremental manner, the aforementioned barriers to engendering sustainable land management. Two components are proposed to address the identified barrier.

Component 1: Strengthening legal, regulatory and institutional frameworks to support an effective and sustainable PA management system: under this component, the project will establish enabling conditions through which revenue generation, retention of funds for PA management and disbursement systems are in place and functioning. It is expected that at least 60% of revenues generated by new PA models are retained for spending on PA management. The project will also enhance alternative institutional arrangements for effective management of PAs. They may include concession, partnership, endowment or trust funds. The project will do this through development and application of a comprehensive 5-year financing strategy for PAs which clearly defines institutional responsibilities for PA management and financing. The project will establish legal basis for greater involvement of local people and other partners (e.g. private sector) in management of PAs which doesn’t exist at the moment. Legal and regulatory frameworks will be revised to acknowledge wider range of PA models (including community conserved type arrangements) and their differing management strategies, with focus on engagement of local communities and other local actors in PA planning and management. The project also will enhance capacities in place for the management of the strengthened PA system including ensuring PA financial sustainability. To do this the project will support DoE to strengthen PAs by making a good balance between PA management needs with the number of staff and the level and quality of required equipment in pilot PAs including establishment of support networks related to PA management and business systems and provision of monitoring tools and related equipment. To increase the level of capacities of PA managers and staff, the project will offer training programs on effective management of PAs, business and finance planning and systems and will ensure integration of these trainings into formal pre-service and in-service training programmes. These courses will also include training on all aspects of PA operations and other competencies such as for planning, monitoring and enforcement. The project will also secure engagement of local communities in planning and management of PAs through outreach and social mobilization programs, and community empowerment to draw up and implement co-management plans as well as awareness raising on biodiversity conservation and PA management, benefits of PA system including links to community development, incentives and benefit sharing. 

Component 2: Diverse and improved models of PA management increases management effectiveness across the PA system: under this component, the project will establish boundaries of new PAs based on detailed biodiversity assessments and management regimes. Designation of new PAs will be followed by application of new approaches and methods to sustainably and effectively manage XXX ha of land to reduce anthropogenic pressures on High Biodiversity Rich areas that are added to the PA system as one new PA. The project will also put in practice different management models and enhanced governance system in 3 representative pilots to mitigate threats to PAs, to improve viability and resilience of PAs and to ensure maintenance of ecological integrity and function at the landscape level. Pilots will be selected in a systematic manner during PPG. L
ast but not least, effective and sustainable governance approaches of PAs would be adopted based on lessons learned and best practices and up-scaled in 3 other globally significant protected areas in the country
1-4) incremental/additional cost reasoning and expected contributions from the baseline, the GEFTF, LDCF, SCCF,  and co-financing 

The project will invest $ 3 million, to bring as an increment to the baseline scenario the required capacities and knowhow to apply diverse and new models of PA management in Iran. It is expected that at least $ 10.5 million of co-financing (grants and in-kind) can be leveraged through government financial resources while the project can benefit from aligning the majority of the baseline resources allocated to management of protected areas in the country.
1-5) global environmental benefits (GEFTF) and/or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF)

The global benefits that will be delivered by the project will primarily include the adoption of diverse and improved models of PA management that increases management effectiveness across the PA system supported by appropriate and functioning legal, regulatory and institutional frameworks as follows:

	Baseline Practices
	Alternative to be put in place by the project
	Selected environmental benefits



	a) Habitat disturbance and degradation
- inadequate protection of PAs due to DoE financial deficits 

- lack of ecosystem integration into conservation practices

- encroachment to PA boundaries for housing, agriculture and industrial expansion purposes 

- overgrazing due to non-balanced number of livestock vs. range capacities  

- expansion of infrastructure such as roads as well as oil and gas pipelines

- non-participatory physical protection PA management models 
	a) Improved habitat conservation at the landscape level

- establishment of sustainable PA financing models

- application of new ecosystem based PA management approaches

- establishment of participatory PA planning and management 

- science-based zoning and calculation of real carrying capacity of PAs

- improved monitoring, control and enforcement mechanisms


	i) Enabling conditions for revenue generation, retention, disbursement, as well as alternative institutional arrangements e.g. concession,  partnership, endowment or trust funds; legal basis for greater involvement of local people and other partners (e.g. private sector) in management of PAs 
ii) Enhanced capacities for the management of the strengthened PA system including ensuring PA financial sustainability as measured by increase in score of UNDP Capacity Scorecard

iii) Effective and sustainable governance approaches of PAs based on lessons learned and best practices

	b) Direct killing of wildlife and unsustainable extraction of flora

- illegal hunting of animals due to abundance of firearms 

- lack of adequate DoE financial resources and logistics 

- lack of awareness among local communities

- ease of uncontrolled access to PAs
	b) Improved monitoring, control and enforcement of hunting

- establishment of sustainable PA financing models

- awareness raising among local communities 

- improved monitoring, control and enforcement mechanisms


	


***Baseline data and GEB targets will be collected during the PPG stage, in conjunction with the completion of the LD Tracking Tool.

1-6) innovation, sustainability and potential for scaling up.
The project will introduce a series of new models for PA management which will be working based on specific natural and socio-economic situation of each PA. These locally established models will be innovatively developed and implemented jointly by DoE and other stakeholders (mainly local communities). CCA based models will be developed and applied widely and systematically for the first time ever in the country. Making enabling condition and establishment of legal and regulatory frameworks for sustainable financing of PA system in Iran as well as participation of local communities in PA planning and management, will create a great potential for scaling-up and replication across the country. Enhancement of institutional and individual capacities will also be supportive to scaling-up of new models and their sustainability. 
 2. Stakeholders; 
Will project design include the participation of relevant stakeholders from civil society and indigenous people?  (yes  /no ) If yes, identify key stakeholders and briefly describe how they will be engaged in project design/preparation. 

	Stakeholders
	Relevant Roles

	Department of Environment (DoE)
	National agency with responsibility for conservation and management of biodiversity in protected areas and other natural habitats. DoE is also mandated with overseeing sustainable uses of biodiversity and environmental resources as well as pollution control.

DoE will be the Implementing partner (GEF executing agency) for the project.

	Forests, Rangelands and Watershed Organisation (FRWO)
	Government institution mandated with protection, rehabilitation, development and sustainable use of forest, rangelands and natural resources (including land and water). FRWO will be a key partner as the whole state lands is own by FRWO and is responsible for monitoring and control of all grazing and natural resources extraction practices.

	Ministry of Jihad Agriculture (MoAJ)
	Line ministry mandated with development of policies for agricultural development, livestock production, fisheries and rural/nomadic development. MoJA is also mandated with establishment of infrastructure for keeping and sharing of data and information on agriculture sector, conducting research, training and extension activities, and management of natural resources. This ministry supports local communities in development of alternative livelihood options to reduce the pressure and dependence on natural resources. 

	Iran’s Cultural Heritage, Handicrafts and Tourism Organization (ICHTO)
	National organization responsible for exploring, developing and expanding national capacities re. cultural heritage, handicraft production and tourism activities. ICHTO is expected to contribute in development of sustainable tourism plans in PAs as a key revenue generation activity. 

	
	

	CSOs / CBOs / NGOs
	CSOs, CBOs and NGOs are important stakeholders. They are most active at the provincial and local levels. They will also be engaged and their views will be included in the planning and implementation of PA management plans and the capacity development activities.

	Livestock herders, farmers and local communities
	Key users and beneficiaries of forests, rangelands and farms within and in the vicinity of PAs. They will be greatly involved in PA planning, management and monitoring.


The composition of key stakeholders would presumably vary across the three pilot sites, depending on the particular governance model that will be tested and tried. During the PPG phase and upon selection of the pilots, comprehensive stakeholder analyses shall be conducted for each pilot site. However, the DoE is committed to testing models that places the local communities, NGOs and CBOs as well as the private sector at the center of PA management. The DoE is also committed to a multi-sectoral approach vis-à-vis local development and poverty reduction

3. Gender Considerations;

Are gender considerations taken into account? (yes  /no ).  If yes, briefly describe how gender considerations will be mainstreamed into project preparation, taken into account the differences, needs, roles and priorities of men and women. 
To increase the efficacy of biodiversity conservation, the project would target women and vulnerable groups for empowerment, thus ensuring that these groups participate as equal partners in information sharing and generation, education and training, technology transfer, organizational development, financial assistance, and policy development. The project strategy would recognize the importance that gender relations play in the access to and use of biological resources, as well as their management within PAs and in production landscapes. Through a gender analysis/audit as a separate stand-alone activity during the PPG phase, women’s roles in biodiversity conservation at the selected pilots will be carefully analyzed. In addition, conflicts, and challenges faced by both men and women in performing daily tasks within the PAs will be examined during implementation and alternative options proposed. The project shall also comply with UNDP policies and strategies on gender mainstreaming and promoting gender equality.
4 Risks;

Indicate risks, including climate change, potential social and environmental risks that might prevent the project objectives from being achieved, and, if possible, propose measures that address these risks to be further developed during the project design (table format acceptable). 
	Risk
	Level
	Risk Mitigation Measures

	Internal DoE resistance to test new approaches and new land uses for PA management as well as inter-stakeholder coordination and cooperation 
	Medium
	To mitigate this risk, DoE has to identify and start resolving potential inter and intra departmental/ministerial conflicts of interest prior to planning interventions during the PPG phase. DoE will hold stakeholder participation and collaboration meetings at national, provincial and site levels early in the PPG phase and ensure active participation of all stakeholders and socio-economic and gender strata as well as elaboration of all different interests in PA management to identify and plan for resolution of challenges and risks. 

	A deterioration in biodiversity condition in PAs at early stages of application of new approaches 
	Medium 
	To mitigate this risk, DoE will keep the physical protection system of PA management to some extent until such time that new approaches are working effectively. Raising the awareness and empowerment of local communities to engage in PA planning and management will help to minimize this risk.  

	Long lasting droughts and climate change
	High 
	the project will formulate and incorporate climate change adaptation measures in protected area planning and management strategies


5. Coordination;

There is a wealth of cumulative experience generated over the years in the design and implementation of GEF co-funded biodiversity, land degradation and climate change projects in Iran. The lessons learned would be of immense benefit in formulating and implementing this project. Various initiatives, in particular, Carbon Sequestration in the decertified rangelands of Hossein Abad, Asiatic cheetah Conservation, Wetlands Conservation and Biodiversity Conservation in Central Zagros Mountain Ecosystem are but a few of the initiatives that will provide points of reference and a ready supply of lessons learned. The GEF SGP biodiversity projects in particular and SGP experiences in local enterprise generation and decentralized participatory approaches will also provide an excellent opportunity for establishing linkages and drawing on lessons learned. GEF SGP has a significant experience in CCAs which will be used during the course of the project.  
6. Consistency with National Priorities;

Is the project consistent with the National strategies and plans or reports and assessments under relevant conventions? (yes  /no ).  If yes, which ones and how:  NAPAs, NAPs, ASGM NAPs, MIAs, NBSAPs, NCs, TNAs, NCSAs, NIPs, PRSPs, NPFE, BURs, etc.

Above the others, the project is fully in line with the article 50 of the National Constitution in which links current and future generations to the environment and makes it a public duty to protect the environment. This article explicitly forbids economic activity that degrades or causes irreversible harm to the environment. This project is in line with and will contribute to: [i] the four strategies of "The National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan” (NBSAP) which include: promotion of the public awareness and participation; formation of biodiversity information systems; sustainable use of biodiversity resources; and integrated conservation of biodiversity; [ii] The focus on sustainable alternative livelihoods in the project to enhance local income generation is in line with the priorities for poverty reduction in the country reflected in article 24 of the 5 year National Development Plan (NDP,2011-2016); [iii] Several articles from the five year National Development Plan (NDP, 2011-2016) bring attention to environmental sustainability and cross sectoral linkages. 
The project is also in line with the national commitment to UNCBD under the Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA).
7. Knowledge Management;

Outline the knowledge management approach for the project, including, if any, plans for the project to learn from other relevant projects and initiatives, to assess and document in a user-friendly form, and share these experiences and expertise with relevant stakeholders.

Both components of the project deal with knowledge management. Under C1 the project comprehensively produces knowledge on new participatory models of PA management which will be shared by both government agencies and local communities. The project will incorporate new trainings in DoE’s training curricula on development and application of new method for PA planning, management and monitoring. the project will also delivered required capacity building activities to empower communities in the vicinity of the pilot PAs for engagement in planning, management and monitoring of the PA. 

Under C2, the project will extract lessons learned and best practices to adopt new models and to up-scale them in other PAs across the country with a priority of 3 replications. 

part iii:  approval/endorsement by gef operational focal point(s) and GEF agency(ies)

A. Record of Endorsement
 of GEF Operational Focal Point (s) on Behalf of the Government(s):  
      (Please attach the Operational Focal Point endorsement letter(s) with this template. For SGP, use this SGP OFP 
      endorsement letter).
	Name
	Position
	Ministry
	Date (MM/dd/yyyy)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


B. GEF Agency(ies) Certification

	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies
 and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for project identification and preparation under GEF-6.


	Agency Coordinator, Agency name
	Signature
	Date

(MM/dd/yyyy)
	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email
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C. Additional GEF Project Agency Certification (Applicable Only to newly accredited GEF Project Agencies)

For newly accredited GEF Project Agencies, please download and fill up the required GEF Project Agency Certification of Ceiling Information Template
to be attached as an annex to the PIF.
to be attached as an annex to the PIF.
�    Project ID number will be assigned by GEFSEC and to be entered by Agency in subsequent document submissions.


�   When completing Table A, refer to the excerpts on � HYPERLINK "https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/document/GEF6%20Results%20Framework%20for%20GEFTF%20and%20LDCF.SCCF_.pdf" ��GEF 6 Results Frameworks for GETF, LDCF and SCCF�.


�  Financing type can be either investment or technical assistance.


�   For GEF Project Financing up to $2 million, PMC could be up to10% of the subtotal; above $2 million, PMC could be up to 5% of the subtotal. PMC should be charged proportionately to focal areas based on focal area project financing amount in Table D below.�


�   PPG requested amount is determined by the size of the GEF Project Financing (PF) as follows: Up to $100k for PF up to $3 mil; $150k for PF up to $6 mil; $200k for PF up to $10 mil; and $300k for PF above $10m. On an exceptional basis, PPG amount may differ upon detailed discussion and justification with the GEFSEC.


�   PPG fee percentage follows the percentage of the Agency fee over the GEF Project Financing amount requested.


�  Provide those indicator values in this table to the extent applicable to your proposed project.  Progress in programming against these targets for the projects per the Corporate Results Framework in the � HYPERLINK "http://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/GEF.C.46.07.Rev_.01_Summary_of_the_Negotiations_of_the_Sixth_Replenishment_of_the_GEF_Trust_Fund_May_22_2014.pdf" ��GEF-6 Programming Directions�, will be aggregated and reported during mid-term and at the conclusion of the replenishment period. There is no need to complete this table for climate adaptation projects financed solely through LDCF and/or SCCF.


� The Feasibility Study contains some elements of a ‘Management Plan’, but with a focus on background information and guidelines. Significantly, they do not adequately cover management mechanisms and financial management. 


� All land inside protected areas belongs to DoE, except land that was traditionally owned by local communities. This is complicated by the fact that much land inside protected areas has been traditionally used by transhumant societies, but not permanently habited. A key approach to resolving these issues has been for DoE to purchase land inside protected areas from traditional owners.


[1] This includes some small but important steps under the ‘Conservation of the Asiatic Cheetah Project’ (MSP) towards collaborative management.


� Pilot PAs will be selected during PPG through a systematic selection process. 


� For regional and/or global projects in which participating countries are identified, OFP endorsement letters from these countries are required �  even though there may not be a STAR allocation associated with the project.


� GEF policies encompass all managed trust funds, namely: GEFTF, LDCF, and SCCF





�Let’s keep this at 1:3.5 as per Doley’s advice.
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