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UNDP/GEF – Conservation of Iranian Wetlands Project  
 

Mission Report to UNDP and National Project Director 
16–28 February 2007 

 
Mike Ounsted, International Consultant  Local Communities and Socio-Economics  

(IC-LCSE) 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This was primarily an orientation mission and included meetings with Central DOE, Provincial 
DOE offices in Fars and East and West Azerbaijan as well as the corresponding project field 
offices.  During the first year of the Project, socio-economic inputs have been comparatively 
weak.  However, the mission included field trips, which were particularly helpful, and it was 
possible to gather basic socio-economic information and to develop a 2007/08 work plan. 
 
The appointment of the National Consultant – Local Communities and Socio-Economics (NC-
LCSE) will ensure strengthened local participation of the people most directly impacted by 
changes to their wetland environment in the development of wetland management plans. 

 
Highlights: 

 Excellent and comprehensive orientation from DOE, the Project Team and 
beneficiaries 

 Appointment of Ms Mona Kananian as the NC-LCSE 

 Work plan agreed for the NC-LCSE  

 Agreement (to be formalised) on DOE focal points in both the Central and Provincial 
offices 

 Excellent, positive team commitment and coordination 

 Strong support from DOE Fars Province 

 Highly participatory and well attended 2-day workshop in Shiraz 

 Some firm deliverables agreed for 2007/8 including a Participatory Watershed 
Planning (PWP) Workshop in West Azerbaijan, and Public Participation Formulation 
Workshop with UNDP 

 A process agreed for gathering socio-economic data at both demonstration sites and 
establishing indicators 

 Support from Ministries of Agriculture and Cooperation in Fars Province 

 Good prospects for support from UNDP Small Grants Programme (SGP) 
 
Lowlights: 

 Many of the beneficiaries do not yet understand the Project and the opportunities it 
provides 

 Very few socio-economic data available 

 Socio-economic impact indicators have not yet been included in the project, therefore 
definitive Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) not in place 

 Workshop was not possible in Azerbaijan (though good meetings with DOE staff) 

 Public Awareness and Communications Coordinator (PACC) not yet appointed  
 

In addition to the core purpose of developing integrated conservation and development plans 
for the demonstration wetlands, the project provides significant opportunities for greater public 
awareness of the value of wetlands and water usage, from both the livelihood and biodiversity 
aspects.  Although a communications strategy has been developed, it needs clearer focus 
and the roles of both the NC-LCSE and IC-LCSE should be clarified.
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1 SCHEDULE 

 

Date (2007) Location Activity 

Fri 16 Feb Travel Travel Home – Bristol – Amsterdam –Tehran  

Sat 17 Feb. Tehran Arrive Tehran 
Project team meeting. Meet National Programme Director 
(NPD) etc. 
Meetings with DOE 
Interview and appoint National Consultants 

Sun 18 Feb Shiraz 
 
Parishan 
 
Kaseroun 

Fly Tehran – Shiraz 
Meeting with DOE team and PR group 
Meeting with Water Resources Authority, Fisheries Department 
Travel to Parishan via Lake Arzhan 
Meeting with Islamic Council leaders and local interest groups 

Mon 19 Feb Parishan Visit Parishan with DOE and community leaders.  Detailed visits 
to 3 villages 
Team wrap up 

Tue 20 Feb Kaseroun Inspect market with DOE 
Meet with Islamic Council and NGOs to review SGP potential 
Travel to Shiraz 
Team meeting, preparation for workshop 

Wed 21 Feb Shiraz Workshop 

Thu 22Feb Shiraz Workshop 

Fri 23 Feb Tehran Fly Tehran  
Team meeting 

Sat 24 Feb Travel Fly Uromiyeh 
Visit Lake Uromiyeh and satellite wetlands south of Uromiyeh 
Visit and conduct interviews in 3 villages with DOE East 
Azerbaijan (EA) 
Team meeting 

Sun 25 Feb  Meet DOE EA 
Small meeting with Public Awareness (PA) and Public 
Participation (PP) departments 
Drive to Tabriz 

Mon 26 Feb  Meet DOE West Azerbaijan 
Small group meeting with PA and PP departments 
Visit Lake Ghoorigol 
Team meeting 

Tue 27 Feb  Fly Tehran 
Meet UNDP SGP team? 
Plan work with NC-LCSE and writing up 

Wed 28 Feb  Discussions with NC-LCSE 
Follow up on initiatives; report writing 
Interview for Public Awareness and Communications 
Coordinator  (PACC) 

Thu 1 Mar  Travel Tehran – Amsterdam – Bristol – Home 

 
2 INTRODUCTION 

 
Although community and socio-economic issues always carried weight equal to that of the 
other core components of the project, this mission can be regarded as the start of the full 
integration of these key issues into the project.  A key element of this was the appointment of 
the NC-LCSE, who participated in almost the entire mission. 
 
This was a multi-purpose mission.  It provided a comprehensive orientation to the project 
together with more detailed, first-hand field experience.  Visits were made to the project sites 
of Lake Parishan and proposed sites in East and West Azerbaijan.  At all sites, the mission 
included interviews in villages, and with Islamic Council members and NGOs as well as to the 
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Provincial DOE officers.  From these stakeholder discussions, it was possible to begin to 
formulate longer-term visions for the communities affected by changes in their wetlands and 
wetland resources and to develop a draft work plan for 2007/8 for the NC-LCSE and IC-
LCSE. 
 
During the mission, options and opportunities for a public awareness and communications 
were explored.  Some of these options are already outlined in the Project Communications 
Strategy which could now be more sharply focused.  There is clearly considerable support 
within the DOE at all levels to build further on programmes already supported by government 
as well as to address the need for training that has been requested by both governmental and 
non-governmental stakeholders. 
 
Above all, this mission helped to establish meaningful participation and a stronger voice for 
the socially and economically excluded local stakeholders and to strengthen their role in 
project planning and implementation.  To this end, the 2-day workshop in Shiraz was 
particularly successful.   
 
The 12-day mission was intense and involved considerable logistical arrangements.  These 
arrangements, made by UNDP and the Project Management Team under the direction of the 
NPD, Dr Delavar Najafi, sometimes under difficult conditions, cannot be faulted.  Without this 
support the mission would not have been possible, and the key people who made those 
arrangements and helped with translations cannot be thanked enough. 

 
 3 SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THIS MISSION 
 
IC-LCSE TOR 
The expert will provide targeted support to the following activities: 

 Support socio-economic assessments of direct and indirect benefits provided by 
demonstration wetlands, and determine local community dependence on wetlands. 

 Identify and assess threats to demonstration wetlands caused by local community 
activities 

 Assist development of options to reduce threats to wetlands from local community 
activities, including through the participatory identification and development of alternative 
sustainable livelihood activities to substitute for existing unsustainable activities 

 Advise and support engagement with local communities to raise awareness concerning 
the ways in which their activities affect the sustainability of the sites 

 Ensure local community/NGO engagement and support for management of wetlands 

 Support Public Awareness and Communications Coordinator in development and 
implementation of communications strategy 

 Contribute to management planning, training, workshops and awareness raising 
 
Counterpart support: Government co-financing will support a sub-contract for national 
socio-economic and PRA experts. In addition, government co-financing will be committed 
towards supporting livelihoods at the demonstration sites. 
 
Mission TOR 
The mission itself was given a generic TOR on the basis that the project is seeking to take an 
integrated and cross-discipline approach both within the project team and in the delivery of 
the project itself.  The objectives of this mission, with brief comments, were as follows:  
 

1. Familiarisation with project documents, project objectives and project approach. 
2. Meet project staff, national consultants and key representatives from DOE and other 

agencies and facilitate a constructive teamwork approach, bringing to the project your 
experiences and lessons learned from other projects.  (NB. It is important to integrate 
national staff from DOE and other sectoral agencies as much as possible into the 
project activities). 

3. Work throughout the mission with your “paired” national consultant (and relevant project 
staff), in order to build his/her capacity to undertake the necessary work, and to develop 
a detailed work plan for the next 12 months. 
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4. Interview staff of relevant national and provincial agencies in order to (set a process to) 
gather baseline information and understand the project context.  

5. Review and develop detailed plans for gathering existing baseline information and 
identify priorities for collecting new baseline data. 

6. Determine priorities for actions and approaches that will enhance the management of 
Iran’s wetland protected areas, for inclusion in the project work plan, and particularly the 
demonstration site management plans.  

7. Determine monitoring needs and (collectively) facilitate preparation of a prioritised 
monitoring action plan for each demonstration site. 

8. Contribute to the management planning workshops by facilitating group sessions and 
contributing case studies, as per the workshop programme. 

9. Visit the project demonstration sites with local experts to understand the project context 
and identify issues to be addressed. 

 
Each consultant will prepare a mission report for UNDP and NPD according to a standard 
format (to be provided by SIPA), by 15 March 2007. This will include, as annexes, the 
following outputs: 

 12 month work plan for the “paired” national consultant 

 Short preliminary report on baseline information and gaps 

 Prioritised Monitoring Action Plan 
 
 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Fifteen separate meetings, specifically on local community and socio-economic issues, were 
held during the mission (with recorded meeting notes), in addition to the key Parishan 
workshop and more-general meetings.  Included in these meetings were elements of public 
awareness and training needs.  However, following this first mission, it may be useful to re-
define the IC-LCSE’s contribution to the project in this regard.  Whilst a comprehensive 
Communications and Public Awareness (CPA) strategy has been developed and there are 
clear needs and excellent and opportunities for awareness work, it might be helpful to re-visit 
the CPA strategy once the positions of National Programme Manager and Public Awareness 
and Communications Coordinator (PACC) are in place so as to focus on more tightly defined 
deliverables.  Support for PA was not included in the mission TOR, though it is included in the 
IC-LCSE TOR.  One candidate for the PACC position was interviewed during the mission. 
 
The following section summarises the achievements against each of the mission’s TOR 
objectives. 
 

1 Familiarisation with project documents, project objectives and project 
approach. 

 
Preparation was undertaken both before the mission and with on-going learning during the 
mission’s progress.  All essential documents were made available in hard copy and/or 
electronically.  The project website functions well for the delivery of basic information but 
needs to be developed for more detailed information and discussion as the project develops.  
Familiarization was good and clear and involved a number of team meetings. 
 
There is still a need to know more about other development projects in the demonstration 
sites which may have overlapping interests and/or which could impact on or support the 
project. 
 
A strength of the project is the integration between the sectoral interests and responsibilities 
of the national and international consultants, which will hopefully become more widely 
reflected in the approaches of the government and other stakeholders. 

 
2 Meet project staff, national consultants and key representatives from DOE 
and other agencies and facilitate a constructive teamwork approach, bringing to 
the project your experiences and lessons learned from other projects.  
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(NB. It is important to integrate national staff from DOE and other sectoral 
agencies as much as possible into the project activities). 

 
DOE at National, Provincial and City (District) levels expressed a strong interest in the 
Project’s integration of community and socio-economic issues.  The liaisons were developed 
through large, smaller and one-to-one meetings. 
 
Yasaman Rajabkah was appointed by DOE as the National Focal Point (Ms Rajabkah and the 
IC-LCSE previously worked together on the Ramsar Resolution on Wetlands and Poverty 
Reduction). 
 
Provincial focal points were also agreed in principle: 
 
Fars Province 

Shiraz: Mrs Zare 
Kaseroun: Mr Arandi 
Parishan: Mr Abbasi 

Azerbaijan 
West Azerbaijan: Mr Abbas-nejad 
East Azaberijan: Ms Imani and Mr Rasouli 

 
pending formal government approval. 
 
DOE staff, national and in all provinces, were very helpful and expressed particular interest in 
the engagement of local communities, public awareness and training needs, and the various 
options that could be supported under the project.  Provincial DOE staff in West and East 
Azerbaijan already had experience of PRA techniques and some interesting concept 
approaches to sustainable development.  All provincial DOE offices had PA teams and were 
undertaking work on environmental awareness in schools and through religious groups 
(Basij), and they emphasised their good working relationships with NGOs and the Islamic 
Councils. 
 
Meetings were also held with Islamic Council leaders (except in East Azerbaijan, where there 
was no time available), who undertook specifically to gather information on local households 
(Parishan) and support a PWP exercise (West Azerbaijan). 
 
In Shiraz, there were discussions with Mrs Shamsi Hemyasi (Extension Official, Ministry of 
Agriculture) and Mr Seyed Abdolmajeed Salem (Ministry of Cooperation), both of whom 
expressed strong commitment to supporting the project though their ministries. 
 
In relation to Parishan, a good working relationship was developed with three local NGOs that 
are strong stakeholders in the future of the lake.  Specific discussions were held on the 
possibility of a Small Grants Project, both with the NGOs and with the SGP National 
Coordinator in Tehran. 

 
3 Work throughout the mission with your “paired” national consultant (and 
relevant project staff), in order to build his/her capacity to undertake the necessary 
work, and to develop a detailed work plan for the next 12 months. 

 
The IC-LCSE considers himself to be a support resource to the DOE and the NC-LCSE, 
providing continuous capacity building to the national team, hence the IC-LCSE would not 
normally have direct interaction with project beneficiaries. 
 
On the first day of the mission, Ms Mona Kananian was interviewed and appointed as 
National Consultant – Local Community and Socio-economics (NC-LCSE). Ms Kananian 

immediately joined the team and established a strong working relationship with the IC-LCSE  
a process of mutual learning. 
 
A good number of opportunities and options were discussed and developed.  These are set 
out in the NC-LCSE’s work plan (Annex 1) and include: 
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Baseline information: 
Gathering baseline socio-economic information of communities living immediately around 
Lake Parishan, including information on land tenure. 
 
Review existing information for Lake Uromiyeh, identifying gaps and working with DOE to fill 
them. 
 
New concepts 
Engagement in training in PWP with villages south of Uromiyeh 
Support from IC-LCSE and national training in M&E. 
 
UNDP Small Grants Programme  
Following a meeting with the UNDP Small Grants Fund Coordinator, IC-LCSE will work with 
local NGOs to develop a small grants proposal(s). 
 
Integrated approach 
Collaboration with other team members (national and international) on an integrated approach 
to livelihood and biodiversity conservation and the implications of this bi-sectoral approach on 
realisable land-use planning and land designation was a hallmark of the ‘team’ approach 
during the mission.   

 
4 Interview staff of relevant national and provincial agencies in order to (set a 
process to) gather baseline information and understand the project context.  
 
The project was not necessarily well understood by all stakeholders, particularly by local 
community stakeholders, and the mission helped to bridge this gap and foster a greater sense 
of ownership.  Socio-economic information for all sites is weak, and considerable time-bound 
work is needed over the next three months to assist in more-targeted planning so as to 
establish indicators by which the project can be monitored and evaluated.  The project team 
might wish to revisit the log frame with a view to re-setting indicators. 
 
However, a programme of data gathering actions has now been put in place, to be led by the 

NCLCSE.  N.B. The results of the 2006 census should be available in April 2007.  These are 
unlikely to provide sufficient information for the project but will provide a valuable benchmark. 
 
Lake Parishan 
I&NC-LCSEs conducted interviews with DOE, Islamic Councils and NGOs on existing data 
and assessed the need for new socio-economic information.  This resulted in agreement on a 
process for action.   
 
Uromiyeh 
Discussions were held with both Provincial DOEs so as to assess existing information and 
determine a course of action.  
 

5 Review and develop detailed plans for gathering existing baseline 
information and identify priorities for collecting new baseline data. 
 
See also above. 
 
Lake Parishan 
I&NC-LCSEs will prepare guidelines for gathering household information on the communities 
in the immediate vicinity of Lake Parishan.  The Islamic Councils have volunteered to collect 
data based on these questionnaires.  NC-LCSE will train the leaders to carry our PRA in three 

villages  fisher, pastoralist and farmer.  NC- LCSE will analyse data, provide informal training 
to DOE staff in the data-gathering methodology and pass all to DOE, which will complete a 
final report. 
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NC-LCSE will also work with the National Consultant – Protected Areas and Institutional 
Arrangements (NC-PAIA) to gather data on land tenure, to be finalised in a report prepared by 
the NC-PAIA. 
 
Uromiyeh 
The NC-LCSE will review the Yekom Consultants’ Second Report (Yekom Consulting 
Engineers, 2002. Human activities and their impacts on the Lake Uromiyeh ecosystem, 
Report 2 of EC-IIP Environmental Management Project for Lake Uromiyeh), note gaps and 
identify priorities so as to establish a meaningful baseline.  She will discuss her conclusions 
with the project team with a view to making a synthesis report.  A small workshop will then be 
held in Tabriz with the DOE so as to identify sources of data to fill the gaps identified.  The 
final data will be analysed and indicators set.  DOE will share experience on the methodology 
of this process and the NC-LCSE will deliver a syntheses report. 

 
6 Determine priorities for actions and approaches that will enhance the 
management of Iran’s wetland protected areas, for inclusion in the project work 
plan, and particularly the demonstration site management plans.  

 
Government staff have been trained in and have been implementing the IUCN management 
planning designation systems for protected areas that was adopted by many governments.  
The IUCN methodology, thought to be appropriate 25 years ago, is now largely superseded 
following the IUCN International Congress of 2003.  Whilst senior decision makers are aware 
and are adopting this more enlightened approach, the new methodology has not filtered down 
to departmental staff, who have work targets based on the outdated protected-area system.  
DOE staff, rangers for example, will need to be retrained at the demonstration sites where 
new, integrated methodologies are to be tried out.  It is not easy for either local people or 
government ‘law enforcement agencies’ to ‘experiment’ with these new processes unless 
there is very clear willingness shown and direction given by line managers and senior staff.  
To this end, small ‘low risk’ demonstrations of new working practice will be very beneficial. 
 
Intersectoral cooperation, especially with the Ministry of Water Resources and also with other 
ministries, is not strong, and engagement requires continuous, deliberate effort. 

 
Parishan 
At the 2-day workshop, DOE Fars Province clearly demonstrated its willingness to work to 
new methodologies (as outlined above) and identified the priorities.  The action plan in this 
report describes priorities for immediate action.  These are also detailed in the NC-LCSE’s 
workplan.  They include: 
 

 Gathering and analysing socio-economic data and data on land tenure 

 Supporting local NGO(s) with an application for a small grant from UNDP 

 Working to assist a public awareness campaign 

 Supporting the development of a Lake Parishan local development committee.  This will 
be supported by the UNDP Public Participation Formulation programme 

 Strengthening the DOE to manage participatory community processes.  
 
Uromiyeh 
Although it was not possible to hold the planned workshop in Azerbaijan, detailed discussion 
with staff in the DOE in both West and East Azerbaijan identified and prioritised activities in 
support of the management-planning process. 
 
These include: 
Baseline 
Reviewing the Yekom Consultants’ Second Report, noting gaps and identifying priorities.  
Discuss with team with a view to making a synthesis report 
 
Setting indicators 
 
West Azerbaijan  
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Setting and delivering a PWP programme for Yadergarlou, Dorgeh Sanghi and Gol villages 
with a view to restoration of Lake Yadergarlou (currently dry). 
 
East Azerbaijan  
PA support 
 
Supporting a start-up workshop and promotion of ideas already being considered in DOE 
 
Collection of community information at Ghoorigol 
 
Various PA initiatives (specifically at Lake Ghoorigol) 
 
Because the issues addressed at Lake Uromiyeh are so large and complex, there is a risk of 
focusing exclusively on smaller ‘do-able’ projects and losing the link between small 
demonstration projects and the big picture.  Smaller projects need to be clearly set within the 
framework of national and provincial policy-and-practice change.  The ‘Vision’ event planned 
for February 2008 is designed to reach the highest decision makers across ministries. 

 
7 Determine monitoring needs and (collectively) facilitate preparation of a 

prioritised monitoring action plan for each demonstration site. 
 
The focus of the mission was directed at developing a methodology for establishing viable 
indicators as the precursor to a Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) process itself.  There will be 
a need for additional support with this before and during the next mission.  It might be useful 
for the project team to re-visit the log frame in the light of the field visits undertaken on this 
mission, since the log frame tends to refer to process milestones and indicators rather than 
impact indicators. 
 
The socio-economic surveys being overseen by the NC-LCSE will include questions that will 
support the establishment of an M&E process.  It is important to ensure that the ideas for 
socio-economic indicators are shared fully with all consultants, especially the national and 
international consultants on wetland biodiversity. 
 
A national training course on M&E, in which the NC-LCSE will participate, is planned for June 
2007.   
 
Although monitoring needs are understood, a process for M&E has not yet been put in place.  
There is a need for a basic understanding of impact and process indicators and for these to 
be established before and then alongside M&E development. 

 
8 Contribute to the management planning workshops by facilitating group 
sessions and contributing case studies, as per the workshop programme. 

 
Participated in and presented at the 2-day workshop in Shiraz.  This was a significant 
workshop in terms of community representation – by two NGOs and three Members of the 
Parishan1 Islamic Council.  Much interest in community involvement was also shown by many 
government officers. 
 
Although holding the workshop in Shiraz encouraged good government participation, in terms 
of community engagement there would have been greater input if the workshop had been 
held near Lake Parishan.  An excellent speech was given by the leader of the Parishan 
Islamic Council.  This is included as Appendix 3.  Appendix 2 shows a letter written by people 
of the Fars fishing community; this is included as an example of the more economically and 
socially excluded people who were unable to be present in Shiraz. 
 

                                                 
1 The title ‘Parishan’ is used in this report to define the collective villages round the lake but is not a 

formal designation.  Parishan village has its own Islamic Council and Leader. 
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Unfortunately, it was not convenient to hold a workshop in Azerbaijan as planned.  However, 
half-day discussions in small groups with partnered DOE officials in both East and West 
Azerbaijan were very productive.  These meetings formed a quasi workshop, although it was 
limited to government officials. 

 
9 Visit the project demonstration sites with local experts to understand the 
project context and identify issues to be addressed. 
 
Parishan 
Comprehensive visits were made to Lake Parishan communities, with household-level 
discussions in Farmor (Nargeszar) Village, Arab Famor and Parishan Villages.  The villagers’ 
occupations are diverse, with these three villages focusing on fishing, livestock and 
agriculture respectively.  This, and the traditional approach of working in family units, may 
present difficulties in adopting a collective approach to issues.  However, the villagers’ 
willingness to share concerns and their openness to discussion were very positive. 
 
Since Lake Parishan falls within the Protected Area zone, nearly all livelihood-related 
activities in and around the lake are actually prohibited.  For most people, especially fishers, 
there is as yet no concept of developing alternative livelihoods.  The wealthier farmers were 
intensifying their production by in-filling shallow lake borders, increasing the amount of nitrate 
used on crops and growing produce under polythene.  These practices appear to be highly 
vulnerable to crop failure and fluctuations in market prices, which are usually set by 
government. 
 
The population of nomadic pastoralists seems high.  Some have settled in villages (which 
may be illegal), and others bring their flocks in seasonally from outside the area.  More 
information will be gathered through the PRA processes. 
 
Visits were also made to Kaseroun market, where there was a limited amount of local 
produce and handicraft work for sale.  DOE monitors the market for illegal produce. 
 
Uromiyeh 
The main field visits in West Azerbaijan were made to the satellite wetlands on the southwest 
border of the lake.  These visits were not comprehensive (in that there were many other sites 
that could have been visited, given more time). 

 
Kaniborza, proposed visitor centre 
Kaniborza has fine wetland habitat and on this occasion there were good numbers of birds, 
although they were easily disturbed and mostly very distant.  The area is protected and the 
hunting ban seems to be effective. 
 
A visitor and information centre has been proposed for this area, and a site has been 
provisionally identified for a visitor building.  This needs to be given further careful 
consideration since the location is relatively remote and would require substantial road 
improvement.  There would be limited visitor interest if the birds are distant, and it is unclear 
at present how local communities would benefit from a potential tourist market.  It would be 
worth exploring other site locations before making any commitment to this site.   

 
Dorgeh Sangi Village (Kurdish), Gol Village (Kurdish) and Yadergarlou 

(Turkish) villages 

 
Some time was spent in the homes of the head men or meeting centres of these three 
villages.  A large number of farmers (all men) were very free in expressing their concerns and 
needs.  The farmers from Dorgeh Sangi and Gol were relatively wealthy; those at 
Yadergarlou less so. 
  
From our conversation with the farmers it emerged that all parties wanted to see the 
restoration of Yadergarlou Lake, now dry, and this appears feasible from an engineering point 
of view.  DOE staff, on a later visit, were also supportive of this initiative. 
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It is proposed to hold a PWP workshop with the villages in May/June 2007 with a view to the 
villagers developing a plan to restore the lake and share in its management thereafter.  This 
programme could be conducted at other satellite sites around Lake Uromiyeh. 
 
In East Azerbaijan the only field visit was to Lake Ghoorigol. 
 

Lake Ghoorigol 
Although frozen and snowbound in winter (and on the visit) the lake is a globally significant 
site for a three threatened waterfowl species, White-headed Duck (WHD) Oxyura 
leucocephala, Marbled Teal Marmaronetta angustirostris and Ferruginous Duck Aythya 
nyroca.  It is a jewel of a site, with a surfacewater area of less than 200 ha and surrounded by 
reed beds.  Of great significance is that the site is easily accessed by road from Tabriz, 40 km 
away, and some 500 picnickers visit the lake on holy days.  The WHDs are reported to be 
quite tame. 
 
Less is recorded about the opinions of the surrounding community, who allegedly take bird 
eggs for food.  The agricultural land (mainly cereal crops) is bordered by a fence erected by 

the DOE   although the actual value of the fence in terms of the protection it provides is 
unclear.  The pesticide and nitrate run off from the fields is said to be very high.  
 
As yet, there are no visitor facilities other than a research Portacabin occupied by the DOE 
ranger. 
 
There are a range of important interests here that could be supported by the project.  The NC-
LCSE will assess the community status with a view to supporting DOE to develop a 
participatory management plan.  Public awareness opportunities should be explored and 
contact will be made with the Threatened Species Group of the Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust 
(WWT) and the WWT’s outreach departments, who have extensive experience in designing 
wetland visitor centres. 
 
These different interests can be best addressed if a single review of the current status of 
Ghoorigol is undertaken and proposals are made for management options, as indicated in the 
recommendations (5.1) 
 
The significance of the population of breeding WHDs at Lake Ghoorigol should not be 
overlooked.  It was pointed out that other Iranian lakes that previously held breeding 
populations of WHD have been degraded and that the species no longer occurs there.  There 
has been a rapid decline in WHD since the major counting effort was made in 1997. 

 
10 Other issues not specifically covered by the TOR 

 
UNDP Small Grants Programme  
The possibility of the UNDP Small Grants Programme (SGP) supporting community initiatives 
within or aligned with the project were discussed with the Islamic Council leaders and NGOs 
in Parishan, and, less specifically, with DOE in West Azerbaijan.  The potential was further 
discussed with Laleh Darale, the UNDP SGP National Coordinator. 
 
It was agreed that the NC-LCSE would contact the NGOs (Kohan Hamandishan as the focal 
contact) to explain the criteria for grant support and help the group submit an application.    
 
The SGP now covers a new area: Public Participation Formulation (PPF).  Laleh Darale 
offered to assist the project by running a course on PPF at Parishan to assist in the formation 
of a Lake Parishan committee.  The NC-LCSE should identify participants (about 30) with a 
view to holding a workshop in Parishan in May 2007 (proposed date). 

 
A holistic approach to catchment management 
Because of the complexity and scale of the issues and interests in the rehabilitation of Lake 
Uromiyeh, there is a danger of losing the ‘big picture’ while focusing on smaller (although 
significant) demonstration models. 
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In terms of its negative impact on disadvantaged rural people, the planning and construction 
of dams is particularly significant.  It would be useful to bring in international experience to 
address this issue. 
 

Each consultant will prepare a mission report for UNDP and NPD according to 
a standard format (to be provided by SIPA), by 15 March 2007. This will include, 
as annexes, the following outputs: 

 12 month work plan for the “paired” national consultant 
See Annex 1 

 

 Short preliminary report on baseline information and gaps 
See Annex 2 

 

 Prioritised Monitoring Action Plan 
This has not been developed in detail, pending the re-establishment of Project Indicators as 
discussed in sections 6 and 7 above. 
 
 

5 RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
The contract with NC-LCSE must be finalised immediately. 
 
5.1 The NC-LCSE should be issued with a letter of authority by DOE/UNDP which 

authorises her to have access to socio-economic data and gives permission for 
consultation with governmental and non-governmental stakeholders. 

 
5.2 Agreement on the national and provincial focal points should be formalised and a 

brief TOR/action plan prepared.  This should include regular meetings with the NC-
LCSE. 

 
5.3 The PACC position should be re-advertised.  The appointment is urgent. 
 
5.4 Throughout the management planning process, community and socio-economic 

issues should continue to carry weight equal to that of biodiversity and other 
considerations in the project.  To this end, there should be regular meetings of the 
national consultant team in order to share information and planning concepts. 

 
5.5 The processes for gathering socio-economic information around Lake Parishan, Lake 

Uromiyeh and Lake Ghoorigol, as outlined in this report, should be implemented 
within the timeframes indicated.  This is essential. 

 
5.6 Realistic impact indicators that take into account both social and biodiversity evidence 

and targets need to be established within the next three months.  The project team 
and other stakeholders may need additional training on setting indicators and targets.  
This could be given by members of the International Consultant team.  As part of this 
process, the project log frame should be reviewed. 

 
5.7 The project needs to provide some immediate support to beneficiaries at the local 

level.  This should include: 
 

 A small grants proposal for the NGOs working on Lake Parishan and possibly 
Lake Ghoorigol should be made to UNDP SGP.  UNDP’s offer to conduct a PPF 
at Lake Parishan should be taken up and worked on immediately. 

 

 PWP should be conducted in Yadergarlou, Dorgeh Sanghi and Gol villages with a 
view to restoring Lake Yadergarlou.  This should include training for DOE staff in 
the PWP methodology. 
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5.8 A review of the options and opportunities at Lake Ghoorigol should be undertaken.  It 
will be most effective if the review is undertaken jointly with DOE and members of the 
International Consultant team. The review should include management aspects 
(social, biological and hydrological) of the lake system and the potential for public 
awareness at the site.  It would be very helpful for key DOE staff engaged in the 
review to visit sites in Europe where the same species of duck as those that occur at 
Ghoorigol are breeding and where visitor facilities have been provided for the public.  
If possible this should be undertaken during summer 2007. 

 
5.9 Ways need to be found to bring community and socio-economic concerns highlighted 

by the Project and being addressed by DOE to the attention of other government 
ministries, specifically the Ministry of Water Resources.  Of particular importance is 
the impact of dam construction on the more-excluded and minority people. 
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ACTION POINTS  

 
 ACTION POINT By  

 A National Project Office When Who 
1 Agree and sign contract with NC-LCSE 12/03/07 UNDP 

2 Provide NC-LCSE with a Letter of Authority 12/03/07 NPD/UNDP 

3 Agree and formalise the appointment of DOE focal points 12/03/07 DOE/UNDP 

4 Re-advertise and appoint PACC 12/03/07 NPM 

5 Hold regular national consultant team meetings Every 6 
weeks 

NPM 

6 Review and set indicators for the demonstration sites (team) 01/06/07 NPM 

7 Provide and maintain a contacts list (even if incomplete) 12/03/07 Project Office 

8 Provide the Yakom household survey report for Uromiyeh (SIPA) 12/03/07 SIPA 

9 Provide the engineers’ report for Yadergalou (SIPA) 12/03/07 SIPA 

10 Review PA strategy 01/06/07 Project Team 

    

B Field Office, Parishan   
1 Request DOE to provide any available socio-economic data to NC-

LCSE 
12/03/07 NPM/NC-

LCSE 

    

C Field Offices, Azerbaijan   
1 Formalise the agreement with DOE for PWP training 15/04/07 NPM 

2 Prepare for workshops ASAP NPM 

3 Work with NC-LCSE to develop socio-economic data set  Finalise 
by 
01/06/07 

DOE/NC-
LCSE 

    

D NC-LCSE (Specific and in addition to work plan 2007/8)   
1 Finalise 2007/8 work plan 12/03/07 IC-LCSE/NC-

LCSE 

2 Agree and sign contract 12/03/07 UNDP/NC-
LCSE 

3 Provide early indication of difficulties and/or time slippages in the 
execution of the work plan  

Monthly NC-LCSE 

4 Provide contacts list from 17–28 February visit 10/03/07 NC-LCSE 

5 Send information on SGP options to NGOs in Parishan 01/05/07 NC-LCSE 

6 Work to develop SGP proposal with NGOs 01/06/07 NC-
LCSE/UNDP/
NGO 

7 Work immediately to progress the workshop on PPF to be run by 
UNDP SGP 

01/04/07 NC-
LCSE/UNDP 

8 Submit reports from February field visits to NC-Coordinator 12/03/07 NC-LCSE 

    

E IC-LCSE    
1 Prepare a draft work plan for 2007/8 01/04/07 IC-

LCSE/SIPA/N
C-LCSE 

2 Prepare draft guidelines for socio-economic data gathering for 
Parishan.  Share with NC-LCSE 

01/04/07 IC-LCSE 

3 Find consultant for PWP (or prepare self to deliver training) 15/04/07 IC-LCSE 

4 Have regular exchange and consultation with NC-LCSE Weekly IC-LCSE/NC-
LCSE 

5 Make link between DOE biologists and WWT TSWG 12/03/07 IC-LCSE 

6 Review the PA aspects of the TOR 01/05/07 IC-
LCSE/SOPA 
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List of Annexes 
 
Annex 1 12-month work plan for the ‘paired’ national consultant 
 
Annex 2 Short preliminary report on baseline information and gaps 
 
Annex 3 Speech by Mr Amrolla Shabani, Leader of Islamic Council, Lake Parishan 
 
Annex 4 Contacts (Specific to Local Communities and Socio-Economics) 
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ANNEX 1 
 
12-month work plan for the ‘paired’ national consultant 
 

 
UNDP/GEF Conservation of Iranian Wetlands Project 

 
TOR for National Consultant – Local Communities and Socio-economics  

(NC-LCSE) 
 

Ms. Mona Kananian 
 
National consultants have been recruited to provide technical support to the UNDP/GEF 

Conservation of Iranian Wetlands Project (IWP). 

 
The National Consultant – Local Communities and Socio-economics (NC-LCSE) 
answers to the National Project Manager (NPM). 
 
Working with the National Consultant team, coordinated by the National Consultant – 
Integrated Wetland Management Planning (NC-IWMP) and supported by the 
International Consultant – Local Communities and Socio-economics (IC-LCSE), the 
NC-LCSE will: 
 
On-going 
Focal point and team meetings 

 Be the focal point within the IWP for local community and related issues 
and for public awareness opportunities within the project.  The NC-LCSE 
will liaise with the project team and, specifically, with governmental and 
non-governmental focal points and the International Consultant. 

5 d2 

 Share all aspects of work through regular meetings with the National 
Consultant team. 

10 d 

 Write and submit quarterly reports. 4 d 

Sub-total 19 d 

 
Parishan 
Data gathering and indicators 

 Develop guidelines and data-gathering questionnaire with the International 
Consultant.  This will include gathering information on a ‘people’s vision’ for 
Lake Parishan (as discussed/agreed at the workshop). 

2 d 

 Share information and methodology with DOE staff, Shiraz. 1 d 

 Train appropriate local leaders to gather data. 1 d 

 Undertake PRA or RRA in three sample villages. 3 d 

 Train local NGOs in GPS to map villages and compare with other detailed 
mapping. 

1 d 

 Make second visit to Parishan.  Check data and fill gaps in data. 4 d 

 Analyse data.  Set indicators.  Check against National Census if available. 5 d 

 Work with UNDP SGP to develop an SGP proposal with local NGO(s). 2 d 

 Work with UNDP SGP on a Parishan Stakeholders’ Planning Committee 
and Workshop 

3 d 

 Working with National Consultant – Protected Areas and Institutional 5 d 

                                                 
2 Days are indicative.  Actual days are in the work plan matrix. 
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Arrangements (NC-PAIA), collate data gathered during PRA etc. for a 
report on tenure of land immediately bordering the lake.  The NC-PAIA will 
prepare a final report. 

Sub-total 27 d 

 
Workshop August 2007 

 Attend and support workshop 5 d 

Sub-total 5 d 

 
Reports 

 Input into project reports 8 d 

Sub-total 8 d 

 
Uromiyeh 
Baseline 

 Review Yekom Consultants’ Second Report, note gaps and identify 
priorities.  Discuss with team with a view to making a synthesis report. 

2 d 

 Small workshop in Tabriz with DOE to identify other sources of data. 4 d 

 Collect and analyse data.  Set indicators.  Prepare a synthesis report 10 d 

 Discuss working methods with DOE 2 d 

Sub-total 18 d 

 
West Azerbaijan  
Participatory watershed management 

 Help develop PW Planning for Yadergarlou, Dorgeh Sanghi and Gol 5 d 

 Workshop and preparation and report 5 d 

Sub-total 10 d 

 
Reports 

 Input into project reports 2 d 

Sub-total 2 d 

 
East Azerbaijan  
PA support 

 Guide production of publication/film on ecosystem approach, targeting 
decision makers and departments within the DOE. 

2 d 

 Support training initiative on community participation within DOE and 
developing more effective linkages with NGOs. 

3 d 

 Support start-up workshop and promotion of ideas already being considered 
in DOE. 

5 d 

 Collect information (secondary data) on community aspects of Ghoorigol 
and report. 

3 d 

Sub-total 13 d 

 
Reports 

 Input into project reports 2 d 

Sub-total 2 d 

 
Shadegan 

 Start-up workshop 5 d 

Sub-total 5 d 
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National 
Reports 

 Input into project reports 3 d 

 Support a national workshop on M&E 2 d 

 Support ‘Vision’ event 5 d 

Sub-total 10 d 

 
Total planned days  121 
The national consultants will be contracted by the project.  Payments will be made on 
a quarterly basis against quarterly reports (end June, end September, end December, 
end March) showing satisfactory progress. 
 
Changes to the TOR or schedule will be mutually agreed with the NC-IWMP/SIPA.  
Timings and milestones are shown in the table below. 
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M Kananian Work Plan: 2007–08 – MILESTONES 

  2007               2008 
  

Activity 

 
Mar 

 
Apr 

 
May 

 
Jun 

 

Jul 

 
Aug 

 
Sept 

 
Oct 

 
Nov 

 
Dec 

 
Jan 

 
Feb 

 
Mar 

  
Days 

1. Lake Parishan                

 Develop guidelines and data-
gathering questionnaire with the 
Int. Consultant.   

x              2 

 Share info and methodology with 
DOE staff, Shiraz. 

x              1 

 Train appropriate local leaders 
to gather data.  

x              1 

 Undertake PRA or RRA in 3 
sample villages. 

  x            3 

 Train local NGO to use GPS to 
map villages if no other detailed 
mapping is available. 

X              1 

 Make second visit to Parishan.  
Check data and fill gaps in data. 

  x            4 

 Analyse data.  Set indicators.  
Check against with National 
Census if available. 

  X            5 

 Work with UNDP SGP to 
develop an SGP proposal with 
local NGO(s). 

X              2 

 Work with UNDP SGP on a 
Parishan Stakeholders’ Planning 
Committee and workshop. 

  X            3 
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M Kananian Work Plan: 2007–08 – MILESTONES 

  2007               2008 
  

Activity 

 
Mar 

 
Apr 

 
May 

 
Jun 

 

Jul 

 
Aug 

 
Sept 

 
Oct 

 
Nov 

 
Dec 

 
Jan 

 
Feb 

 
Mar 

  
Days 

 Working with NC-IWMP, collate 
data gathered during PRA etc. 
for a report on tenure of land 
immediately bordering the lake. 

 X X            5 

 Attend and support workshop 
TBD. 

      x        5 

 Input into project reports.               3 

                 

                 

2 Uromiyeh                

 Review Yekom Consultants’ 
Second Report, note gaps and 
identify priorities.  Discuss with 
team with a view to making 
synthesis report. 

x              2 

 Hold small workshop in Tabriz 
with DOE to identify other 
sources of data. 

 X             4 

 Collect and analyse data.  Set 
indicators.   

   X X          10 

 Discuss working methods with 
DOE. 

  X            2 

 West Azerbaijan                 
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M Kananian Work Plan: 2007–08 – MILESTONES 

  2007               2008 
  

Activity 

 
Mar 

 
Apr 

 
May 

 
Jun 

 

Jul 

 
Aug 

 
Sept 

 
Oct 

 
Nov 

 
Dec 

 
Jan 

 
Feb 

 
Mar 

  
Days 

 Help develop PW Planning for 
Yadergarlou, Dorgeh Sanghi 
and Gol. 

  X X           5 

 Workshop and preparation and 
report. 

   X           5 

 Input into project reports. X X X X X X X X X X X X X   

 East Azerbaijan                 

 Guide production of 
publication/film on ecosystem 
approach, targeting decision 
makers and departments within 
the DOE. 

    X          2 

 Support training initiative on 
community participation within 
DOE and developing more 
effective linkages with NGOs. 

    X          3 

 Support start-up workshop and 
promotion of ideas already being 
considered in DOE. 

      X        5 

 Collect information (secondary 
data) on community aspects of 
Ghoorigol.  Prepare report. 

    X          3 

                 

3 Shadegan                

 Attend workshop.            X   5 
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M Kananian Work Plan: 2007–08 – MILESTONES 

  2007               2008 
  

Activity 

 
Mar 

 
Apr 

 
May 

 
Jun 

 

Jul 

 
Aug 

 
Sept 

 
Oct 

 
Nov 

 
Dec 

 
Jan 

 
Feb 

 
Mar 

  
Days 

                 

4 National                

 Input into project reports. X X X X X X X X X X X X X  2 

 Support a 2-day national 
workshop on M&E. 

   X           2 

 Support ‘Vision’ event.            X   5 

5 On-going                

 Be the focal point within the 
IWP. 

X X X X X X X X X X X X X  5 

 Hold regular meetings with the 
National Consultant team. 

X  X   X   X  X  X  12 

 Write and submit quarterly 
reports. 

?   ?   ?   ?   ?  4 

                 

6 Assignment already completed 
February 2007 

              12 

                 

                 

           Total days    121 
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ANNEX 2 

 

SHORT PRELIMINARY REPORT ON BASELINE INFORMATION AND GAPS 

 
Socio-economic information for both demonstration project sites is weak and 

needs considerable time-bound data gathering over the next three months to 

assist in more targeted planning and so as to establish indicators by which the 

project can be monitored and evaluated.  The log frame tends to emphasise 

process indicators rather than impact indicators, and the indicators themselves 

are generally biological rather than socio-economic indicators.  In due course, the 

project team might wish to revisit the log frame with a view to re-setting the 

indicators. 

 

I.R. Iran undertook a national census in 2006 and information from this should be 

available in April 2007.  However, the census is unlikely to provide data at the 

level the project requires for detailed planning, monitoring and evaluation, though 

it will serve as an important reference especially when addressing basin-wide 

demography. 

 

At both Parishan and Uromiyeh, I&NC-LCSEs conducted interviews with DOE, 

Islamic Councils and NGOs, assessing present knowledge and the need for new 

socio-economic information.  This resulted in agreement on a process for action 

at each site as set out in the main report.  

 

This short summary results from personal observation; it should be regarded as a 

‘snapshot’ of issues and is not necessarily technically accurate.   

 

Lake Parishan 
Visits were made to three communities around the lake with Mr Abbasi, from DOE 

Kasamun.  An outstanding characteristic of these communities is that they had 

different ethnic backgrounds and livelihood strategies  crop agricultural, 

livestock agriculture and fishing.  There were also contrasting levels of wealth. 

 

All the villagers depended for their livelihoods on utilising resources within the 

protected area.  In the case of crop farmers it was evident that nitrate and 

pesticide pollutants were draining into the lake; in the case of the pastoralists, 

overgrazing was evident.  Most households depended on potable water from 

springs and wells, and there was substantial water utilisation directly from the 

lake itself and from deep and shallow wells.  There were contradictory claims of 

land tenure. 

 

The following is a summary of visits to communities around the lake. 

 
Key points: North end 

 

1. No in-depth discussion with local people. 

 

2. Heavily agriculture dependent.  At this time of year (February) all market 

gardening near the lake was under plastic.  Most marketing undertaken 

through ‘middle men’ who usually provide equipment (so that the farmers 

are indebted to them).  The main produce was tomatoes and other salad 

crops, with heavy use of nitrates.  There is a high risk of disease or loss 

from market price fluctuations (mainly set by government).  Wheat is 

grown in the fertile plain, with each family responsible for the family 

holding.  Only harvesting is done communally by hiring a combine 
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harvester.  Substantial amounts of nitrate and pesticide use.  Planting up 

to the lake edge. 

 

3. The families here seem well off.  Many live in Kaseroun. 

 

Key points: Farmor (Nargeszar)Village. Fishers 

 

1. Main discussion with Rasul, his wife Shirin, sister Monavar, cousin 

Barjemani (Islamic Council representative) and 2 brothers, who invited us 

to their house. 

 

2. The villagers were highly impoverished.  No one met had education past 

12 years of age (adults and youths) and no professional skills.  The 

villagers met had no or very little land and lived communally in one house 

divided at each marriage.  They lived only from fishing, which is illegal, or 

by hiring themselves as labour when work is available.  The women have 

no prospect of employment and no marketable skills.   

 

3. The fishers have a constant battle with DOE rangers.  They are sometimes 

imprisoned or fined.  Nets are regularly confiscated by DOE.  A net costs 

6$.  It is hard to borrow money as they have no collateral.  Their daily 

catch may be up to 10 kg of small fish (fishing mainly at night).  

 

4. The fishers wrote to the DOE about their concerns but received no 

response.  The letter reads: 

 

In the name of God 

To: Mr. Khosravi 

With regards, hereby I (Nourmohamad Babakhani, address Nargeszar 

Village, Kazeroun City, Fars Province), with some other fishers, have a 

permit to fish in permitted season in Parishan Lake.  We are so glad that 

government has a good faith to the lake and put it in the 5 year plan, and 

ask for better quality of life.  Since our life depends on this lake, although 

it’s a scanty food just enough to keep us alive, we ask for consideration of 

our right if you are going to install fences over there.  Also, please provide 

us with you guidance, since the vision of supreme government is to create 

job opportunities for poor and unemployment.  So we assumed you 

support us, undersigned. 

We appreciate your kind attention and thank you in advance.  

Sincerely yours 

The name and signature of 14 persons  

 

5. This village is in Jere and Ballade district, where they they claim that the 

Governor is far less sympathetic (than the Governor in Kaserun) 

 

Key points: Arab Famor (A Shabani Head of Islamic Council). A large 

group of villagers 

   

1. This is an ‘Arab community’ that settled here about 200 years ago.  It is 

primarily livestock farming, with two kinds of cattle, local and buffalo, 

brought when the people first settled here.  Some goats.  Good supplies of 

milk and meat.  Each family has some poultry and geese. 

 

2. Wood is gathered for (additional) fuel. 

 

3. The families have to pay for water piped from a spring.  Washing and 

other pollutant water goes directly into lake. 
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4. DOE claims the village has no land rights.  Villagers claim they have land 

deeds. 

 

5. Fish and hunt for leisure and home consumption.  The villagers recognise 

that their activities are illegal. 

 

6. Most children go to secondary school (over the age of 12).  Two youths 

were at university (one dropped out for lack of finance). 

 

7. Damage from the 1998(?) earthquake can still be seen.  No compensation 

was paid by government, not even to rebuild the co-op store. 

 

8. There is a health centre, but the villagers are generally healthy. 

 

9. Generally very ‘life confident’. 

 
Key points: Parishan Village.  Several villagers 

 

1. Mostly agricultural market garden.  Main crop at this time of year is 

tomatoes grown right up to the lake edge.  Grow some wheat away from 

village? 

 

2. The villagers met want to sell their land and move to the city, and they 

thought this had been promised by the DOE. 

 

3. The villagers would like to have a road cut through to link with northerly 

road (this would complete a road around the lake).  It would make a big 

difference in the distance to Kaserun school and market but has not been 

allowed by the DOE. 

 

 

West Azerbaijan 
The following observations were gathered in the satellite wetlands area south of 

Uromiyeh: 

 

Key points: Dorgeh Sangi Village (Kurdish).  Head Mohammad Rachmani, 

Farmers  Aboobaky Ahmadpoor, Arziz Behreuz, Yousef Dawoodi 

 

1. Very hospitable people, free conservation.  

 

2. These farmers are ‘relatively’ well off.  20% of children go to school after 

age of 12. 

 

3. Crops are sugar beet, wheat and barley.  Some carrots.  Wheat sown in 

autumn with some damage by small birds over the winter.  No goose 

damage.  Use 4/5 (50-kg) bags of nitrate per hectare as advised by Min of 

Ag with heavy subsidy.   

 

4. Villagers have participated in training courses with DOE and NGOs (Dutch 

project).  They appreciated the courses and would like more.   

 

5. Villagers like the birds, which do not damage crops. Hunt (shooting) for 

pleasure but not in summer.  They like tourists but there are few. DOE 

give permits to hunters from outside the area. 
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6. Main problem is lack of water in summer.  Villagers get no benefit from 

the dam but the issues could be resolved in two hours if a channel were 

excavated.  Happy to work with other villages.  This area (several villages) 

would be good for a workshop on participatory watershed management 

with water mapping etc., and a good follow up from the SGP for lake 

restoration undertaken by a local NGO in Naghade run by Mr Entekahbi:  

‘Nature Lovers’ is respected and could be helpful. 

 

7. The army come here to blow up ordnance, several times a month and 

weekly in summer.  Destruction to houses with walls blown in and 

windows broken.  (Some of the damage could be seen).  The IC has 

formally complained but to no avail.  ‘The military take no notice 

whatsoever.’ 

 
Key points: Gol Village (Kurdish) Naser Sourchi (Head IC) 11 men 3 

women 

 

1. Apparently well off.  Farming as above. 

 

2. Gol village claims to be the only village that does not benefit from the 

dam. 

 

3. There are boreholes for household water but used also for irrigation.  30-

m deep; some 60-m. 

 

1. Strongly critical of DOE.  DOE give drained wetland to outsiders to farm 

and hunting permits to outsiders, and DOE keeps fees. 

 

2. Villagers could not see much prospect for tourism.  No facilities.  Not sure 

why tourists would want to visit. 

 

3. Would be happy to make a water-sharing agreement with Gol, Dorgeh 

Sang and Yadergarlou. 

 

Key points: Yadergarlou (Turkish) Headman Jamshid Mehrabi + 7 men 

 

1. Yadergarlou appears to be a much poorer village than Gol or Dorgeh 

Sangi, but this could not be substantiated.  There are 200 families, few 

cars, few bikes.  Some villagers hire themselves as labourers in the city. 

 

2. Farming as above but appear to have many more cattle and sheep.  

Agriculture in former lake (now drained) Lake Yadergarlou is poor or 

impossible, as it is saline.  Villagers say, ‘We are no longer producers’.  Big 

increase in livestock over last 15 years although there is not enough 

pasture.  All families have poultry. 

 

3. The main problem is that livestock have no place to drink except in the 

drainage channel, which is polluted. 

 

4. All strongly support the restoration of Yadergarlou wetland.  They claim it 

would not be a problem.  A problem could be that the army now uses the 

drained lake site as a firing range! 

 

5. Villagers have been told that the hunting ban was because of bird flu. 

 

6. All families operate independently.  Even take wool or cattle to market 

separately.  (Same in all villages.) 
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East Azerbaijan 

 

DOE had good information and ideas for East Azerbaijan villagers.  However, no 

specific data were gathered on this mission. 
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ANNEX 3 

 

SPEECH BY MR AMROLLA SHABANI, LEADER OF ISLAMIC COUNCIL, LAKE 

PARISHAN 

 

These key points were made by Mr A. Shabani – local community representative 

at the Shiraz workshop on 20 March 2007.  They serve to illustrate the local 

community perspective for Lake Parishan. 

 

 
 In the past, before the Revolution, there was an international plan to get the people 

out of Arjan and Parishan Protected Area.  They even put prices on our villages. 

 However, people were afraid.  They had to get out of their villages to be replaced by 

wildlife! 

 They had no right to argue. 

 Today we have another international project! 

 All that matters to local communities is: 

– Security 

– Cooperation 

– Right of access 

 For example, Mr Zare, the previous project manager, spoke in Saifabad village and 

talked about separating the wetlands from the people and determining a limit……this 

talk generated some conflict (confusion) at the local level. 

 People have a right of access to wetland. 

 The have been using it in times of poverty and for their stainable livelihoods.  

Agriculture is the backbone of the local economy. 

 In 1975 (?) the wetland dried out so that I could pass through the lake with a 

motorbike.  We went the right of access to the lake. 

 Flooding of agricultural land has always been a problem but there is a historical 

boundary to the wetland. 

----------- 

 On behalf of the community, I expect that these conflicts (between DOE and the local 

community) should be resolved. 

 We are willing to help the protection of the lake. 

 I myself was a guard 

– If we want a good wetland we need to solve two problems: 

o The security problem 

o The sanitary problem 

 For example, we really need to do something to reduce the amount of pesticides that 

are entering the lake. 

 If you address local community needs (sustainable livelihoods, employment), they 

will cooperate with you. 
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ANNEX 4 

 

CONTACTS (SPECIFIC TO LOCAL COMMUNITIES AND SOCIO-ECONOMICS) 

 

 Name Position Telephone Email 

     

International Mike Ounsted International 
Advisor on 
Community and 
Socio-economics 

+441452742130 mike@ounsted,fsnet.co,uk 

     

National Mona Kan’anian National 
Consultant on 
Community and 
Socio-economics 

+989111371648 mkanan.is@gmail.com 

     

UNDP Saeid Ferdowsi Programme 
Analyst  

+98212869457  

UNDP Laleh Daraie Coordinator, Small 
Grants 
Programme 

+98212860691 Laleh.daraie@undp.org 

     

DOE Tehran Yasaman 
Rajabkah 

Ramsar focal 
point 

09123782268 yasamanr@gmail.com 

     

Uromiya, 
West 
Azarbijan 

Mr. Henari Dep. Head, DOE   

 Mr. Abbasnejad DOE Training 
Division 

+984313368632 Abasnejad2000@yahoo.com 

 Mr. Dehghani DOE Local 
Communities 
Dept. 

+989144437290  

 Mrs. Mostafapour Local NGO   

 Mohammad 
Rachmani 

Head of Council, 
Dorgeh Sangi 

0944407003  

 Naser Sourchi Head of Council, 
Gol 

09144413276  

 Jamshid Mehrabi Head of Council, 
Yadergarlou 

09141462330  

     

http://fsnet.co/
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 Name Position Telephone Email 

Tabriz, East 
Azarbijan 

Mrs. Imani DOE Participation 
Office 

+984113343513 Gms_407@yahoo.com 

 Mr. Rasuli DOE Local 
Communities Dept 

  

 Mr. Nuri DOE Training 
Office 

  

 Mr. Safarzade DOE Public 
Communication 
Dept 

  

 Mrs. Safari Local NGO   

 Mr. Ms’oud DOE Biodiversity 
Expert 

+98411524409 r_masoud84@yahoo.com 

     

Parishan, Fars Mr S.A. Abbasi Kazerun DOE, 
Parishan Division 

+989177066938  

 Mr. H. Abbasi Kazerun DOE  +989173241531  

 Mr. Zohrabi Fars DOE +989177033566  

 Mr. Shabani Fars DOE, 
Biodiversity Dept. 

+989177170444  

 Mrs. Zare Fars DOE, Public 
Communication 
Dept. 

+989176086481  

 Mr. Hushmandi Fars DOE, 
Rangers  

+98917720964  

 Mrs. Mosallaiee 13th Farvardin 
NGO 

+989171257458  

 Mr. Kohan Hamandishan-e-
Javan NGO 

+989177234873  

 Mina Anjavi Women’s 
Associate Against 
Pollution 

+987116264023  

 Amrolla Shabani Local Community 
Leader, IC 

+989173211830  

 M. Shabani Local community +989177215984  

 H. Shafi’iee    

 Seyed 
Abdolmadjeed 

Head, Min. of 
Cooperation 

09173118114 
07116207379 

 

 Mr. Soleimany Fars Natural 
Resources Office 

+9897116285185 Hamid_Soleimani2001@yahoo.
com 

mailto:r_masoud84@yahoo.com
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 Mr. Bahramy Kazerun Natural 
Resources Office 

+989173103703  

 Mr. Salem Fars Cooperative 
Office 

+989173118114  

 Mrs.Shamsi 
Hemyari 

Fars Agriculture 
Extension & 
Public 
Participation 
Office 

+989173140672 Shamsi1372@yahoo.com 

 Mr. Tabatabaiee Kazerun 
Sanitation Center 

+989171210131  

 Mr. Sayyardust Fars Cultural 
Inheritance & 
Tourism Office 

+987112240203 Tachar_iran@yahoo.com 

 Mr. Moshtaghian Fars Fisheries 
Office 

 majidiran@yahoo.com 

 Mr. Aisaiee Fars Water 
Conservation Org. 

 aissaee@yahoo.com 

     

 

mailto:Shams1372@yahoo.com
mailto:majidiran@yahoo.com
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UNDP/GEF – Conservation of Iranian Wetlands Project  
 

Mission Report to UNDP and National Project Director 
16–27 November 2007 

 
Mike Ounsted, Local Communities and Socio-economic Advisor 

(LCSEA) 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This was the LCSEA’s second mission to Iran following a visit in February 2007.  There has 
been significant progress in the intervening nine months in all aspects of the project.  The 
socio-economic components of the project and, especially, the interest in participatory 
processes have taken on a much higher profile than they had previously, although there are 
still improvements to be made in integrating these processes and socio-economic data into 
the other project sectors.  There was also significant progress with communication and 
awareness, which falls partly to the LCSEA’s brief but is in fact cross-cutting.  The LCSEA 
reviewed this progress and set short-term work plans and draft plans for 2008 for the National 
Consultant (NC) and for the socio-economic components of the project.  These included 
defining the level of input into the two site Management Plans and working to review and 
analyse data collected by the NC since the last mission and presenting this in a report format. 
 
The visit provided the opportunity for the LCSEA to attend a workshop organised by UNDP on 
Local Participation and Natural Resources Management and to present a paper on 
Participation and Sustainable Livelihood Frameworks to all the UNDP GEF project managers 
(and others).  The LCSEA also gave a one-day training to DOE, NGO and local 
representatives from E and W Azerbaijan on Participatory Watershed Planning (PWP).   
 
Concerns were shared about the design of the two site-based projects in relation to the 
management planning process.  The LCSEA expressed the view that the Uromiyeh 
Management Plan is not a management plan as such, rather an agreement of cooperation 
between different sectoral interests to work together in pursuance of a management plan.  
There is a similar concern, though to a lesser degree, about the Management Plan for Lake 
Parishan.  It was agreed that in designing the programme for the third project site there would 
be a different approach to project design and formulation. 
 
 
Highlights 

 A vibrant, energetic project staff in a new office venue led by the new (but quickly 
settled) National Project Manager (NPM) Dr Ali Nazaridoust. 

 PRAs have been completed in three villages around Lake Parishan and provide good 
primary data. 

 A substantial mobilization of interested people and NGOs that support the project 
objectives is taking place at Parishan and Uromiyeh. 

 Lake Uromiyeh Workshop directed its attention to the core issue of water flows to the 
lake.  Good multi-sectoral attendance. 

 The formation of LU and LP working groups and their first meetings. 

 PWP training for E &W Azerbaijan. 

 LP socio-economic baseline near completion. 

 UNDP workshop on participation gave introductions to all GEF projects. 
 
 

Lowlights 

 A planned visit to Kazeroun was cancelled.  It was felt that the limited time available 
during this mission would not produce sufficient benefit in view of the fact that a major 
workshop had taken place in Kazeroun the week earlier and that a number of outstanding 
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issues needed to be addressed in Teheran so as to keep the socio-economic work on 
track. 

 Official information requested on Lakes Parishan and Uromiyeh has not been received. 

 Communications – both internally and between the project and outside parties – still need 

improvement.  The website is still not operational. 

 
  
Many thanks once again to the NPD and the NPM and his Team for exceptionally well 
organised arrangements for the visit and for the Team’s avid participation in team 
discussions.  This was very encouraging.  Special thanks to Ms Mona Kananian for the long 
hours spent working together with the LCSEA beyond the time limitations set by the project 
itself.
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1. SCHEDULE 

 
 

 Nov 2007 Location Activity 

Thurs 15 Travel Travel: office to LHR (taxi, rail) 
Flight LHR–Tehran 

Fri 16 Tehran Arrive Tehran 
Debrief with SIPA and NCLCSE 

Sat 17 Tabriz Lake Uromiyeh Workshop  

Sun 18 Tabriz 
Shabastar 
Uromiyeh 

Lake Uromiyeh Workshop 
Meeting with Governor and Dep Governor Shabastar 
Meeting with Green Mountain NGO  

Mon 19 Uromiyeh 
Yadergarlou 

Participatory Watershed Training 
Field visit to Yadergarlou 
Flight Tehran 

Tue 20 Tehran Meet project team in office 
Meeting with NPM 
Continuous interaction with NCLCSE 

Wed 21 Tehran Work in office: Review NCLSE work plan, Communications 
Strategy etc. 

Thu 22 Tehran Prepare presentation for UNDP.  Start on PRA analysis. 
Review Pandam and Yekom reports. 

Fri 23 Tehran Work on PRA analysis 

Sat 24 Tehran Meeting with NPM.  Project work with NC. 

Sun 25 Tehran Presentation and workshop UNDP. Meeting with SGP. Meeting 
with Change Agenda 

Mon 26 Tehran Team meeting, CIWP office. 

Tue 27 Travel Flight Tehran–LHR  
Arrive office 

 
 
2. INTRODUCTION 

 
This was the LCSEA’s second in-country support to the CIWP.  Considerable progress has 
been made since the LCSEA’s first, introductory mission in February 2007.  The LCSEA had 
not been able to attend the November stakeholder workshop in Kazeroun so this mission 
served to follow up actions emerging from the workshop and the work undertaken by the 
NCLCSE since February 2007.  Considerable time was given working with the NCLCSE, 
analysing the data collected in the Parishan PRA held in August.  This was presented to the 
project team with the intention of encouraging a more integrated approach to the design of the 
Parishan Management Plan and taking some lessons learned forward for Uromiyeh and 
potentially the Shadegan site-based initiative. 
 
The LCSEA attended the Uromiyeh workshop, which advanced participatory processes 
through the newly established working group.  However, the scale of the issues to be 
addressed makes it difficult for this group to see itself as truly representational of the many 
stakeholder interests.  The group needs time to build its strengths and capacity. 
 
The LCSEA felt that the initiative being taken by UNDP to improve the understanding of 
participatory processes, through a series of workshops involving all the team leaders of 
Iranian GEF projects, was very worthwhile. 
 
 

 
3. SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THIS MISSION 
 
The objectives of this mission were as follows:  
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1. Review progress against plan since the last mission, and make necessary adjustments to 
the 2007 work plan. 

2. Participate in and provide guidance during the Management Planning workshop for Lake 
Urumiyeh. 

3. Help design and train personnel who will undertake a participatory watershed planning 
workshop for Yadergarlou. 

4. Review and support the development and implementation of the overall communications 
strategy at both demonstration sites. 

5. Review the conclusions of the Lake Parishan workshop in respect of the engagement of 
local people in the proposed management plan and make recommendations for further 
consideration. 

6. Help develop an operational plan for community participation in the proposed Lake 
Parishan management plan. 

7. Provide input on Sustainable Livelihood Frameworks and Success Indicators to a UNDP 
workshop. 

8. Review progress and guide proposals for project baselines and indicators and the 
monitoring and evaluation plans at both LP and LU. 

9. Review/advise on land tenure report for LP (with Andy Brown). 
10. Review progress on all aspects of the programme with NPM and SIPA. 
 
 
4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The following section summarises the achievements against each TOR objective. 
 
1. Review progress against plan since the last mission, and make necessary 
adjustments to the 2007 work plan. 

 
Good progress has been made with the Lake Parishan baseline report.  Excellent data have 
been gathered by the NCLCSE through PRA processes, with parallel training.  This 
information was subject to analysis during the mission and discussed with the project team; a 
final draft for consultation will be available by 1 January 2008. 
 
The planned synthesis of the Yekom report (socio-economic section) has not been 
undertaken.  On review, it was agreed that this was not worthwhile.  Instead, an agreement 
has been reached for the NCLCSE to collect government data for sectors of critical relevance 
for the baseline and to use 2006 data. 

 
2. Participate in and provide guidance during the Management Planning workshop for 
Lake Urumiyeh. 

 
This was the second meeting of the Socio-economics working group.  The sessions were 
highly participatory, although they were not easy given the high demands from the project for 
specific outputs.  A problem was that the participants of the WG were not the same as in the 
previous meeting.  This is being rectified.  It was significant that there was very active 
participation, especially from important government sectors –eg water resources and 
Agriculture Jihad. 

 
3. Help design and train personnel who will undertake a participatory watershed 
planning workshop for Yadergarlou. 

 
The training was held in DOE Uromiyeh with good attendance (10 people – it was planned for 
9).  Levels of understanding were mixed, but participation by the DOE from both E & W 
Azerbaijan was particularly important.  For the second part of the workshop, participants 
made a field visit to Yadergarlou.  The LCSEA and NCLCSE are producing a training manual 
as a result of the workshop. 

 
4. Review and support the development and implementation of the overall 
communications strategy at both demonstration sites. 
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The communications strategy was reviewed with the PACO and NCLCSE.  There is some 
overlap in responsibility within the project team for public awareness and community 
participation – which is not surprising as these are cross-cutting issues.  This may need to be 
clarified to the working groups.   
 
Communications within the project are not bad, but all parties felt that they could be improved.  
Getting the website and the wetlands expert group forum going would help.   
 
Having developed relationships with Parishan villagers, there needs to be an ongoing 
exchange with the project. 
 
A brainstorming session on the Parishan Festival was held.  Mr Masoomi is taking the lead on 
this.  The project needs to be sure that the festival’s events relate in some way to the 
objectives of the project (and it is not just a festival in its own right) and that the festival does 
not become too time consuming. 
 
Public awareness will always be, to some extent, opportunistic.  There has been a 
considerable input into the communications strategy and it may be necessary to focus more 
on priorities.  The strategy should now be regarded as being complete so that time is spent on 
its implementation.  The capacity and training programme needs to be fixed as this too could 
be very broad. 
 
5. Review the conclusions of the Lake Parishan workshop in respect of the engagement 
of local people in the proposed management plan and make recommendations for further 
consideration. 

 
The cancellation of the proposed visit to Parishan reduced this activity to a review of 
secondary information.  However, there was a full report back from attendees from both within 
and outside the project.  The outstanding issues are referred to elsewhere in this report.  The 
general feedback on the workshop was very good. 

 
6. Help develop an operational plan for community participation in the proposed Lake 
Parishan management plan. 

 
A number of steps were taken.  During the mission, news came through that a new local NGO 
was being set up that would probably form the basis for the LP management committee.  This 
group was cross-sectoral in its interests. 
 
The LCSEA and NCLCSE also had a meeting on the UNDP small grants programme. A 
number of specific ideas were put forward which will now be followed up; these should be put 
together and collated into one recommendation. 
 
The Parishan programme includes a continuation of the PRA work, with PRA conducted by 
trained local people. 
 
7. Provide input on Sustainable Livelihood Frameworks and Success Indicators to a 
UNDP workshop. 

 
A very useful workshop organised by UNDP.  Open exchanges from the other GEF project 
leaders and some new ideas on participation were shared.  This is the first in a series of 
workshops organised by UNDP.  The LCSEA’s paper is appended. 
 
8. Review progress and guide proposals for project baselines and indicators and the 
monitoring and evaluation plans at both LP and LU. 

 
Working on the PK socio-economic baseline was a major part of the LCSEA’s work.  This was 
presented in the team meeting on 26 November.  Arrangements for finalising the report were 
agreed. 
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After discussing the Yekom report on Lake Uromiyeh, it was agreed that a socio-economic 
synthesis was not worthwhile.  Instead, that LCSEA/NCLCSE would prepare a schedule of 
‘desirable’ data that should be included in a baseline study and that these would be gathered 
by the NCLCSE directly from government 2006 figures. 

 
9. Review/advise on land tenure report for LP (with Andy Brown). 

 
The report is not yet available in English. 
 
10. Review progress on all aspects of the programme with NPM and SIPA. 

 
The LCSEA was briefed by SIPA on arrival and various options and actions (specifically on 
Uromiyeh) were discussed.  Two meetings were held with the NPM and one with the project 
team.  The following were specifically noted: 
 
The LCSEA had concerns that the LU draft Management Plan was not really a management 
plan in the usual sense nor had it been developed in a way that truly had local representation.  
As such, it would be unlikely to have local ownership.  This is not in any way a criticism of the 
useful work done to date.  The MP would be better described as an ‘MOU’ ‘agreement of 
cooperation’ that lays the foundation for an MP to be developed. 
 
There is a similar concern for the draft LP Management Plan.  Whilst a great deal of 
information has been gathered to date, this information itself, combined with suggestions 
made at the LP workshop, does not constitute a Management Plan.  The plan should ideally 
be jointly developed by the government and local people in an integrated approach.  At 
present the individual sector interests have been put forward but there is as yet no integrated 
plan.  The formation of an LP management committee would be a major step in taking this 
forward. 
 
It was agreed that the two sites had embarked on a process that should not be fundamentally 
changed, but with hindsight and based on the knowledge gained from the programme it could 
be reassessed.  It was also agreed that as the project started up in the new project site of 
Shadegan a different approach to project design would be taken in which the DOE and local 
groups would work more closely together to develop their own plan.  Lessons learned from 
Uromiyeh and Parishan would steer this process. 
 
 
 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
1. The LCSEA’s support during 2007 has tended to be more ‘hands-on’ than originally 

foreseen. This approach can be regarded as an important aspect of capacity building but 
caution is urged so that the LCSEA does not undertake detailed work that should be 
undertaken by the national project and government staff (together with local 
stakeholders).  The LCSEA should focus on providing strategic and technical advice. This 
may take more time than has been anticipated. 

 
2. Overall, the Project Team is still struggling to develop a truly integrated and participatory 

approach to management planning.  The international consultants could, and need to, do 
more to guide government and project staff towards adopting more innovative planning 
processes.  There remains a risk that new management plans could be produced without 
the essential local ownership and agreement to follow new regulations. 

 
3. More extensive training is needed for government officers on new methodologies for 

Integrated Water Resource Management and participatory processes.  This is particularly 
important for more-senior officers.  There are many very competent junior government 
staff who understand these new processes but have not been able to put them into 
practice. 
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4. At both project sites there are rapidly expanding NGO movements concerned with green 

issues.  The government is recognising the importance of these groups, but the project 
needs to make more effort to engage in continuous dialogue with these NGOs and to 
guide and support their work.  They will play a significant role in the eventual successful 
implementation of the management plans. 

 
5. During the mission there were informal discussions on a number of occasions and with a 

range of interested parties about the CIWP’s design for the development of the site 
management plans.  Since the implementation of the project, and specifically within the 
recent nine months, the team, stakeholders and potential beneficiaries have learned 
much about management planning processes.  The structures (working groups etc) 
established with the support of the project have opened up opportunities for stakeholder 
engagement that the project document could only anticipate, yet, particularly in the case 
of Lake Uromiyeh, the management planning has run parallel with rather than been 
integrated into these processes.  The draft Management Plan for Lake Uromiyeh, which it 
is intended should be approved in the very near future, would not usually be described as 
a ‘Management Plan’ but rather a ‘Statement of Cooperation’, or similar.  The 
Management Plan, which sets out who does what, is a second process.  Whilst it is a 
credit to the project that good progress has been made in this process, it might be 
misleading to describe this document as a Management Plan.  When developing the 
proposed replication plan for Shadegan it is recommended that a different formula or 
design for the planning process is developed which is more organic in character and 
insists on stronger governmental and local stakeholder engagement in the planning 
process.  

 
6. The monthly reports from the NPM have been very helpful and appreciated.   It might also 

be helpful to circulate the minutes of the monthly team meetings.  The structure of the 
CWIP team, with the long-term engagement of national and international consultants, 
offers a rare opportunity for a full exchange of perspectives and for distance 
communication between international and national consultants.  Whilst the one-to-one 
interaction between the LCSEA and his national counterpart has been very good indeed 
during the missions, communication has been poor when each consultant is working from 
his and her home base.  The LCSEA could provide stronger support from a distance if the 
communication system could be improved.  There could also be a better exchange of 
ideas and reports between the core international consultants.  It would be useful to have 
a team meeting of the national consultants. 

 
 
6. ACTION POINTS  

 
A provisional work plan for 2008 was developed for the input of the local community and 
socio-economic aspects of the project (Appendix I).  This needs to be refined and further 
developed (this has now been done for the National Consultant).  Some more immediate 
action points are included in the following table: 
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 IMMEDIATE ACTION POINTS By   

   When Who  
 Parishan    

1 Finalise the PRA baseline report with the inclusion of 
government statistics as outlined in the report (MK), an 
executive summary (MO) and recommendations (MK, 
MO). 
 

01/02/08 MK, MO  

2 Translate the report into Farsi.  01/02/08 Translator  

3 Share the report with as many stakeholders as possible 
and register comments. 

01/03/08   

4 Continue PRA expansion (undertaken locally) Process Supported 
by MK 

 

5 Start work immediately with local community stakeholders 
to develop proposal(s) for the UNDP SGP, following the 
guidelines and conclusions of the meeting held between 
the CIW Advisors and the UNDP Consultant.  Some 
suggestions, for example, the development and 
implementation of a model village ‘green’ management 
plan, should be followed up as soon as possible. 

01/02/08 MK  

6 Support the LP Working Group and the emerging Lake 
Parishan Committee.  Make sure that the differing roles of 
these groups are understood and that the committee is 
representative of all interests. 

Process MK, MA  

7 Provide examples (though training) for government 
officers of contemporary ways of integrating community 
development and biodiversity conservation. 

 ?  

 Uromiyeh    

8 Complete the Socio-economic overview for Uromiyeh, 
using government 2006 figures.  This necessarily will be 
generalised. 

01/02/08 MK  

9 Train local NGOs in PRA, RRA and PWP techniques.    

10 Complete PRA or RRA at selected sites (analyse existing 
PRA for Gorigol). 

 MK  

11 Go ahead with the Participatory Watershed Planning for 
Yadergarlou (if this is the finally agreed restoration site – 
there may be more than one site).   Make sure that the 
restoration actually takes place. 

 MK  

12 Prepare an action plan for Gorigol. 
Promote Gorigol as a key site.  Through participatory 
processes, complete a Management Plan for Gorigol.  The 
public awareness potential of Gorigol should be developed 
as soon as possible. 

 MK, MO and 
others 

 

 
 
7 ANNEXES 
 
Appendix 1: Draft Work Plan for National and International Consultants 2008: Communities 
and socio-economics 
 
Appendix 2: Presentation: Sustainable Livelihoods Framework Theory and Best Practices.  
MO UNDP workshop. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Draft Work plan for National and International consultants 2008: Communities and socio-economics 

 

 

What When Time Who Comments 

 2007    
Work plan 2007/8 27 Nov    

Capacity building programme (Plan) 5 Dec ? NC A draft for final discussion 

Work on Parishan plan  5 Dec 

 

 

 

1 Jan 

1 day 

4 days 

IC  

NC 

IC to complete English version. 

NC to validate against official figures and finalise. 

NC suggests that the translating service can 

translate. 

Report to be passed to NPM, SIPA and NC team 

Uromiyeh criteria for baseline 

 

Data gathering. Report. 

1 Dec 

 

1 Feb 

 

 

5 days 

IC 

 

NC 

Provisional criteria for baseline.  Pass to NC 

 

Site visits. 

PWP training manual 

 

1 Jan 

 

.5 day IC 1st draft. 

NC to finalise 

 

Should be in Fars only? 

Working group indicators 26 Nov  IC/NC Done! 

SGP. Parishan. 

 

5 Dec  IC 

 

Mike to extend notes from UNDP meeting as a 

scoping paper.  NC to follow up (could require 

some time). 

Livelihood analysis 1 Dec  NC For Appendix and further analysis for Parishan plan 

Other  .5 IC  

 2008    
SGP Parishan ? 3 days NC Support will be required for local community to 

develop proposal 

Working group meetings Every six 

weeks 

7 days NC Site visits to be combined with other activities.  

May need more time? 

PWP in Uromiyeh satellite wetlands Before 

season 

3 days NC Yadergarlou.  Involve DOE. (Imani from EA might 

be good?) 
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What When Time Who Comments 
RRA in Uromiyeh satellite wetlands April? 10 days NC  

PWP Manual Before 

PWP 

1 days NC Completion 

Training for Uromiyeh NGOs On-going 5 days NC Need capacity building strategy first. 

Develop proposal for Gorigol Feb  NC,  

PACO 

Close consultation with various. 

Activities from Parishan and 

Uromiyeh wks 

On-going 10 NC 

PACO 

 

Parishan festival April 2 days NC 

PACO 

Not NC’s main task. 

On-going data gathering  On-going 5 days? NC Support to communities Parishan 

Training for Doe ? 5 days? NC  

Parishan committee On-going 3 days? NC  

Shadegan Early 

2008 

? IC NC Major input as early in the project as possible 

PRA Manual By end of 

year 

10 days NC IC support? 

 

 

Notes: 

These are very rough estimates for NC to validate.  In this table draft NC requires 61 days + Shadegan in 2008.  IC is scheduled for 

Shadegan only.  NPM/SIPA to determine other inputs. 

No travel time is allocated. 

Shadegan should be major input. 
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Appendix 2 
 

Presentation: Sustainable Livelihoods Framework Theory and Best Practices.  

MO UNDP workshop. 

 
“When I let go of what I am, I become what I might be.” 

Lao Tzu 
Introduction 
First, a reminder of what we are trying to achieve here today: 

 

 Gain a greater understanding of the integral link between local development 

and the environment;  

 

 Sharpen our knowledge of local participation methods and techniques; and  

 

 Embark on a harmonized strategy for the integration of local participation in 

project plans. 

 

In my presentation I will try to contribute mostly to 1 and 2 above, in the hope 

that they will support our discussions leading to a strategy for the integration of 

local participation in project plans. My presentation will look at 

 

 the theory of Sustainable Livelihood Frameworks (SLF) 

 

 to see if they are useful in thinking about the community–environment 

linkages in your projects. 

 

Then: 

 

 see how SLFs help in setting indicators for monitoring and evaluation 

 

and 

 

 look specifically at indicators that measure social change, and in particular 

consider ‘poverty attributes’ – What is poverty? 

 

Development tools, such as SLFs, are nearly always considered from the point of 

view of the project manager, one of whose primary tasks is to report to a donor.  

We should also look at these tools from a community perspective.  Development 

projects belong to communities, not to project managers.  So how can 

communities take better control of projects that are designed primarily to benefit 

the communities themselves? 

 

The project I am involved with in Iran is part of the GEF Biodiversity programme 

– The Conservation of Iranian Wetlands – and I will make a bold assumption that 

you know what a wetland is.  This project may initially have been perceived as a 

project about the protection of waterbirds, which is important.  But the projected 

has adopted an ecosystem approach, which involves many species of plant, 

animal and micro-organisms and the complex dynamics of climate, hydrology, 

and soil conditions.  The ecosystem approach is the primary framework for action 

agreed by the Conference of Parties of the Convention for Biological Diversity 

(CBD).  The ecosystem approach recognizes that humans, with their cultural 

diversity, are an integral component of ecosystems. 

  

Conservation and development 
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The social context of biodiversity conservation is an increasingly important facet 

of conservation policy and practice, with an ever-greater emphasis placed on the 

role of biodiversity in alleviating poverty. Yet the debate about the linkages 

between conservation and poverty reduction is hampered by a lack of empirical 

evidence. 

 

Many conservation organizations are engaging with livelihoods and human needs 

at a local level in an attempt to provide social benefits (and offset social costs) as 

a means to improve conservation outcomes. However, these organizations often 

struggle to demonstrate the impact of their interventions – and of biodiversity 

conservation in general – on people.  Conservation organizations often lack the 

capacity to undertake social/livelihoods monitoring, and may be unaware of the 

range of applicable tools and processes available to help measure success 

outcomes in a development process that is not an exact science. 

 

Conversely, development agencies that focus on poverty reduction often struggle 

to accept the significance of the need for biodiversity conservation.  There is a 

misunderstanding in many government circles that biodiversity conservation is 

about the conservation of globally threatened species and the need to establish 

protected areas.  Biodiversity conservation should be about the maintenance of a 

range of different kinds of plants and animals.  The maintenance of biodiversity is 

most significant for the least developed countries because biodiversity provides 

essential livelihoods for many people, especially poorer and subsistence-living 

fishers and farmers.  The consumption of a diversity of animals and plants is 

critical for the health and well being of all people, and especially those living at a 

subsistence level.  Good health is the prerequisite for poverty reduction and for 

local development. 

 

What do we mean by livelihoods?  What do we mean by poverty? 

There is a consensus in both conservation and development agencies that our 

work is framed by that most misused of terms ‘sustainable development’.  

Sustainable development is a socio-ecological process characterized by the 

fulfilment of human needs while maintaining the quality of the natural 

environment indefinitely. 

 

Livelihoods are often considered mainly in terms of income, and poverty is 

determined by levels of income.  For most poor people, a livelihood is measured 

in terms of food and water consumption and of natural materials for medical 

needs and shelter.  The generic and ambiguous definition of poverty based on the 

‘less than a dollar a day’ is unhelpful in most rural, impoverished situations.  

Some countries, such as Lao PDR measure poverty in terms of the weight of rice 

available per capita per annum.  Even this more realistic definition requires 

confirmation that people actually have access to their allocation and does not 

take into account a vulnerability factor.  However, whether a livelihood is from an 

income or by direct extraction of the natural resource, both the poor and the 

wealthy are consumers of the natural environment.   

 

Experience from different parts of the world shows that poverty is very complex. 

It can be expressed in numerous dimensions, depending on factors such as 

geographic diversity, cultural and social background, temporal dimensions and 

economic conditions. Several analyses and conceptual frameworks have been 

developed to advance the understanding of livelihoods and environment at both 

micro (local) and macro (national) levels. Examples include:  

 

 The Human Development Index and the Human Poverty Index developed and 

updated annually by the UNDP.  These are measurements of life expectancy, 

literacy, education, and standard of living for countries worldwide. The index 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural_environment
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural_environment
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Life_expectancy
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Literacy
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Education
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Standard_of_living
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is a standard means of measuring well-being, especially child welfare. It is 

used to determine and indicate whether a country is a developed, developing, 

or underdeveloped country and also to measure the impact of economic 

policies on quality of life.  

 

 Poverty-Environment Indicators produced by the World Bank, which identify 

three dimensions of poverty (lack of assets, powerlessness, and vulnerability);  

 

 Guidelines on Poverty Reduction produced by the Organization for Economic 

Co-operation and Development (OECD), which identify four dimensions of 

poverty (economic, political, socio-cultural and protective capabilities); and  

 

 The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework produced by the Department for 

International Development (DFID), which identifies four livelihood assets 

(natural, financial, physical, and social capital within a vulnerability context. 

This framework is drawn from several models and relates most directly to the 

dilemmas of conservation and development. 

 

 

Sustainable Livelihood Frameworks 
An SLF is a tool that helps a conceptual approach to development by merging 

biodiversity conservation, termed livelihood sustainability, with human well-being 

and poverty reduction. 

 

A framework presents the main factors that affect people’s livelihoods, and typical 

relationships between these factors. It can be used both in planning new 

development activities and in assessing the contribution to livelihood 

sustainability made by existing activities. 

 

In particular, the framework: 

 

 provides a checklist of important issues, and sketches out the way these link 

to each other; 

 

 draws attention to core influences and processes; and 

 

 emphasizes the multiple interactions between the various factors that affect 

livelihoods. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Measuring_well-being
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Welfare_economics
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Developed_country
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Developing_country
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Developing_country
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The commonly used DFID framework is centred on people. It does not work in a 

linear manner and does not try to present a model of reality though ultimately 

this is what it reveals. Its aim is to help stakeholders (all stakeholders, not just 

project managers) with different perspectives to engage in structured and 

coherent debate about the many factors that affect livelihoods, their relative 

importance and the way in which they interact. This, in turn, should help in the 

identification of appropriate entry points for support of livelihoods. 

 

The framework is intended to be a versatile tool for use in planning and 

management. It offers a way of thinking about livelihoods that helps order 

complexity and makes clear the many factors that affect livelihoods. 

 

A more important task than perfecting the framework itself is putting the ideas 

that it represents into practice. If that calls for adaptation of certain boxes or 

revision of certain definitions to make the framework more useful, all the better: 

the framework becomes a living tool. 

 

The stakeholders developing a livelihoods framework need to agree on the core 

ideas and values that underlie a project.  For example, a core idea might be that 

the project will contribute to poverty elimination.  This principle should not be 

compromised as the framework emerges.  Another idea might be that, as far as 

practicable, analysis should be conducted in a participatory manner. 

 

Those using the framework must have the ability to recognise that there are likely 

to be groups that are excluded from these processes. This occurs especially when 

elites and others want to disguise the fact that socially and economically excluded 

groups may not be equitably represented in the discussion: they may try to skew 

benefits towards themselves.  

 

An SLF is a tool to be utilised to aid project design.  However, during project 

implementation the SLF can continue to be used to stimulate questions that help 

learning and the struggle to answer difficult questions, such as: 

 

Is the project really designed to achieve its objectives? and 

  

Is there a way to measure whether both social and conservation goals are being 

met? 

 

 

Wetlands and poverty reduction 

In a wetlands and poverty reduction project that I am currently working on, our 

team has adapted the SLF principle to meet our own our contextual needs. 

 

The hypothesis that we are addressing is: 

 

If wetlands are managed in a sustainably way, poverty will be reduced. 
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OUTCOMES
(Conservation of the 

wetland & reduction of 

poverty among local 

people)

SITUATIONAL 

ATTRIBUTES 
Associated with the 

wetland

DESIRED CHANGE 
(through the wetland 

management initiative 

interventions & strategies)

EXTERNALITIES

Vulnerability 

Context /External 

Factors

Bio-physicall/

Ecological

Social/Human/

Cultural/Political

Economic

Policy, institutional & 

Legislation

PATTERNS OF 

INTERACTION  

Livelihood Strategies

LESSONS LEARNED 

 
 

Thus in our framework, all situational attributes associated with a wetland (such 

as the biophysical, social, economic, political and institutional attributes) are used 

to describe the baseline situation that exists at each of the project’s wetland 

sites.  The patterns of interaction between the different types of attributes result 

in a particular type of outcome. The desired change that wetland management 

initiatives or actions generally hope to achieve is a positive outcome that would 

increase ecosystem sustainability and help with poverty reduction.  

 

This in turn may change the wetland’s attributes and result in a new situation. 

There is, therefore, a feedback, adaptive mechanism from the lessons learned. In 

addition, there are various externalities impacting the system (that may originate 

from either within or outside the wetland) and these may not only affect the 

attributes and patterns of interaction but also directly impact the outcomes.  

 

 

Overall, the case of a wetland, the hydrological regime could be considered to be 

an over-arching factor in view of the dependence of many wetlands – especially 

of coastal wetlands or those at the end of a river basin – on water flows, and the 

influence of these may impact other biophysical and ecological parameters. 

 

In the context of the framework, the social, human, cultural and political 

attributes are those that describe and define the local people living within the 

wetland system. Human attributes include the good health, skills and knowledge 

that make it possible for local people to pursue different livelihood strategies – 

essential if they are to utilise any of the other types of attributes. Social attributes 

represent the set of social resources that people draw upon to achieve their 

livelihood outcomes: these include family, friends, informal and formal social 

networks and political affiliations. Cultural attributes may be closely associated 

with how people view and utilise certain natural resources within a wetland.   
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These social, human, cultural and political attributes, and the closely related 

economic, attributes are by far the most difficult to assess and measure 

accurately.  Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA), Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA) and 

the more recently developed Participatory Watershed Planning (PWP) are useful 

tools for information gathering.  But using a sustainable livelihoods framework, 

adapted to the local situation, helps both the beneficiaries and project facilitators 

to understand objectively the context and the reality in which they are working. 

 

Indicators 
Developing a sustainable livelihoods framework immediately begs the question, 

‘How do we measure whether or not the project is achieving its purpose?’  Using 

an SLF forces you to establish a base line, a starting point, from which to design 

an effective project.  That baseline establishes certain indicators that can be 

reviewed during the life of the project.  Biodiversity indicators are comparatively 

simple: how many ducks were there before the project started and how many are 

there at the end of the project? 

 

Hydrological conditions can also be measured: what were the water flow and 

water quality like before the project? What were the water flow and water quality 

like after the project?  Analysing changes in water quantity and quality are likely 

to indicate parallel changes in the ecological conditions.  You might expect that 

improvements in biodiversity and in the water resource would also suggest 

improvements in human conditions and even poverty reduction. 

 

But setting socio-economic indicators and identifying poverty attributes is a far 

more complex task.  Furthermore, conservation agencies – which often take the 

lead in conservation versus poverty alleviation projects – are seldom equipped to 

undertake socio-economic research and to truly work from a people-centred 

perspective. 

 

Quantitative, indicator-based approaches to measuring social attributes that use 

survey methodologies have a range of limitations and challenges:  

 

• As rigorous ‘scientific’ methods they are technically difficult to follow.  

 

• Unless baseline data are available (which is often not the case) it is difficult to 

measure change.  

 

• They measure only relationships that have already been anticipated/included in 

the conceptual model, but do not catch ‘the unexpected’.  

 

• They generally do not address causal linkages between variables, since there 

are rarely any ‘control’ sites or subjects.  

 

• They do not enable the target group to provide their own rationale and 

explanation for changes.  

 

• Surveys often produce a great deal of data that are never used. 

 

 

Can we really measure poverty? 
At a mid-term project workshop in Malawi recently, five Conservation and 

Development Demonstration Project leaders recognised that although they were 

half way through the project implementation period they had not clearly 

addressed the key project goal, which was that poverty would be reduced through 

sustainable wetland management.  The project leaders found that they could not 

actually determine what they meant by poverty. 
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 In one of the projects, in Kenya, the project inception document stated that 

families were poor because they had ‘low incomes’.   

 

 The workshop discussion on poverty attributes went as follows: 

 

 Because the families were poor, they could not afford medicines (although 

they were available): poverty = lack of access to medicines. 

 

 The root cause of poor health was frequent diarrhoea: poverty = poor health. 

 

 Diarrhoea was common because the ‘poor’ families had less access to clean 

water than the other families in the village?    : poverty = lack of access to 

water. 

 

 They had less access to water because they did not have water permits: 

poverty = lack of legal status. 

 

 They had no water permits because they were not members of the village 

water management committee: poverty = lack of social standing. 

 

 They were not members of the water management committee because only 

men can be members of the committee and these families were single-

woman-parent households: poverty = discrimination. 

 

Thus although the initial understanding was that poverty was a matter of income 

level and then that there was a clear link between poverty and water availability, 

the key to resolving the issue was not  the provision of more water (which the 

project had set as an indicator) but the empowerment of women in that 

community.  ‘How many women were members of the water management 

committee at the start of the project and how many at its conclusion’ would have 

been a better poverty-reduction indicator. 

 

This conclusion could only be reached once the project ‘facilitators’ had built a 

trust and relationship with the villagers and could only be gained through 

participatory processes: learning the real life situation, which is very often hidden 

– especially from outsiders.  

Participatory processes seem to be the best and maybe only way through which 

to enhance the understanding and expression of local experiences of poverty, and 

so gain an understanding of the linkages between livelihoods and natural 

resources in different contexts. 

 

A process-oriented, livelihoods approach implies that baseline and impact 

assessment should be based on indicators derived from the project context, and 

established in a participatory way with intended beneficiary populations and other 

main stakeholders.  

 

A common process that has been widely used by many international institutions, 

including the World Bank, DFID and BirdLife International, is Participatory Poverty 

Assessment (PPA). Yet gaining what can amount to an intrusive insight into 

people’s lives, and specifically the lives of the most socially and economically 

excluded people, may result in inaccurate conclusions. 

 

In recognising these difficulties, many agencies are beginning to appreciate the 

value of and implement non-indicator-based methods of success measurement, 

such as Most Significant Change, that focus on stories of change instead of 
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measuring pre-determined indicators – something we could perhaps consider in 

our discussions? 

 

Beyond the project 
Key questions spring to mind beyond the objective of utilising livelihoods 

sustainably: 

 

 What contribution do such understandings and such an analytical framework 

make to policies that support those whose livelihoods are least sustainable?  

 

 At what level could an intervention be made that would have a positive impact 

on the livelihoods of the poor, either in this context, or in one like it?  

 

 What kind of intervention would it be?  

 

 What, if anything, would the relationship of the intervention be to the 

framework used for analysis?  

 

 How would it be designed, managed and monitored?  

 

 

These are big questions, and project managers should be addressing all their 

underlying themes. 

Results Chain

High aggregated Impacts Reduction of poverty

Impacts Increased employment 

and income

Attribution gap

Outcomes (objectives) Graduate skills match market demand

Use of out puts Curricula are used for technical training

Outputs Appropriate curricula for technical schools

Activities Market research

Inputs Advisers and funds

 
We too often refer to the project as a unit in its own right – as if implementing 

the project will solve the problem.  We even draw up log frames that suggest we 

can achieve distant goals within the life of a project.  A project is one small step 

in a development landscape that ultimately seeks a resolution to human inequity. 

 

If that is the ultimate goal, one of the greatest contributions that projects can 

make is to build the capacities of its local stakeholders in a way in which 

participatory processes play a significant role.  The results chain illustrates (in an 

example where poverty reduction is the project goal) how projects are part of 

that process. 
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Conclusion 
Have we moved any further from the poem written by Lao Tzu nearly two and a 

half thousand years ago? 

 

“Go to the people. Live with them. Learn from them. Love them. 

Start with what they know. Build with what they have.  
 

But with the best leaders, when the work is done, the task 
accomplished, the people will say ‘We have done this ourselves’." 

 
 

 


