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1. PROJECT SUMMARY 

 

A)  PROJECT RATIONALE, OBJECTIVES, OUTPUTS AND ACTIVITIES 

  

Iran’s wetlands are of tremendous national, regional and global significance. According to a definitive 

study on wetlands of the Middle East, Iran supports 63 wetlands that meet one or more Ramsar criteria for 

international importance.1 This figure represents nearly 40% of the 160 wetlands of international 

importance identified within 13 countries surveyed throughout the Middle East. Recent studies by Iran’s 

Department of Environment (DoE) have resulted in an increase in the estimated number of wetlands of 

international significance to 76. Many of these correspond with the more than 105 Important Bird Area 

(IBAs) identified. Without a doubt, the global biodiversity significance of Iran’s wetlands remains 

unparalleled in the Middle East. It is equally clear, however, that this biological heritage is under 

increasingly serious threat. 

 
The project’s goal is to catalyse the sustainability of Iran’s system of wetland protected areas (WPAs), 
thereby enhancing its effectiveness as a tool for conserving globally significant biodiversity.2 The 
project’s objective is to systematically remove or substantially mitigate threats facing globally significant 
biodiversity and sustainability at two demonstration sites, while ensuring that the lessons learned through 
these demonstrations are absorbed within WPA management systems throughout Iran and most 
particularly at a set of target replication sites.  
 

While the majority of project activities will take place at the above demonstration sites, the project as a 

whole aims to improve management at all of the 36 WPAs throughout Iran.3  These include 26 sites which 

enjoy some form of protection at national level (National Parks, Wildlife Refuges, Protected Areas, No 

Hunting Areas and Limited Hunting Areas), along with 10 sites that are not protected nationally but that 

are protected internationally under the Ramsar Convention. Demonstration work will take place at five of 

the above wetlands, including three of Lake Uromiyeh’s satellite wetland sites. The remaining 31 WPAs 

have been termed “target replication sites”; the only criterion for inclusion in this set is that a site should 

be nationally and/or internationally protected. Of these 31 target replication sites, approximately 5-10 

sites will be chosen as “in-depth replication sites,” where additional work will be done. Criteria for 

selection of these sites will be finalized during the project’s inception phase, but will certainly include 

global biodiversity significance and the transferability of lessons from the demonstration sites. 
 
Given that similar threats, causes and barriers face protected wetlands across Iran – particularly the 
tendency for key threats to originate within a wider watershed area outside of WPA boundaries – a 
demonstration of their removal will be of broad relevance and potential replicability. The project will 
therefore place substantial emphasis on demonstrating approaches to conservation, sustainable use and 
threat removal/mitigation at WPAs within the Lake Uromiyeh Ecological Zone (LUEZ). LUEZ includes 
Lake Uromiyeh itself, which has been described as a “magnificent example of a natural hypersaline lake.”4 
Lake Uromiyeh, which is protected as a National Park in the highlands of northwestern Iran, is 
approximately 5,000 km2 in area. Nearby the Lake are various ecologically connected and smaller 
wetlands of international importance. Further support will go towards ensuring conservation and 
sustainable use of Lake Parishan, which is located within Arjan Protected Area in Shiraz Province in 
southern Iran. Finally, GEF support will ensure that lessons learned at project demonstration sites will 
flow through the wetland management system, thereby positively influencing management at WPAs 
throughout Iran. 

                                                 
1 Scott, Derek. 1995. Directory of Wetlands of the Middle East. Wetlands International. 
2 The project brief uses the term ‘wetland protected area (WPA)’ to refer to approximately 37 nationally and/or internationally 

(Ramsar) protected areas which consist entirely or to an important degree, of wetlands. The project’s focus is therefore not on the 

PA system as a whole, but rather on this important sub-set of PAs. 
3 See Annex 6 for basic information on these sites. 
4 Scott, 1995. 
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An estimated 73,000 people live within the immediate vicinity of Lake Uromiyeh.5 The main town is the 

provincial capital of Uromiyeh. Local populations at Uromiyeh Lake have little socio-economic 

interaction with the lake, due to the limited resources of this hypersaline water body. Aside from the 

commercial harvesting of artemia, some small-scale salt extraction and limited tourism and recreation 

activities, local populations around the lake have little relationship with the lake. Local communities 

living around the lake – even villages immediately adjacent to the shore – do not see the lake as a 

significant part of their potential resource base. The indirect benefits of the lake (e.g. as a tourism 

resource or as a micro-climate moderator) are either seen as incidental or more often are not perceived at 

all. 

 

Lake Parishan is located to the south-east of the town of Khazeroon. The lake is encircled by 

approximately 13 villages, although the major population concentrations are at the western end (bordering 

Khazeroon town) and along the southern fringe. The villages of Parishan are largely agricultural, with 

crops including wheat, barley and various vegetables. Agriculture in the area is dependent on water 

pumped from the lake or its water table, and water is sometimes supplied to villagers further away via an 

irrigation canal.  Sheep and cattle are also kept.  

 

Local communities at each of the project’s demonstration sites and within the broader watershed areas 

will be closely involved in project activities (see Sub-Outcome 1.3, 2.2 and 2.4 in particular).  

 

The threats analysis, which forms the backbone of the project’s design, has identified a set of threats and 

barriers operating at three distinct levels. These are:  

 

 Site-based threats, the focus of which – and in many cases the solution for which – lies within the 

WPAs themselves; 

 Watershed, or basin-wide threats, the origins and solutions for which lie well beyond the reach of 

WPA managers; 

 National-level barriers, which constrain the efforts of Iran’s Department of Environment to 

provide support and backstopping to WPA managers around the country and furthermore would 

prevent effective replication of lessons learned by the project. 

 

The above three-tiered analysis of threats and barriers calls for an approach by the project based on the 

three outcomes outlined below. Futher details concerning Activity Areas and specific activities under 

each sub-outcome are presented in the Logframe Matrix (Annex B). 

 

Outcome 1:   Local WPA management structures (e.g., National Park offices, DoE Provincial 

offices) possess and use enhanced capacities to manage WPA sites, including dealing 

with ‘internally arising’ threats to globally significant biodiversity (Government -  

$2,800,000; GEF - $915,000; Netherlands - $180,000) 

 

While the majority of threats facing demonstration sites and other key WPAs in Iran is related to activities 

taking place outside of WPA boundaries, nevertheless certain threats are due to activities taking place 

within these WPAs themselves or in their immediate vicinity. Site-based managers themselves can solve 

many of these threats, with varying degrees of inter-sectoral co-ordination required. 

 

In addition to serving as front-line guardians against such threats, WPA site managers also have important 

roles to play in monitoring biodiversity and overall environmental conditions at the sites, in raising 

                                                 
5 Yekom, 2003, volume 2. 
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awareness and encouraging participation, particularly among communities living in the vicinity of 

WPAs and in managing visitation to the sites.  

 

Outcome 1 will therefore focus on raising capacities within DoE provincial offices responsible for 

management of demonstration sites to perform the above-described roles. The outcome has been divided 

into the following sub-outcomes: 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.1: WPA MANAGERS ARE WELL TRAINED IN ECOSYSTEM-BASED PLANNING AND 

MANAGEMENT AND ARE SKILLED AT IDENTIFYING, MONITORING, MITIGATING 

AND REPORTING ON KEY SITE-BASED THREATS 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.2: WPA MANAGERS IMPLEMENT BIODIVERSITY MONITORING PROGRAMMES WHICH 

TRACK THE IMPACTS OF ALL ANTHROPOGENIC THREATS 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.3: SITE MANAGERS CO-OPERATE WITH LOCAL COMMUNITIES AND NGOS TO RAISE 

AWARENESS AND ENCOURAGE BROAD-BASED PARTICIPATION IN WPA 

MANAGEMENT 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.4: SITE CONSERVATION, INCLUDING ACTIVE ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATORY 

MEASURES, IS PERFORMED ACCORDING TO AGREED MANAGEMENT PLANS, 

RESOLVING ISSUES AND ADDRESSING THREATS WHICH ARE FULLY WITHIN SITE 

MANAGERS’ COMPETENCIES AND AUTHORITY 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.5: DEGRADATION AND DESTRUCTION OF SATELLITE WETLANDS IS HALTED AND, IN 

PILOT CASES, REVERSED 

 

Outcome 2:  Co-ordinated and environmentally sound management at watershed or basin level  

enhances the sustainability of the WPA system by, inter alia, helping to address 

threats arising at this broader geographic level (Government - $4,320,000; GEF - 

$1,080,000; Netherlands - $420,000) 

 

Outcome 2 provides tools for addressing the paramount threats arising, and/or requiring solution at, a 

watershed or basin level. Most of the threats outlined in the preceding threats analysis may be categorized 

at this level. In many cases, e.g., water use within the Lake Uromiyeh basin, these are the most severe of 

the threats facing globally significant and other biodiversity at the sites.  

 

The key to addressing many of these threats lies within what may be termed ‘enforceable co-ordination,’ 

i.e., the establishment and operation of inter-ministerial co-ordination mechanisms having enforcement 

powers. Such powers will need to extend to areas such as water allocation, dam building and alien species 

introduction, as well as priority-setting responsibilities in areas such as pollution and erosion control. The 

LUB will provide the key location for testing new models in this area. It represents a particularly 

challenging case, not only due to the severity of basin-wide threats facing the site, but also due to the fact 

that its area is distributed amongst three provinces, meaning that a Federal, or at least ‘supra-provincial,’ 

decision mechanism is essential.  

 

The following sub-outcomes will be achieved under this outcome: 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 2.1: CO-ORDINATION MECHANISMS HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED TO FACILITATE 

DECISION-MAKING AND WISE USE OF WATER, LAND AND OTHER NATURAL 

RESOURCES IN WATERSHED AREAS AFFECTING KEY WPAS 

SUB-OUTCOME 2.2:  SYSTEMS FOR IMPROVING THE EFFICIENCY OF WATER DISTRIBUTION ACROSS 

ECONOMIC AND ECOLOGICAL ‘USES’ WITHIN WPA DRAINAGE BASINS HAVE BEEN 

DEVELOPED  

SUB-OUTCOME 2.3:  INTEGRATED POLLUTION CONTROL PRACTICES HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED AND 

AMBIENT CONCENTRATIONS OF KEY CONTAMINANTS HAVE BEGUN TO DECLINE 
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SUB-OUTCOME 2.4:  ENHANCED MEASURES FOR PREVENTING LAND DEGRADATION HAVE BEEN 

INTRODUCED AND ARE HELPING TO REDUCE SEDIMENTATION AND RELATED 

NEGATIVE IMPACTS DOWNSTREAM  

SUB-OUTCOME 2.5: BEST PRACTICES IN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT HAVE BEEN 

DEMONSTRATED  

SUB-OUTCOME 2.6: BEST PRACTICES CONCERNING ALIEN SPECIES INTRODUCTIONS AND CONTROL 

HAVE BEEN DEMONSTRATED  

 

Outcome 3:  National-level WPA management and inter-sectoral co-ordination structures 

possess and utilize enhanced capacities to strengthen WPA management, inter alia, 

by supporting the exchange of knowledge and lessons learned through Outcomes 1 

& 2 above (Government - $2,240,000; GEF - $920,000)  

 

Outcome 3 will remove national-level barriers to effective management of WPAs, in particular the 

numerous areas that continue to support globally significant levels of biodiversity. Many of these barriers 

relate to the less than fully effective support currently being provided by DoE Tehran to WPA managers 

throughout the country. This situation will become more critical in the context of the present project, 

where DoE units will be called upon to play an important role in co-ordinating processes of sharing 

lessons learned and replication. The project will therefore raise institutional and human capacities among 

these DoE Tehran units and staff. 

 

In addition to building capacities within DoE Tehran, this outcome will need to build awareness and 

support among relevant central Government Departments and Ministries. As shown in the threats 

analysis, it is the policies and projects being developed – often at central level – by agencies such as 

MoJA, that threaten not only the demonstration sites but WPAs throughout the country. The project will 

both co-operate directly with these agencies, as well as strengthen co-ordination structures through which 

national-level inter-sectoral decision-making takes place. Support from such high-level structures will be 

essential in ensuring implementation of some of the high-level recommendations expected to arise from 

the project. 

 

Enhanced capacity and participation from DoE Teheran, from other central Government agencies and 

from national-level co-ordination structures will enable the lessons learned through the project’s site 

demonstrations to be shared and replicated at other key WPAs nationally. Direct support to this 

replication process will be an important and final Sub-Outcome under Outcome 3. 

 

The following sub-outcomes will be achieved under this outcome: 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 3.1: RELEVANT DOE HEADQUARTERS STRUCTURES ARE RATIONALIZED, HUMAN 

CAPACITIES FOR WPA MANAGEMENT ARE STRENGTHENED AND ESSENTIAL 

NATIONAL-LEVEL WPA MANAGEMENT TASKS ARE DEMONSTRATED 

SUB-OUTCOME 3.2: AWARENESS AND TECHNICAL CAPACITIES ARE RAISED IN KEY SECTORAL 

MINISTRIES WHILE NATIONAL CO-ORDINATION STRUCTURES ARE 

STRENGTHENED 

SUB-OUTCOME 3.3: LESSONS LEARNED IN OUTCOMES 1 AND 2 ARE DISSEMINATED TO MANAGERS OF 

OTHER KEY WPA SITES, WHO USE THEM IN DEVELOPING STRATEGIES FOR 

REPLICATION AT THEIR SITES 

 

B) KEY INDICATORS, ASSUMPTIONS AND RISKS 

 

The key outcome indicators are: 
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 Return of substantial breeding populations of flamingos and other globally significant species to 

Lake Uromiyeh by end of project 

 10% net increase over baseline levels of protected wetland areas within LUEZ 

 Reduction in Lake Uromiyeh salinity levels to levels that no longer threaten Artemia populations 

 30-50% average reduction in levels of threat indicators facing project sites 

 10-20% measured reduction in sediment levels reaching the Lakes and satellite wetlands 

 

Risks / assumptions include the following: 

 

 External threats or factors outside the systems boundary, e.g., drought, do not overwhelm the 

impact of sustainable management of the sites.  

 Improved knowledge and skills provided are effectively utilised by site managers and DOE 

institutionally 

 Monitoring results are acted upon in a timely and effective manner  

 Awareness-raising and education activities result in tangible changes in behaviour. 

 Availability of alternative income sources results in reduced dependence on illegal encroachment 

activities  

 DoE effectively implements management plans that are developed 

 Satellite wetlands can be restored to a level approaching their former value 

 The project receives all required cooperation from relevant Government stakeholders. 

 Sufficient institutional support for policy changes exists.  

 Stakeholders do not resist the idea of water use charges  

 Diffuse sources can be effectively reached and controlled  

 Legislative changes required for EIA revision are supported  

 Accidental or unannounced species introductions may be difficult to prevent  

 Key trained personnel remain within their positions  

 Overall working relations between DoE and relevant ministries remain positive and facilitate co-

operation  

 Site action plans do not conflict with existing management plans so much as to hinder their 

implementation 

 

 

2. COUNTRY OWNERSHIP  

 

A) COUNTRY ELIGIBILITY 

Iran ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) on 11 June 1996 and is eligible for technical 

assistance from UNDP. 

 

B) COUNTRY DRIVENNESS 

Country drivenness is highlighted by the following aspects: 

 

 Environmental problems at Lake Uromiyeh and other Iranian wetlands – due to a combination of 

natural drought conditions and mismanagement – have substantially raised the profile of wetland 

management in the country in recent years. This project proves particularly timely in this respect, 

as it provides the Department of Environment with an opportunity to further raise this profile. 

 Governmental structures established in recent years (Environmental High Council, Water High 

Council, Ramsar Sub-Committed of the National Committee for Sustainable Developemnt) 

reflect a growing commitment to environmental protection, including wetland and biodiversity 

conservation. 
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 The project will help to achieve important goals outlined in the National Biodiversity Strategy 

and Action Plan. 

 

 

3. PROGRAM AND POLICY CONFORMITY 
 

A) PROJECT DESIGN 

The project’s emphasis on strengthening protected area management and on demonstrating the integration 

of biodiversity conservation criteria into water resource management within the surrounding productive 

landscape is consistent with the objectives of Operational Program 2, Coastal, Marine and Freshwater 

Ecosystems. The project follows an ecosystem approach based on identification of the driving forces 

controlling the status and trends of biodiversity in the project area. It incorporates the main OP objectives 

of conservation and sustainable use, works within areas of priority national interest and emphasises the 

importance of replication. Outputs reflect those called for in the OP, including: improved PA 

management; removal or mitigation of key threats by addressing their underlying causes; integration of 

biodiversity within sector policy; enhancement of sustainable use, and; institutional strengthening.  

 

With reference to the GEF’s newly established Strategic Priorities, the project design has been modified 

to be consistent with the objective of Strategic Priority I, i.e., Catalysing Sustainability for Protected 

Areas. It will achieve this goal by demonstrating sustainable approaches to management of wetland 

protected areas (WPAs) within the two selected sites, and by promoting replication and strengthening 

overall WPA management structures. The project supports key objectives under this priority, as follows:  

 

(i) Developing capacity for long-term sustainability: with emphasis on institutional, managerial 

and individual capacities at Uromiyeh and Arjan National Parks.6 In addition, the project will 

include activities that will synthesize lessons learned for policy and regulatory formulation 

regarding the protected area system as a whole at the national level. 

 

(ii) Local communities and community-based organizations will play an important role in project 

implementation, as well as benefitting from the development of alternative sustainable 

livelihoods, including the dissemination of methods for sustainable use of economically 

important natural resources.  

The project will also contribute to Strategic Priority II – Mainstreaming biodiversity in production 

systems. As wetland sites within closed drainage basins, the demonstration protected areas are subject to 

substantial pressures from economic activites within their drainage basins. It is thus essential under the 

circumstances to work closely with relevant economic sectors, particularly agriculture and fisheries, to 

ensure that conservation and development occur in an integrated, mutually beneficial manner within a 

broader, watershed-level landscape. 

 

B) SUSTAINABILITY 

 

Financial sustainability 

The GEF alternative involves a one-time investment to develop and raise the operating level of technical, 

managerial and operational systems for WPA management in Iran. This does not imply, however, that 

there will not be a need to operate and maintain this capacity, together with associated recurrent costs. 

Fortunately, the Iranian Government has shown a substantial degree of willingness to fund this sector, as 

evidenced by the high level of co-financing committed to the present project. This willingness is clearly 

linked to the Government’s continuing political commitment, as host of the Ramsar Convention, to 

wetlands conservation. The urgent need to develop strategies to address the problems facing wetlands 

                                                 
6 Lake Parishan is located within Arjan National Park and will be the site of project demonstration activities. 
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under drought conditions – as highlighted by the Iranian Government during the recent COP-8 meeting – 

are further signs that the Government is eager to maintain a high profile in this area. All of these factors 

bode well for a continuing willingness to maintain the strengthened WPA management infrastructure that 

will arise from this project. 

 

The project’s emphasis on multi-stakeholder participation will also improve prospects for sustainability. 

The project will build the capacity of government authorities and strengthen the enabling environment at 

each site so that frameworks and incentives are in place for the long-term management of resources. 

Working with local communities and local stakeholders – including farmers and fishermen at thee 

demonstration sites – will be an important element of this participatory approach. Finally, the learning 

and adaptation process undertaken under Outcome 3 will help to ensure that stakeholders have the 

capacity to respond to and apply new ways of managing resources following the project’s completion.   

 

Project activities at Lake Uromiyeh are expected to lead to a significant re-allocation of investment 

resources within the Basin. The incorporation of environmental costs into investment decision-making is 

expected to lead to enhanced recognition of the need to invest in pollution and erosion control, etc. 

Similar benefits, albeit on a smaller scale, are expected at the Lake Parishan site. 

  

 

Technical sustainability 

The project does not rely heavily on international experts, but rather will place emphasis on building the 

capacity of local experts. Thus, the project’s primary long-term expert will be recruited on a retainer basis 

to provide part-time support throughout the duration of the project. The level of support will diminish 

through the course of the project. It is expected that a critical mass of national-level expertise will be 

reached during the course of the project, thus substantially reducing the long-term need for international 

expertise in WPA management. 

 

C) REPLICABILITY 

The project’s strategy is closely oriented to achieving additional global benefits through replication. This 

was considered important from the outset for two main reasons: 

 

 the large number of wetlands of international significance in Iran and the need to work at a 

limited number of demonstration sites. 

 the frequency with which typical threats and barriers, e.g., the need for enhanced inter-sectoral 

co-ordination, recurred at many sites. 

  

It should be noted that one of the advantages of having Lake Uromiyeh as a demonstration site is its high 

profile in Iran. It is a very well known location in the Iranian context and its recent environmental 

problems have attracted a good deal of public attention. For this reason, project efforts at the site will be 

closely watched, a fact that is sure to enhance its ultimate replicability. 

  

Outcome 3 is largely aimed at facilitating replication. It acknowledges that DoE will need to assume 

primary responsibility for adapting lessons learned to other sites and that it will require both human and 

institutional cpacity building to accomplish this task. Outcome 3 also includes the concept of ‘target 

replication sites’; these will be the first locations to which tools and methods developed at the project 

demonstration sites will be disseminated. Partial government co-financing has already been committed for 

the purpose of replication, and the project will aim to leverage additional co-financing for this purpose.  

 

D) STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 

The project aims at generating a strong sense of commitment to biodiversity conservation and ownership 

over the management of biodiversity resources amongst a broad base of stakeholders.  Broad-based 



 

 

 8 

stakeholder consultation and participation have therefore been integral to the project design process. This 

has featured consultations with local officials, visits to, and consultations with, communities surrounding 

project sites and conducting of local logical framework workshops. A Project Steering Committee (PSC) 

was also established under the PDF-B. 

 

Key categories of stakeholders engaged under the PDF-B included Central Government, Provincial 

Government, Non-Government Organisations, Local communities, and Project Partners and Co-funders. 

The continuing participation of each in various full project sub-outcomes has been identified in the 

project brief. 

 

The participatory process engendered under the PDF-B will be expanded under the full project. 

Stakeholder participation will occur at two levels: the project decision-making process; and 

implementation of project-related interventions.  The former will occur by means of the PSC, which will 

be expanded to include all key stakeholders identified under the PDF-B. At the level of implementation, a 

number of stakeholders will be engaged and their support will be intrinsic to the project’s ultimate 

success. This is particularly true of activities being co-financed by Government, which will involve a 

number of different government agencies. 

 

E) MONITORING AND EVALUATION  

The total indicative cost of the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) component of the project is about 

US$300,000.  The project incorporates monitoring of biodiversity and socioeconomic indicators as an 

integral activity to track the performance and impact of project interventions and as a basis for adaptive 

management. This will be done in coordination and collaboration with other partner institutions. 

Comprehensive socioeconomic and biodiversity baselines will be established at the initial stage of the 

project. Periodic surveys on ecological and socioeconomic parameters will be undertaken subsequently to 

ascertain ecological, social, and economic trends. The project will ensure these ecological and socio-

economic parameters are closely linked to project interventions. Major project impact and implementation 

indicators to gauge the performance of project interventions have been developed. (See Annex B). 

 

4. FINANCIAL MODALITY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS 
 

The future costs of restoring the sites, should they become further degraded, would be prohibitive, 

particularly given the sensitivity of these ecosystems. The loss of biodiversity induced by the current 

practices would likely be irreversible. This project is based on the assumption that taking a precautionary 

and fully participatory approach to conservation is the most cost-effective solution. Finally, the project’s 

cost effectiveness will be greatly enhanced by its emphasis on integrating site-level and national-level 

capacity-building activities, which is considered essential to replication and thus to building up the 

national PA system in the long-term. 

 

From the point of view of the Iranian Government, and particularly when broader environmental 

economic costs and benefits are incorporated into the calculus, the present approach could produce 

substantial benefits. In particular, a new emphasis on strategic water sector investment planning within 

the Uromiyeh Basin will likely prove highly advantageous over the long run.  

 

 

5. INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT 

 

A) CORE COMMITMENTS AND LINKAGES 

UNDP’s first Country Co-operation Framework (CCF) with Iran (1995-1999) made protection of the 

environment for sustainable development as one of its two main thematic areas. Within this area, the CCF 

included projects both at policy and field levels to support the restructuring of the Department of the 
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Environment, introduce environment impact assessments as part of the Government’s approval 

mechanism for large-scale investments, formulate a national strategy for development and sustainable 

environment, and implement a land and water programme. 

 

Under the second CCF (2000-2004), resource-based management and environmental conservation 

represent one of three iinitiatives under the programme area of economic and resource-based 

management. The aim of this initiative is to assist the Government in institutionalizing the optimal use of 

its resources and conservation practices and link them with other programmes to achieve improved 

planning modalities for sustainable development. Efforts will focus on the interlinkages between natural 

and economic resource bases and national planning, emphasizing the interaction of the population-

poverty nexus with efficient and sustainable use of natural resources, especially in rural areas. 

 

 

B) CONSULTATION, COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION BETWEEN IAS, AND IAS AND EXAS 

The PDF-B phase worked closely with the World Bank-funded, FAO-implemented Irrigation 

Improvement Project (IIP). That project’s Environmental Component (EC-IIP) developed an 

environmental assessment and draft management plan for Lake Uromiyeh which was an essential source 

for the PDF-B team. Their work was also instrumental in attracting the support of the Netherlands 

Government, which will provide important co-financing for work at the site. 
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Annex A: Incremental Cost Analysis  
 

Development Objective:   
 
 Baseline (B) (existing environmental 

management) 

Alternative (A) (additional biodiversity 

conservation measures 

Increment  (A-B) 

Global Benefits  Wetland protected areas (WPAs) covering 

globally significant areas have been 

established but are operating at low levels 

of effectiveness. Ecosystem, genetic and 

species diversity at these sites are 

gradually (or rapidly in certain cases) 

being lost.  

 

 Limited institutional, human and financial 

capacities put WPAs at risk 

 

 

 

 

 Effective models for WPA management, 

aimed squarely at removal of threats, have 

been demonstrated and disseminated 

 

 

 

 

 

 National capacities to manage WPAs are 

increased 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Globally significant species, ecosystem and 

genetic biodiversity is conserved at project 

demonstration sites and throughout the 

WPA system 

 

 

 

 

 Strengthened capacities support informed 

and wise management of WPA biodiversity, 

reducing risks of major and imminent loss 

of biodiversity  

 

 

Domestic Benefits  Unsustainable development patterns, e.g., 

overuse of limited water resources, are 

creating economic and health risks for the 

future 

 

 

 

 

 

 Integrated, basin-wide decision-making 

permits a more rational allocation of water 

and other resources 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 A more sustainable development pattern, 

with greater long-term returns on scarce 

investment resources 
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Outcome 1:  Local WPA management structures (e.g., National Park offices, DoE Provincial offices) possess and use 

enhanced capacities to effectively manage WPA sites, including dealing with most ‘internally arising’ threats to 

globally significant biodiversity 

Sub-outcomes Baseline (B) (existing 

environmental management 

Alternative (A) (additional 

biodiversity conservation measures) 

Increment  (A-B) 

Sub-outcome 1.1: WPA managers are 

well-trained in ecosystem-based 

planning and management and are 

skilled at identifying, monitoring and 

reporting on key site-based threats 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$12,000 

 

 

 

$12,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$57,000 

$135,000 

 

 

$192,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$45,000 

$135,000 

 

 

$180,000 

Sub-outcome 1.2: WPA managers 
implement biodiversity monitoring 
programmes which track the impacts 
of all anthropogenic threats 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$21,000 

 

 

 

$21,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$91,000 

$165,000 

 

 

$256,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$70,000 

$165,000 

 

 

$235,000 

Sub-outcome 1.3:  Site managers co-
operate with local communities and 
NGOs to raise awareness and 
encourage broad-based participation in 
WPA management 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$7,000 

 

 

 

$7,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$172,000 

$125,000 

 

 

$297,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$165,000 

$125,000 

 

 

$290,000 

Sub-outcome 1.4:  Site conservation, 
including active enforcement of 
regulatory measures, is performed 
according to agreed management 
plans, resolving issues and addressing 
threats which are fully within site 
managers’ competencies and authority 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$250,000 

 

 

 

$250,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$1,599,000 

$300,000 

$149,000 

 

$2,048,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$1,349,000 

$300,000 

$149,000 

 

$1,798,000 

Sub-outcome 1.5: Degradation and 

destruction of satellite wetlands is 

halted and in pilot cases, reversed 

Gov’t 

 

 

TOTAL 

$15,000 

 

 

$15,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$881,000 

$190,000 

$31,000 

 

$1,102,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$866,000 

$190,000 

$31,000 

 

$1,087,000 

Outcome 1 totals  Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$305,000 

 

 

 

$305,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$2,800,000 

$915,000 

$180,000 

 

$3,896,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$2,495,000 

$915,000 

$180,000 

 

$3,590,000 
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Outcome 2:   Inter-sectoral co-ordination structures, established at watershed or basin level, enhance the sustainability of the 

WPA system by, inter alia, helping to address threats arising at this broader geographic level 
Outputs Baseline (B) (existing environmental 

management 

Alternative (A) (additional 

biodiversity conservation measures) 

Increment  (A-B) 

Sub-outcome 2.1 Develop co-

ordination mechanisms / institutions 

to facilitate decision-making and wise 

use of water, land and other natural 

resources in watershed areas affecting 

WPAs 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$0 

 

 

 

$0 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$2,620,000 

$425,000 

$20,000 

 

$3,065,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$2,620,000 

$425,000 

$20,000 

 

$3,065,000 

Sub-outcome 2.2:  Systems for 

improving the efficiency of water 

distribution across economic and 

ecological ‘uses’ within WPA 

drainage basins have been developed  

 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$14,000,000 

 

 

 

$14,000,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$14,650,000 

$200,000 

$400,000 

 

$15,250,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$650,000 

$200,000 

$400,000 

 

$1,250,000 

Sub-outcome 2.3: Integrated pollution 

control practices have been 

developed  

 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$30,030,000 

 

 

 

$30,030,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$30,480,000 

$110,000 

 

 

$30,590,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$450,000 

$110,000 

 

 

$560,000 

Sub-outcome 2.4: Enhanced measures 

for preventing land degradation have 

been introduced and are helping to 

reduce sedimentation and related 

negative impacts downstream 

 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$10,000,000 

 

 

 

$10,000,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$10,400,000 

$90,000 

 

 

$10,490,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$400,000 

$90,000 

 

 

$490,000 

Sub-outcome 2.5: Best practices in 

Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA) have been demonstrated  

 

 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$300,000 

 

 

 

$300,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$400,000 

$150,000 

 

 

$550,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$100,000 

$150,000 

 

 

$250,000 
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Outcome 2:   Inter-sectoral co-ordination structures, established at watershed or basin level, enhance the sustainability of the 
WPA system by, inter alia, helping to address threats arising at this broader geographic level 

Outputs Baseline (B) (existing environmental 

management 

Alternative (A) (additional 

biodiversity conservation measures) 

Increment  (A-B) 

Sub-outcome 2.6: Best practices 

concerning alien species introduction 

and control have been demonstrated  

 

Gov’t 

 

 

TOTAL 

$50,000 

 

 

$50,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

TOTAL 

$150,000 

$105,000 

 

$255,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

TOTAL 

$100,000 

$105,000 

 

$205,000 

Outcome 2 totals  Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$54,380,000 

 

 

 

$54,380,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$58,700,000 

$1,080,000 

$420,000 

 

$60,200,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$4,320,000 

$1,080,000 

$420,000 

 

$5,820,000 
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Outcome 3 – National-level WPA management and inter-sectoral co-ordination structures possess and utilise enhanced 

capacities to strengthen WPA management, inter alia, by supporting the exchange of knowledge and lessons learned through 

Outcomes 1&2 above 
Outputs Baseline (B) (existing environmental 

management 

Alternative (A) (additional 

biodiversity conservation measures) 

Increment  (A-B) 

Sub-outcome 3.1: Relevant DoE 

headquarters structures are 

rationalized, human capacities for 

WPA management are strengthened 

and essential national-level WPA 

management tasks are demonstrated 

 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$1,050,000 

 

 

 

$1,050,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$1,180,000 

$400,000 

 

 

$1,580,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$130,000 

$400,000 

 

 

$530,000 

Sub-outcome 3.2:  Awareness and 

technical capacities are raised in key 

sectoral ministries while National 

co-ordination structures are 

strengthened 

 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$210,000 

 

 

 

$210,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$245,000 

$120,000 

 

 

$365,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$35,000 

$120,000 

 

 

$155,000 

Sub-outcome 3.3:  Lessons learned 

in Outcomes 1 and 2 are 

disseminated to managers of other 

key WPA sites, who use them in 

developing strategies for replication 

at their sites 

 

Gov’t 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

$0 

 

 

 

$0 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$2,075,000 

$400,000 

 

 

$2,475,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

 

TOTAL 

$2,075,000 

$400,000 

 

 

$2,475,000 

Outcome 3 totals  Gov’t 

 

 

TOTAL 

$1,260,000 

 

 

$1,260,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

TOTAL 

$3,500,000 

$920,000 

 

$4,420,000 

Gov’t 

GEF 

 

TOTAL 

$2,240,000 

$920,000 

 

$3,160,000 

PDF-A     GEF $25,000 

PDF-B   GEF 

Gov’t 

 

TOTAL 

$347,400 

$100,000 

 

$447,400 

GEF 

Gov’t 

 

TOTAL 

$347,400 

$100,000 

 

$447,400 

Project totals Gov’t  

 

$55,945,000 

 

Gov’t  

GEF 

$65,100,000 

$3,262,400 

Gov’t  

GEF 

$9,155,000 

$3,287,400 



 

 

 15 

Outcome 3 – National-level WPA management and inter-sectoral co-ordination structures possess and utilise enhanced 

capacities to strengthen WPA management, inter alia, by supporting the exchange of knowledge and lessons learned through 

Outcomes 1&2 above 
Outputs Baseline (B) (existing environmental 

management 

Alternative (A) (additional 

biodiversity conservation measures) 

Increment  (A-B) 

 

 

TOTAL 

 

 

$55,945,000 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$600,000 

 

$68,962,400 

Netherlands 

 

TOTAL 

$600,000 

 

$13,042,400 
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Annex B - Logical Framework Matrix 

 
 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 

Project goal To catalyse the sustainability of Iran’s system of wetland protected areas (WPAs), thereby enhancing its effectiveness as a tool for conserving globally significant 
biodiversity.  

Project 

objective 
To systematically remove or substantially 
mitigate threats facing globally significant 
biodiversity and sustainability at two 
demonstration sites, while ensuring that the 
lessons learned through these 
demonstrations are absorbed within WPA 
management systems throughout Iran. 

 Return of substantial breeding 
populations of flamingos and other 
globally significant species to Lake 
Uromiyeh by end of project 

 10% net increase over baseline levels 
of protected wetland areas withing 
LUEZ 

 Reduction in Lake Uromiyeh salinity 
levels to levels that no longer threaten 
Artemia populations 

 30-50% average reduction in levels of 
threat indicators facing project sites 

 10-20% measured reduction in 
sediment levels reaching the Lakes and 
satellite wetlands 

 Project and DoE environmental 
and biodiversity monitoring 
reports 

o External threats or factors 
outside the systems boundary, 
e.g., drought, do not 
overwhelm the impact of 
sustainable management of the 
sites. 

 

 Outcome 1:  Local WPA management structures (e.g., National Park offices, DoE Provincial offices) possess and use 

enhanced capacities to effectively manage WPA sites, including dealing with most ‘internally arising’ threats to 

globally significant biodiversity 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Outcomes 

Sub-outcome 1.1: WPA managers are well-

trained in ecosystem-based planning and 

management and are skilled at identifying, 

monitoring, mitigating and reporting on key 

site-based threats 

 

 Training workshops produce 
assessment of internally arising threats 
and threat indicators 

 WPA managers provide regular 
assessment reports on threat levels 

 Threat assessment reports o Improved knowledge and skills 
provided are effectively 
utilised by site managers and 
DOE institutionally. 

 

Sub-outcome 1.2: WPA managers 
implement biodiversity monitoring 
programmes which track the impacts of all 
anthropogenic threats 

 

 WPA managers (site-based and HQ-
based) prepare periodic biodiversity 
assessments 

 Monitoring equipment received 

 Biodiversity assessment reports 

 PCU quarterly reports 

o Monitoring results are acted 
upon in a timely and effective 
manner 
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 
Sub-outcome 1.3:  Site managers co-
operate with local communities and NGOs 
to raise awareness and encourage broad-
based participation in WPA management 

 

 Socio-economic conditions have been 
assessed by the end of Year 1 

 Alternative livelihoods have been 
introduced as necessary in years 3-5 

 Regular NGO Forums are held 

 Socio-economic assessment 
reports 

 PCU quarterly reports 

 Report of NGO Forum 

o Awareness-raising and 
education activities result in 
tangible changes in behaviour. 

o Availability of alternative 
income sources results in 
reduced dependence on illegal 
encroachment activities 

Sub-outcome 1.4:  Site conservation, 
including active enforcement of regulatory 
measures, is performed according to agreed 
management plans, resolving issues and 
addressing threats which are fully within 
site managers’ competencies and authority 

 

 Approval / adoption of site 
management plans 

 Major task areas highlighted in site 
management plan are completed as 
scheduled 

 Finalized plans 

 Management plans and WPA 
Annual Reports 

o DOE effectively implements 
management plans that are 
developed  

Sub-outcome 1.5: Degradation and 

destruction of satellite wetlands is halted 

and in pilot cases, reversed 

 

 No net loss of LUEZ wetlands (WPAs 
and others during project period 

 Baseline and follow-up 
quantitiative analyses 

o Wetlands can be restored to a 
level approaching their former 
value 

Outcome 2:  Inter-sectoral co-ordination structures, established at watershed or basin level, enhance the sustainability of the 

WPA system by, inter alia, helping to address threats arising at this broader geographic level 
 

Sub-outcome 2.1 Co-ordination 

mechanisms  have been developed to 

facilitate decision-making and wise use of 

water, land and other natural resources in 

watershed areas affecting key WPAs 
 

 End of Month 6 (following pro-doc 
signature): Memorandum of 
Understanding signed by major 
institutional stakeholders (Ministerial 
and Provincial) agreeing on need to 
establish a LUBMA and on its basic 
operating parameters 

 End of Year 1:  Environmental High 
Council (EHC) approves 
establishment of LUBMA and 
forwards draft legislation / request to 
Parliament. LUBMA begins 
provisional operations under existing 
project budget, with authority 
devolving from EHC and with staff on 
temporary secondment from key 
agencies. 

 End of Year 3: Parliament approves 
official establishment of LUBMA 

 Memorandum of 
Understanding 

 EHC Minutes 

 Parliamentary Act 

 LUBMA operational reports 

o The project receives all 
required cooperation from 
relevant Government 
stakeholders. 

o Sufficient institutional support 
for policy changes exists. 
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 

Sub-outcome 2.2:  Systems for improving 

the efficiency of water distribution across 

economic and ecological ‘uses’ within 

WPA drainage basins have been developed  
 

 End of Year 2: Water pricing system 
has been developed  

 End of Year 3: Institutional 
arrangements have been made for the 
introduction of a water pricing system 
and system introduced   

 End of Year 4: Water management 
model has been established and is 
being used to support analysis, 
projections and decision-making 

 Netherlands project reports 

 PCU progress reports 

o Stakeholders may resist the 
idea of water use charges 

Sub-outcome 2.3: Integrated pollution 

control practices have been developed  
 

 Baseline pollution assessment 
available at end of Year 1 

 Identified pollution hotspots have 
begun to be ameliorated by end of 
Year 3 

 Noise pollution regulations are revised 
and enforced by end of Year 1 

 PCU progress reports o Diffuse sources can be 
effectively reached and 
controlled 

Sub-outcome 2.4: Enhanced measures for 

preventing land degradation have been 

introduced and are helping to reduce 

sedimentation and related negative impacts 

downstream 

 

 Surface geology study available to 
assist prioritization of erosion control 
efforts by end of Year 2 

 Surface geology report o  

Sub-outcome 2.5: Best practices in 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

have been demonstrated  
 

 Kalantary Highway EIA is completed 
and remedial measures agreed by end 
of Year 3 

 End of Year 3: Increased transparency 
and public consultations on relevant 
EIAs 

 Strategic EIA concerning dam 
construction (see also 2.2) is 
completed under LUBMA auspices by 
end of Year 4 

 EIA reports are publicly 
available 

 PCU progress reports 

o Legislative changes required 
for EIA revision are supported. 

 

Sub-outcome 2.6: Best practices concerning 

alien species introduction and control have 

been demonstrated  
 

 Moratorium is imposed on new 
species introductions within 
demonstration sites by end of year 1 

 Moratorium Declaration o Accidental or unannounced 
species introductions may be 
difficult to prevent 

Outcome 3:  National-level WPA management and inter-sectoral co-ordination structures possess and utilise enhanced 

capacities to strengthen WPA management, inter alia, by supporting the exchange of knowledge and lessons 

learned through Outcomes 1&2 above 
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 

Sub-outcome 3.1: Relevant DoE 

headquarters structures are rationalized, 

human capacities for WPA management are 

strengthened and essential national-level 

WPA management tasks are demonstrated 

 

 Revised organigramme showing DoE 
internal management arrangements 
and structures concerning wetlands 
management agreed by end of Year 1 

 Key staff have all received training by 
end of Year 2 

 WPA Annual reports are produced and 
disseminated 

 Five new WPAs are established using 
enhanced selection and establishment 
processes by end of project. 

 PCU reports  o Key trained personnel remain 
within their positions  

Sub-outcome 3.2:  Awareness and technical 

capacities are raised in key sectoral 

ministries while National co-ordination 

structures are strengthened 

 

 Technical support related to WPA 
management (expert consultation, etc.) 
has been provide to EHC and other 
inter-sectoral mechanisms as requested 

 PCU reports o Overall working relations 
between DoE and relevant 
ministries remain positive and 
facilitate co-operation  

Sub-outcome 3.3:  Lessons learned in 

Outcomes 1 and 2 are disseminated to 

managers of other key WPA sites, who use 

them in developing strategies for 

replication at their sites 

 

 End of Year 1: Staff from 15 target 
replication sites have received 
demonstration site-based training  

 End of Year 1: Approximately six 
thematic working groups are 
established and operational  

 End of Year 5: 5-10 target replication 
sites sites have developed site action 
plans to replicate project results 

 PCU reports o Site action plans do not 
conflict with existing 
management plans so much as 
to hinder their implementation  

Activities: 

 
Outcome 1:  Local WPA management structures (e.g., National Park offices, DoE Provincial offices) possess and use 

enhanced capacities to effectively manage WPA sites, including dealing with most ‘internally arising’ threats to 

globally significant biodiversity 
 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.1: WPA MANAGERS ARE WELL-TRAINED IN ECOSYSTEM-BASED PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT AND ARE SKILLED AT IDENTIFYING, 

MONITORING AND REPORTING ON KEY SITE-BASED THREATS 
 

Activity Area 1.1.1  Training of Uromiyeh National Park and satellite wetland cadres and managers in ecosystem planning and management 
1.1.1.1 Conduct training needs assessment and develop training programmes 

1.1.1.2 Implement site-based training programmes and team-building exercises, including assessment of ‘internally arising threats’ and development of 
related indicators 

1.1.1.3 Undertake study tours to successful examples of protected wetland areas, especially GEF project sites 

 

Activity Area 1.1.2  Training of Arjan National Park cadres and managers in ecosystem planning and management 
1.1.2.1 Conduct training needs assessment and develop training programmes 

1.1.2.2 Implement site-based training programmes and team-building exercises, including assessment of ‘internally arising threats’ and development of 
related indicators 
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 
1.1.2.3 Undertake study tours to successful examples of protected wetland areas, especially GEF project sites 

 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.2: WPA MANAGERS IMPLEMENT BIODIVERSITY MONITORING PROGRAMMES WHICH TRACK THE IMPACTS OF ALL ANTHROPOGENIC 

THREATS 
 

Activity Area 1.2.1  Biodiversity monitoring at Lake Uromiyeh and selected satellite wetlands 

1.2.1.1 Based on revised data collection and monitoring guidelines prepared by DoE Tehran (see Activity 3.1), prepare final site-specific data collection 
protocols  

1.2.1.2 Provide monitoring equipment 

1.2.1.3 Prepare initial baseline biodiversity report for each site based on agreed site-specific guidelines 

1.2.1.4 Undertake follow-up monitoring throughout project lifespan 

1.2.1.5 Regularly provide collected data in a standardized format to national-level database and GIS system being managed by MoE (see AA 3.1) 

 

Activity Area 1.2.2  Biodiversity monitoring at Lake Parishan  

1.2.2.1 Based on revised data collection and monitoring guidelines prepared by DoE Tehran (see Activity 3.1), prepare final site-specific data collection 
protocols  

1.2.2.2 Provide monitoring equipment 

1.2.2.3 Prepare initial baseline biodiversity report for each site based on agreed guidelines 

1.2.2.4 Undertake follow-up monitoring throughout project lifespan 

1.2.2.5 Regularly provide collected data in a standardized format to national-level database and GIS system being managed by MoE (see AA 3.1) 

 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.3:  SITE MANAGERS CO-OPERATE WITH LOCAL COMMUNITIES AND NGOS TO RAISE AWARENESS AND ENCOURAGE BROAD-BASED 

PARTICIPATION IN WPA MANAGEMENT 

 
Activity Area 1.3.1   Assessment of local community relationships with demonstration sites and site resources 

1.3.1.1           Undertake a comprehensive, participatory socio-economic assessment of each site, building upon the preliminary assessments undertaken during 
the PDF-B phase, including the following aspects: 

o Assess the extent and nature of local community dependence on site resources, both directly (fuel, water, food, medicinal or income-
generating resources) and indirectly (existence values, environmental values including watershed and soil stability, etc.) 

o Identify, quantify and prioritize various anthropogenic threats to the sites related to local communities, e.g., hunting, grazing, agriculture 
and agrochemical use, hunting, etc. 

o Assess the extent to which these anthropogenic threats affect biodiversity in and sustainable use of the sites and the degree to which these 
threats need to be reduced or eliminated to achieve sustainability. 

 

Activity Area 1.3.2: Alternative livelihood activities and opportunities are identified and made available to local communities where required 

1.3.2.1 Undertake briefings and discussions with local communities to raise awareness concerning the ways in which their activities affect the 
sustainability of the sites, and the necessity for finding alternative sustainable livelihood activities to substitute for existing unsustainable 
activities 

1.3.2.2 Identify, in close consultation with local communities, potential alternative livelihood activities which are acceptable substitutes for existing 
income and resource sources. 
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 
1.3.2.3 Research and pilot-test potential alternatives to identify those sustainable livelihood activities which are most suitable for local socio-economic 

and ecological conditions.  

1.3.2.4 Once suitable alternative livelihood activities have been identified and accepted by local communities, provide technical and financial support 
for the implementation of these alternatives in affected communities 

 

Activity Area 1.3.3: Encourage and facilitate NGO participation in raising grassroots support for conservation at Lake Uromiyeh  

1.3.3.1 Organise an NGO Forum for Uromiyeh Basin, bringing together representatives from environmental and other NGOs active within the basin, 
with possibility to create an umbrella NGO, e.g., ‘Friends of Lake Uromiyeh.’ Selection by NGO Forum of NGO representatives to participate in 
inter-sectoral co-ordination meetings 

1.3.3.2 Identification of project activities, e.g., awareness raising, community extension, etc., in which NGO participatory capacities may be 
strengthened 

1.3.3.3 Conduct capacity building activities as necessary, for NGOs 

1.3.3.4 NGO support for implementation of identified project activities 

 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.4:  SITE CONSERVATION, INCLUDING ACTIVE ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATORY MEASURES , IS PERFORMED ACCORDING TO AGREED 

MANAGEMENT PLANS, RESOLVING ISSUES AND ADDRESSING THREATS WHICH ARE FULLY WITHIN SITE MANAGERS’ COMPETENCIES 

AND AUTHORITY 
 

Activity Area 1.4.1  Management planning and conservation at Uromiyeh Lake  

1.4.1.1 Finalize current draft management plan with institutional partners and local stakeholders  

1.4.1.2 Site managers lead implementation of site-based components of management plan, focused on addressing site-based threats to biodiversity while 
managing sustainable uses. Plan will include:  

o development of functional zonation scheme;  

o drafting of regulations associated with zoning scheme; 

o revisions to job profiles and management structures; 

o definition of equipment needs; 

o implementation of ecological rehabilitation measures, and; 

o development and implementation of a visitor management plan, including establishment of a visitors’ center.  

 

Activity Area 1.4.2  Management planning and conservation at Parishan Lake 

1.4.2.1 Finalize current draft management plan with institutional partners and local stakeholders 

1.4.2.2 Site managers lead implementation of site-based components of management plan, focused on addressing site-based threats to biodiversity while 
managing sustainable uses. Plan will include:  

o development of functional zonation scheme;  

o drafting of regulations associated with zoning scheme; 

o revisions to job profiles and management structures; 

o definition of equipment needs; 

o implementation of ecological rehabilitation measures, and; 

o development and implementation of a visitor management plan.  
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 

SUB-OUTCOME 1.5: DEGRADATION AND DESTRUCTION OF SATELLITE WETLANDS IS HALTED AND IN PILOT CASES, REVERSED 
 

Activity Area 1.5.1:  Improving baseline data and monitoring of wetland conversions  

1.5.1.1 At beginning of project, conduct a quantitative analysis, using time-series satellite images, of loss and/or conversion of wetland habitat at LUEZ 

and Parishan since 1975 

1.5.1.2 Utilizing GIS techniques, prepare biodiversity overlays delineating specific land areas that formerly represented globally significant wetland 

habitat, showing their current uses and identifying target areas for restoration (see also 1.4) 

1.5.1.3 At end of project, conduct a follow-up quantitative analysis demonstrating conservation and, where possible, restoration of internationally 

significant wetlands within LUEZ and at Parishan 

 
Activity Area 1.5.2: Improving effectiveness of regulatory and legal approaches to halting and where possible reversing the conversion of wetlands of international 

significance 

1.5.2.1 Prepare detailed assessment of difficulties impeding local, provincial and national-level regulatory and legal efforts to halt land conversions at 

LUEZ and Parishan and develop remedial action plan. Process should include a review of international best practices in this area. 

1.5.2.2 Consult relevant stakeholders on contents of action plan and gain approval of plan  

1.5.2.3 Implement action plan for addressing identified legal and regulatory shortcomings at national and provincial levels. Plan will include:  

o enhanced and targeted penalties for infractions;  

o support for regulatory and judicial reform;  

o awareness raising among key provincial officials;  

o support for specific legal efforts aimed at preventing pending conversions 

 

Activity Area 1.5.3  Pilot restoration of satellite wetlands 

1.5.3.1 Prepare feasibility assessments for restoration of internationally important wetlands within LUEZ (Shur Gol, Yadegarlu, Dorgeh Sangi, Lake 
Kobi, Gori Gol, Ghara Gheslaq marshes, Gerde Gheet and Mamiyand (Dutch, Govt) 

1.5.3.2 Based on above feasibility assessments, select two internationally important wetlands for implementation of comprehensive restoration plans 
(Gov. GEF) 

1.5.3.3 Implement restoration plan 

 

 

Outcome 2:  Co-ordinated and environmentally sound management at watershed or basin level  enhances the sustainability 

of the WPA system by, inter alia, helping to address threats arising at this broader geographic level 
 

SUB-OUTCOME 2.1 CO-ORDINATION MECHANISMS HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED TO FACILITATE DECISION-MAKING AND WISE USE OF WATER, LAND AND 

OTHER NATURAL RESOURCES IN WATERSHED AREAS AFFECTING KEY WPAS 

 
2.1.1  Establish and operate a permanent Lake Uromiyeh Basin Management Authority (LUBMA), i.e., a Federal-level institution with supra-ministerial, supra-

provincial authority to decide on and enforce key water and land use issues 

2.1.1.1 Develop detailed TOR and operating guidelines for establishment of a LUBMA7 

2.1.1.2 High-level political discussions to ensure that the LUBMA has adequate authority to achieve its proposed mandate 

2.1.1.3 Gain final approval for TOR and establishment of a LUBMA from Environmental High Council 

                                                 
7 See Annex 6 for notes on establishing a LUBMA. 
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 

2.1.1.4 Establish a LUBMA with appropriate staffing levels, facilities and operating budget 

2.1.1.5 Organize regular inter-sectoral meetings to reach co-ordinated and environmentally sound decisions on projects and other proposals related to 

water resource use, water quality investments, erosion control, etc. 

 

2.1.2   Establish a Lake Parishan Provincial Co-ordinating Committee (LPPCC) for participatory, inter-sectoral decision-making concerning issues affecting the 

Lake and protected area  

2.1.2.1 Develop detailed TOR and operating guidelines for establishment of LPPCC 

2.1.2.2 Gain final approval for TOR and establishment of LPPCC from Provincial authorities  

2.1.2.3 Organize regular inter-sectoral meetings to reach co-ordinated and environmentally sound decisions on projects and other proposals related to 

water resource use, water quality investments, erosion control, etc.  

 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 2.2:  SYSTEMS FOR IMPROVING THE EFFICIENCY OF WATER DISTRIBUTION ACROSS ECONOMIC AND ECOLOGICAL ‘USES’ WITHIN WPA 

DRAINAGE BASINS HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED  
 

2.2.1   Develop and implement an integrated water management model for the Lake Uromiyeh Basin 

2.2.1.1 Complete water balance studies of the Lake Uromiyeh basin, including scenarios of overall water supply and alternatives for meeting current 

and projected demand, e.g.,  increasing irrigation efficiency, etc. (NL, Gov) 

2.2.1.2 Assess water requirements for Lake Uromiyeh and other wetland ecosystems of international importance within the ecological zone (NL, 

Gov) 

2.2.1.3 Recommend and implement improvements in hydrological monitoring systems (NL, Gov) 

2.2.1.4 Develop an information system for handling geo-referenced hydrological and ecological data related to water budget and requirements (NL, 

GEF, Gov) 

2.2.1.5 Create a dynamic model, using the information system developed in 1.1.4, to simulate processes such as snowmelt runoff, evapotranspiration, 

etc. Model will be capable of predicting lake levels and volumes and water availability in wet and dry periods (NL, Gov) 

2.2.1.6 Build institutional and human capacities to utilize and maintain model (NL, GEF, Gov) (Ref. Outcome # 1) 

2.2.1.7 Utilize the model as a tool for developing scenarios and making basin-wide, inter-sectoral water resource allocation decisions (Gov, GEF) 

(Ref. Activity Area 2.2). This should include a set of final decisions regarding dam-building proposals that will ensure sustainable water use 

within the basin.  

2.2.1.8 Identify key target areas for replication and disseminate results to wetland managers in these areas (NL, GEF, Gov) 

 

2.2.2  Develop environmental economic tools and other techniques aimed at increasing  water use efficiency and water conservation within the Lake Uromiyeh basin 

2.2.2.1 Conduct an environmental economic study to estimate the economic value of Lake Uromiyeh and satellite wetlands, and to highlight the 

current and potential future economic costs of degradation; raise awareness among decision-makers and water users concerning findings 

2.2.2.2 Develop and pilot test market-based instruments (e.g., user fees, charges, fines) as mechanisms for cost internalization and for limiting 

wasteful or lower productivity water uses in agricultural and industrial sectors (GEF, Gov) 

2.2.2.3 Pilot testing in two areas of technical options for improving irrigation efficiency in order to make water available for restoration of two 

internationally important wetlands (see 1.3 below) (NL, Gov)  

2.2.2.4 Develop and disseminate water-saving technologies for industrial and domestic users within the basin (Gov) 

2.2.2.5 Organise water users associations to assess the potential for improved water use efficiency (Gov, GEF) 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 2.3: INTEGRATED POLLUTION CONTROL PRACTICES HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED  
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 

2.3.1   Assess baseline pollution levels and associated threats to globally significant biodiversity 

2.3.1.1 Develop a module for pollution data to be included in information system being developed under Activity 1.1.4 (Gov) 

2.3.1.2 Review and propose changes to existing system of pollution monitoring, including inclusion of biological effects monitoring (Gov’t, GEF) 

2.3.1.3 Conduct LUEZ-wide rapid aquatic pollution assessment, identifying key hotspots threatening biodiversity (Gov, GEF) 

 

2.3.2  Undertake priority pollution control investments 

2.3.2.1 Raise awareness among key decision-makers concerning the importance of pollution control and potential impacts (Gov, GEF) 

2.3.2.2 Address key pollution hotspots through legal approach and/or pollution control investments (Gov)  

2.3.2.3 At the demonstration satellite wetland sites, identify and implement cost-effective pollution control technologies  

2.3.2.4 For each zone of Protected Areas, develop regulations on allowed activities, including regulations on levels of key pollutants and noise levels  

2.3.2.5 At the demonstration satellite sites, develop improved pollution collection and treatment facilities  

2.3.2.6 At the demonstration satellite sites, demonstrate and disseminate improved agricultural practices, including IPM, low input agriculture, and 

efficient irrigation (Gov) 

 

 

2.3.3  Control noise pollution at demonstration sites 

2.3.3.1 Impose a ban on all low flights over Lake Uromiyeh and other breeding sites during the breeding season, and a ban on all human activities 

within 3km of breeding sites 

2.3.3.2 Develop and enforce regulations at Lake Parishan concerning noise pollution and associated disturbance from motorboats 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 2.4:  ENHANCED MEASURES FOR PREVENTING LAND DEGRADATION HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED AND ARE HELPING TO REDUCE 

SEDIMENTATION AND RELATED NEGATIVE IMPACTS DOWNSTREAM 

 
2.4.1  Demonstrate integrated watershed management at Lake Uromiyeh and Parishan drainage basins 

2.4.1.1 Undertake an intensive study of surface geology in order to rank erosive hydrological units and to provide a baseline overview of erosion with 

the Lake Uromiyeh and Lake Parishan drainage basins 

2.4.1.2 Develop and implement a watershed management program for the Zarinneh Roud and Aji Chai river basins (Lake Uromiyeh), including: 

o Biomechanical measures to reduce the flow velocity in steep slope watercourses 

o Mechanical measures in watercourses with high slope and high flow-scouring velocities 

o Strengthen and expand the system of “Erosion Protected Areas,”  areas which are fully protected from grazing and other activities 

o Develop incentives for watershed conservation by farmers and herders 

2.4.1.3 Review and quantify impacts of erosion control programme  

 

SUB-OUTCOME 2.5: BEST PRACTICES IN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA) HAVE BEEN DEMONSTRATED  
 

2.5.1  Undertake full EIA for finalization of Kalantary Highway (Gov) 

2.5.1.1 Undertake full feasibility study for the finalisation of the highway, considering all options, assessing financial and economic implications of 

each option, including the economic cost of losing lake ecosystem 

2.5.1.2 Assess financial and economic implications of each option, including the economic cost of further damages to lake ecosystem 

2.5.1.3 Secure government funding for projects to undertake remedial work 

2.5.1.4 Undertake remedial work, such as the construction of tunnels, or the replacement of sections of the causeway with bridges 

 

2.5.2   Build overall capacities to undertake effective EIA processes in areas within and surrounding WPAs 
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 

2.5.2.1 Develop capacity to undertake consultative and participatory project appraisal and approval processes, including region-wide and strategic 

EIAs which assess the cumulative impact of policy and several projects in one region 

2.5.2.2 Develop an informal EIA process adapted to local small projects   

2.5.2.3 Develop local capacity, through NGOs, to contribute to the appraisal of large projects impacting project sites 

2.5.2.4 Develop an informal EIA process adapted to local small projects 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 2.6: BEST PRACTICES CONCERNING ALIEN SPECIES INTRODUCTION AND CONTROL HAVE BEEN DEMONSTRATED AT LAKE UROMIYEH 

AND LAKE PARISHAN 
2.6.1    Develop and implement plan to manage alien species 

2.6.1.1 Impose moratorium on introducing new species 

2.6.1.2 List all exotic species introduced in past 30 years and undertake environmental audit of impact 

2.6.1.3 Forecast future impact of previously introduced exotic species 

2.6.1.4 Develop management plan for key exotic species and implement 

2.6.1.5 Develop and implement EIA procedures for introduction of any exotic fauna or flora to the lake basin 

 

Outcome 3:  National-level WPA management and inter-sectoral co-ordination structures possess and utilise enhanced 

capacities to strengthen WPA management, inter alia, by supporting the exchange of knowledge and lessons 

learned through Outcomes 1&2 above 
 

SUB-OUTCOME 3.1: RELEVANT DOE HEADQUARTERS STRUCTURES ARE RATIONALIZED, HUMAN CAPACITIES FOR WPA MANAGEMENT ARE 

STRENGTHENED AND ESSENTIAL NATIONAL-LEVEL WPA MANAGEMENT TASKS ARE DEMONSTRATED 

 
Activity Area 3.1.1    Institutional capacity building for WPA management within DoE Headquarters 

3.1.1.1 Review and rationalize task descriptions of relevant DoE units to ensure minimal overlap and maximum internal co-ordination of required 
WPA-management tasks.  

3.1.1.2 Provide support for improved operational processes within restructured units, such as planning and financial management 

 
Activity Area 3.1.2     Human capacity building for WPA management within DoE Headquarters 

3.1.2.1 Review and rationalize job descriptions of relevant staff within HQ units to ensure minimal overlap and maximum coverage of required WPA-

management and co-ordination tasks.  

3.1.2.2 Develop and implement training programmes to upgrade WPA-related management skills among relevant staff 

 
Activity Area 3.1.3 DoE performs essential national-level tasks related to WPA management 

3.1.3.1 Develop and implement methodologies and guidelines for baseline biodiversity information gathering, assessments and ongoing monitoring / 

inspection of WPAs. 

3.1.3.2 Improve capacities for investment planning related to WPAs. 

3.1.3.3 Develop and implement mechanisms for identifying and prioritizing potential new WPAs. These may include ecological surveys and social 

impact assessments to be undertaken prior to WPA establishment. 

3.1.3.4 Develop mechanisms to ensure that national-level biodiversity conservation objectives are incorporated into site management planning. 

3.1.3.5 Standardize reporting by provincial-level DoE offices concerning WPAs within their jurisdiction.  

3.1.3.6 Prepare and disseminate a single Annual Report covering WPAs. 

3.1.3.7 Based on information and data collected at both WPA and landscape levels, produce periodic assessments of the efficacy of the national 
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 Description Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Risks and Assumptions 

system for WPA management and proposals for its improvement. These will constitute lessons learned, beginning with experience at 

demonstration sites. 

3.1.3.8 Assess the existing system for Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) as it relates to WPAs and propose necessary revisions. 

3.1.3.9 Develop rules and requirements for establishing and monitoring WPAs, including financial and budgetary, ecological assessments (studies) as 

a tool for prioritization, (re)-definition of objective process for identifying, nominating and approving, social impact assessment prior to 

establishment.   

3.1.3.10 Raise public awareness concerning the role of WPAs in biodiversity conservation. This should include preparation and wide dissemination of 

awareness materials including brochures, posters, a ‘user-friendly’ annual report, etc. 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 3.2:  AWARENESS AND TECHNICAL CAPACITIES ARE RAISED IN KEY SECTORAL MINISTRIES WHILE NATIONAL CO-ORDINATION 

STRUCTURES ARE STRENGTHENED 

 
3.2.1.2 Preparation of a policy analysis assessing current institutional arrangements and describing in detail a set of streamlined, yet effective, national 

institutional arrangements for WPA management. The report should include a detailed and comprehensive organigramme showing 
responsibilities of, and relationships among, national-level agencies for WPA management  

3.2.1.3 Above institutional arrangements should be codified formally, for example in a Memorandum of Understanding among relevant agencies or 
another formal policy agreement on institutional set-up. 

 

 

SUB-OUTCOME 3.3:  LESSONS LEARNED IN OUTCOMES 1 AND 2 ARE DISSEMINATED TO MANAGERS OF OTHER KEY WPA SITES, WHO USE THEM IN 

DEVELOPING STRATEGIES FOR REPLICATION AT THEIR SITES 

 

Activity Area 3.3.1  Establish mechanisms for sharing of project experience with wetland managers nationally 
3.3.1.1 WPA staff exchanges are organized, e.g., rotating staff exchanges with different WPA staff spending 1 month visiting demonstration sites 

3.3.1.2 Establish thematic working groups bringing together provincial-level officials and other stakeholders involved with management and 

protection of target replication sites  

3.3.1.3 Organize regular national-level workshops and capacity-building exercises for above working groups. These will enable exchange of 

experience and knowledge concerning best practices and project experience related to the various demonstration themes, i.e., (i) inter-sectoral 

co-ordination, (ii) water use and distribution, (iii) integrated pollution control, (iv) integrated watershed management and erosion control, (v) 

environmental impact assessment, and (vi) alien species introduction and control. 

3.3.1.4 Working groups, with consultant support, prepare thematic action plans describing strategies for adapting and replicating project 

demonstration themes at target replication sites, including development of financing strategies. 

3.3.1.5 Action plans are recombined into site action plans and submitted for national-level approval 

3.3.1.6 Commence implementation of thematic action plans.  
 

Inputs  
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Annex C: Reviews and Responses  

 

a) First STAP Review  

b) Response to STAP Review 

c) Second STAP Review 

d) Response to Second STAP Review 

e) Response to GEFSec comments 
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FULL PROJECT BRIEF -  DATED 6 JUNE 2003  
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A. GENERAL COMMENTS 

The Full Project Brief presents a coherent, balanced package of interventions targeting the 

conservation of globally significant biodiversity in the wetlands of Iran. The focus appears to be 

overly on inland wetlands, which is an opportunity lost, given the importance of Iran’s coastal 

wetlands (both Caspian Sea and Persian Gulf). 9 of the 15 sites recognised by the project as 

‘replication sites’ are coastal, i.e. either Caspian Sea or Persian Gulf sites. The version received 

by the reviewer, however, still has many substantial gaps, including a lack of sections on 

sustainability (2.3), lessons learnt, financial plan, cost effectiveness, alternative approaches, 

logframe (partial) and incremental costs analysis. The reviewer appreciates that STAP have 

encouraged the Implementing Agencies to move the STAP review "upstream" so as to gain more 

from the reviewer's comments than when this is performed at the last minute when the brief is 

complete. However, as certain areas are not covered,  the STAP review may need to be revisited 

once the missing sections are incorporated.  

  

A.i Global priority in the area of biodiversity 

The global significance of the biodiversity of Iran’s wetlands is evident and clearly presented in 

paragraph 10, and in annexes 7 (site selection) and 10 (biodiversity significance). Paragraph 10 

summarizes the number of potential Ramsar sites and IBAs, but should be expanded to include 

numbers of globally important species of various taxon groups.  

 

The global significance of the biodiversity of the two selected demonstration sites – Lake 

Uromiyeh and Lake Parishan is not entirely clear. For example, most of the plant diversity found 

at Lake Uromiyeh is located in the meadow and grassland vegetation of mountainous areas, and 

not in the lake or its peripheral wetlands. Lake Uromyeh contains one endemic brine shrimp, 

Artemia urmiana, but its main importance to globally significant biodiversity is because it 

supports many important bird species such as greater flamingo, white pelican, duck and large 

numbers of migratory shorebirds. However, flamingo no longer breed there, the pelicans are fish 

feeders and depend on wetlands other than Lake Uromiyeh (but located in the LUEZ), and the 

duck species are common Anas querquedula. 12,500 km² of plains surround the lake, with 28 

ecologically interconnected wetlands – important, but  including these as part of the Lake 

Uromiyeh demonstration site is a bit tenuous. The global significance of Lake Parishan is more 

substantiated, as globally significant species are listed. However, the importance of the site to 

these species is not entirely clear, as the brief speaks of ‘appreciable numbers’ and ‘supports over 

1% of the regional population’ (which region is being refered to?).   

 

 

A.ii Cost-effectiveness in achieving focal area objective(s) 

The Conservation of Iranian Wetlands project is budgeted at US$3.332 million for the GEF 

contribution – a significant amount, considering that most of this is for activities at the two 

demonstration sites. The Project leverages a total of about US$9 million in co-financing, of which 

most from the Iranian Government (93%) and some from the Netherlands Government (about 

7%). The proportion of non-national government co-funding is low, and the lowest seen by the 

reviewer on a GEF project to date. While this may be interpreted as reflecting the degree to which 

the Iranian fovernment is committed to protection of its wetlands, it also reflects the country’s 

lack of attracting international donors. This may have implications for replicability and 

sustainability. The project brief provided to the reviewer did not give any details re financing. 

Table 3 on Proposed Project Budget and Financing Scheme was blank, as was section 3 on 

project financing. The incremental costs analysis (Annex B) provided only a narrative (which 

seemed reasonable) and did not include any figures. Without details on which funds are allocated 

for which components, the reviewer cannot comment on cost-effectiveness.  
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A.iii Adequacy of project design 

The design of the Conservation of Iranian Wetlands project is generally adequate, but as pointed 

out in the general comments, there are many gaps at this stage that still need to be addressed. The 

project objective is stated as: “systematically remove or substantially mitigate threats facing 

globally significant biodiversity and sustainability at two demonstration sites, while ensuring that 

the lessons learned through these demonstrations are absorbed within WPA management systems 

throughout Iran”. This should be reformulated, for example, as  an overall project goal 

“Strengthened strategic capacity to plan and manage the conservation of globally significant 

biodiversity in wetlands throughout Iran”, along with two immediate objectives: i) systematically 

remove or substantially mitigate threats facing globally significant biodiversity and sustainability 

at two demonstration sites; and ii) ensuring that the lessons learned through these demonstrations 

are absorbed within WPA management systems throughout Iran.  

 

Several aspects of project design that should be addressed during finalization of the project 

document are: 

 

1. Para 2. Country driveness. Meagre analysis, showing only linkages between the project and 

the NBSAP; what about other strategies, plicies and action plans? More importantly, as the 

goal of the project is sustainable conservation of wetland biodiversity, there should be an 

indication that this aim is country driven. Nothing presented on the Iranian NBSAP appears 

directly related to wetlands (apart from sustainable fisheries, in a more oblique way).  

2. Para. 10 summarizes the number of potential Ramsar sites and IBAs, but should be 

expanded to include numbers of globally important species of various taxon groups.  

3. Para.17-21, biodiversity importance of Lake Uromiyeh. Need to expand, to indicate more 

comprehensively which globally significant species occur at this site in significant 

numbers, and/or are dependent on the site.  

4. Para.’s 13 and 21. LUEZ is described in para. 13 as being 12,500 km², and consisting of the 

lake (5000-6000 km²), and including 17 ecologically connected wetlands in the surrounding 

area. Para. 21., however, states that 28 ecologically interconnected wetlands occur in the 

12,500 km² of plains that surround the lake. Inconsistencies in area and number of 

wetlands. 

5. Para. 25. 9 of the 15 sites recognised as ‘replication sites’ are coastal, i.e. either Caspian 

Sea or Persian Gulf sites. It is therefore strange (and an opportunity lost) that both 

demonstration sites are inland wetlands.  

6. Para. 27. Locals at Lake Uromiyeh do not see the lake as a significant part of their resource 

base. Given the preceeding description of socio-economics, this would seem a correct 

assessement by the local community. 

7. Para. 32-35 Legal and policy baseline. No mention of international treaties, conventions 

etc…. Elsewhere there is mention of Ramsar and the CBD, but does Iran have other 

international obligations? 

8. Para. 41: Ministry of Transportation: blank 

9. Para. 43 Protected Area system and the inclusion of wetlands in these areas. A mention 

should be made here of the status of the two demonstration sites, and of the 15 additional 

‘replication sites’.  

10. Para. 47-50. What is the status of LUEZ/Lake Uromyeh? Is it a mosaic of areas with 

different status? (e.g. game reserve, NP). Unclear.  

11. Para. 62, increasing salinity has affected Artemia population. What about harvesting of 

brine shrimp, and the effects of pollution?  

12. Para. 79, ecological implications of aquatic and noise pollution: blank.  
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13. Para. 80. Baseline activities to address the threat: any indication of effects of enforcement 

of EIA procedures? Integrated Pest Management measures?  

14. Para. 81-86. Potentially unsustainable exploitation of wetland resources. Reference is made 

to ‘the lake’ but it is understood to be Lake Uromiyeh. Focus is entirely on Lake Uromiyeh, 

which does not appear to be suffering from over-exploitation to any great degree. Why no 

mention of Lake Parishad? Table 3 shows that L. Parishad is suffering more from 

unsustainable exploitation than L.Uromiyeh. If these are to be demonstration sites, site 

selection must result in a choice of sites that provide examples that are of use elsewhere. 

The choice of Lake Uromiyeh in this instance seems less obvious.  

15. Para. 93: baseline activity is left blank; are there no baseline activities addressing 

conversion of wetlands? 

16. Para. 100-105. Construction of a causeway on Lake Uromiyeh. This can hardly be regarded 

as being of demonstrative value, as it appears ‘one off’ and produced under wat-time 

duress. It is also unclear why it is listed as one of the 6 main threats to the two 

demonstration sites. If ecological implications are not fully understood, why is it regarded 

as ‘having severe impacts on critical habitats’? the latter is not made evident. 

17. Para 106. The basin? This must refer to LUEZ – please make clear which of the two 

demonstration sites is being considered.  

18. Table 3 Threats matrix. The described main threats appear to be mainly applicable to inland 

wetlands; several threats seem to hold for L. Uromiyeh only (e.g. infrastructure 

development). Redo matrix, and indicate whether the threats are applicable to inland 

wetlands, Caspian Sea wetlands, Persian Gulf wetlands. Given the importance of the latter 

two categories (e.g. 9 of the 15 replication sites), it would be wise to devote at least a 

paragraph or two on  whether there are any threats that are peculiar to these coastal 

wetlands, that are not present at the demonstration sites.  

19. Para. 116. Outcome 1: Local WPA management structures enhanced. As most wetland sites 

are outside the WPA system, and most threats are external, better arguments need to be put 

forward. 

20. Para. 120-122 Outcome 2: Co-ordination at river basin level. Baseline does not describe the 

current situation: are river basins managed along administrative boundaries only (=likely)? 

Coordination – although a good start – does not automatically lead to wise use.  

21. Para 140. Establishing a Lake Uromiyeh Basin Management Authority. Is this a wise 

approach? Is it institutionally/financially feasible to establish BMAs for all important 

river/lake basins? I’d hate to think what facilities, staff and operating budgets would cost 

for a dozen river basins in the country. Why not work with existing institutions/agencies, 

and devise a way in which they can coordinate more effectively among themselves?  

Experience with BMAs elsewhere shows that while they are usually empowered 

parastatals, their mandate is usually limited – often to water resources only, and with an 

emphasis on extraction and permitting.  

22. Para. 146, increasing efficiency of water use, using economic tools and other techniques. I 

am not sure of baseline situation as this is not described, but very often water is not paid for 

by the users, only only a trivial amount is paid. Economic tools alone will not do much. 

Better is to: i) have users pay a resonable amount for water use, related to the volume they 

use; ii) establish water users associations to ascertain where there is room for improvement 

and to use as a vehicle for promoting more efficient water use systems (e.g. drip irrigation, 

etc..); and iiii) determine where the losses are; irrigation systems, for example, may lose 25-

50% of their water because of poor maintenance (e.g. poor lining, leaks, evapotranspiration 

by dense floating vegetation in canals).   

23. Para. 147-150 aquatic pollution. Surely there are opportunities here for cooperating with the 

Ministry of Agriculture (e.g. via IPM programs) and Ministry of Industry (e.g. effluents 

control), and Ministry of Environment (e.g. enforcement of EIA regulations). 
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24. Para. 153 Watershed management programme. What will the strengthening of the existing 

system of Erosion Protection Areas entail? Are these civil engineering works, or a 

programme involving capacity building?  

25. Para. 158. GEF support for capacity building for conducting EIAs, while government will 

support the cost of EIAs. Aren’t EIAs carried out by commercial firms or 

agencies/institutes seeking additional sources of income? Why is the EIA process 

ineffective? As an example, the Shahid Kalantary Highway is not illustrative, as this was 

initiated under the duress of war. Perhaps the process would already be effective if funds 

were made available by the Government for implementing EIAs for government sponsored 

projects (with significant impacts), and made mandatory for (impacting) projects funded by 

the private sector. In many cases EIA processes are ineffective because of lack of 

enforcement (they are not implemented), lack of independence (funded by company or 

agency that will directly benefit from project implementation), lack of follow-up, and lack 

of control, enforcement and monitoring.  

26. Para. 163-164  Sub-outcomes 3.2 and 3.3  =  blank or needing complete revision. 

27. Para. 165 Global Environmental Benefits. Benefits are first and foremost felt in the two 

demonstration sites. Replication at the 15 additional replication sites is not part of the 

present project, but remains a potential future development. Global environmental benefits 

of activities at the two demonstration sites should be refered to. 

28. Para. 166. Incremental Cost Analysis. Not included.  

29. Para. 167. Sustainability. Section has been left blank. 

30. Para. 168-170 on replicability. Hinges on Outcome 3, and notably on Sub-outcome 3.3 – 

which needs to be entirely rewritten.  

31. Para. 182  Lessons learnt = blank 

32. Para. 187 and Table 3  Financial Plan = blank  

33. Para. 190.   Cost effectiveness = very meagre, needs to be vastly expanded 

34. Para. 191.  Alternative approaches = blank  

35. Para.s 192-194   Insitutional Coordination & Support = blank  

36. Annex 1.  Logframe. Verifiable indicators, means of verification, and assumptions are all 

left blank (except at project objective level) 

37. Annex B. Incremental Costs Analysis: no figures provided; no section 2.2.6 provided. 

 

 

A.iv Feasibility of implementation, operation and maintenance. 

Project risks, assumptions and how these are to be dealt with by the Project are not provided – it 

is the proponents intention that these will be provided in Annex 1. Logframe, but this has been 

left blank. The reviewer can therefore not adequately assess if these have been correctly identified 

and addressed. Performance indicators are also not listed in the Logframe, and feasibility of set 

goals cannot be determined.  

 

B. KEY ISSUES 

 

B.i Scientific and technical soundness of the project 

Generally, the project brief is technically and scientifically sound; areas of possible deficiency or 

where some improvements may be made are mentioned under A.iii, above. Key areas that need to 

be addressed are: i) Selection of demonstration sites; adding a coastal wetland should be 

considered, as most sites identified for replication are coastal, while both of the current 

demonstration sites are inland wetlands; ii) funding for replication at other sites; iii) establishing 

sufficient coordination between existing agencies instead of creating a new basin authority; and 

iv) the many significant gaps in the current proposal (e.g. finances, ICA, logframe, sustainability). 

Minor points of deficiency are mentioned at the end of this review (under D).  
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B.ii Identification of the global environmental benefits and/or drawbacks of the Project 

The global environmental benefits of the Conservation of Iranian Wetlands project are potentially 

significant. Iranian wetlands support a large number of endemic plants species, plus a wide range 

of endangered, vulnerable and rare wildlife species. Biogeographically, much of the country lies 

in the Palearctic realm, although areas of the southwest and southeast support fauna characteristic 

of the Afro-tropical and Indo-Malayan sub-tropical realms, respectively. Iran is considered to be a 

bridge between four major plant geographical regions—Irano-Turanian, Euro-Siberian, Saharo-

Arabian and Sudanian. This position at the confluence of various faunal and floral regions has 

bestowed upon the country important levels of biological diversity. There are no foreseeable 

drawbacks for the global environment.   

 

B.iii How the Project fits within the context of the goals of the GEF, as well as its 

operational strategies, program priorities, Council guidance and the provisions of the 

relevant conventions 

Iran ratified the CBD on 11 June 1996 and is therefore eligible for GEF assistance. The 

Conservation of Iranian Wetlands project meets GEF eligibility criteria under Operational 

Program #2 “Coastal, Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems”, as it promotes conservation and 

sustainable use of biodiversity of freshwater and (eventually) coastal ecosystems. The approach 

outlined is also fully in accordance with the GEF-OP2 Criteria.  

 

B.iv Regional context 

Although focused on wetlands within Iran, the Conservation of Iranian Wetlands  project is also 

of regional importance. Iran’s wetlands are of significant importance in supporting migratory bird 

species – the country is host to many winter migrant species, mostly from northern and central 

Asia. Strained inter-country relations in the region hinder close regional cooperation.  

 

B.v Replicability of the Project 

15 additional wetland sites have been short-listed from the total of >70 potential Ramsar Sites in 

Iran as sites for future replication. Sub-outcome 3.3 is the main component of the  project aiming 

at replication, but this section has not been adequately drafted in the current draft and can 

therefore not be assessed. One issue associated with replicability is the fact that the two 

demonstration sites are inland wetlands, and 9 of the 15 sites identified for replication are coastal 

(see A.iii). Selection of a coastal demonstration site should therefore be considered. Certain 

aspects of project design seem too costly for replication, such as the establishing of a Lake 

Uromiyeh Basin Management Authority (see para. 140 and comment 21 under A.iii). Little 

external co-funding has been identified/leveraged for the present project, indicating that it may be 

an issue in case of replication.  

 

 

B.vi Sustainability of the Project 

This section has been left blank in the project document and it can therefore not be fully assessed 

if provisions made are adequate. Many of the project components deal with capacity building, and 

it is therefore expected that this will lead to a degree of continuation, and possibly sustainability.  

C. Secondary Issues 

 

C.i Linkages to other focal areas 

Of the other focal areas (mitigation of greenhouse gas emission/climate change, international 

waters, ozone depletion, POPs), the Project is weakly linked to: 
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Climate change 

 in a positive way, by slowing/preventing habitat conversion and maintaining plant 

biomass (carbon sequestration in natural vegetation), and  

 in a slightly negative way, by means of methane emissions from wetlands. 

 

International waters 

 in a positive way, as these inland wetland areas are (regionally) linked via the  migration 

of waterbirds, and via the safeguarding of quality (e.g. via nutrient uptake) and quantity 

(e.g. buffering release) of waters released into international waters (Caspian Sea and 

Persian Gulf).  

 

C.ii Linkages to other programs and action plans at regional or sub-regional level 

The Project makes no mention of regional programmes or action plans, although Iran  has 

commitments and is expected to take actions related to the Ramsar Convention. Tensions in the 

region, especially with its western neighbour, do not encourage regional cooperation and can 

therefore not be expected at this stage.  

 

C.iii Other beneficial or damaging environmental effects 

The Conservation of Iranian Wetlands project should have favourable overall environmental 

impacts if its key outputs are achieved. In the case of the two demonstration sites, improved 

conservation of wetland biodiversity on-site may have beneficial effects on biodiversity over a 

larger area, as these sites are important for migratory species, may provide areas of refuge, or 

serve as sources of dispersal. No damaging environmental effects are anticipated.  

 

 

C.iv Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the Project 

In draft form, Annex 5 provides a Public Participation Strategy, which at present consists of a 

listing of agencies and entities to be involved in project implementation, plus a table indicating 

the type of involvement anticipated per project outcome. This should also be summarised in a 

narrative, formulating the aim and purpose of the participation strategy. Annex B lists Provincial 

and Central Government Stakeholders, Non-Government Organisations, Project Partners and Co-

funders, and Local communities as stakeholders. Government organisations will primarily be 

involved via capacity building programmes, while NGOs and local communities will be involved 

via participation in the formulation of management plans, data collection programmes, and in 

development of alternative livelihood programmes.  

 
C.v Capacity building aspects 

Capacity building if well-embedded in the project design: 

 the project will work with DoE’s Participation Bureau to raise public awareness and 

encourage participation in activities at demonstration sites. It will also support capacity 

building and participation of NGOs through the creation of an NGO Forum and possibly 

a new umbrella NGO in the Lake Uromiyeh Basin; 

 the project will build capacities within DoE Teheran to collect, manage and disseminate 

information on the biodiversity of wetland protected areas;  

 activity 1.3.3.3   Conduct capacity building activities as necessary, for NGOs 

 Activity Area 3.1.1 Institutional capacity building for WPA management within DoE 

Headquarters, including:  

o 3.1.1.1 Review and rationalize task descriptions of relevant DoE units to ensure 

minimal overlap and maximum internal co-ordination of required WPA-

management tasks.  
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o 3.1.1.2 Provide support for improved operational processes within restructured 

units, such as planning and financial management  

 Activity Area 3.1.2     Human capacity building for WPA management within DoE 

Headquarters, including:  

o 3.1.2.1 Review and rationalize job descriptions of relevant staff within HQ units 

to ensure minimal overlap and maximum coverage of required WPA-

management and co-ordination tasks.  

o 3.1.2.2 Develop and implement training programmes to upgrade WPA-related 

management skills among relevant staff; and 

 capacity building for conducting EIAs in areas adjacent to WPAs.   

 

 

C.vi Innovativeness of the Project 

THE PROJECT AS A WHOLE IS INNOVATIVE IN THE IRANIAN CONTEXT, AS WETLAND BIODIVERSITY 

SPECIFIC PROGRAMMES HAVE BEEN PIECEMEAL OR SITE-SPECIFIC, OR EMBEDDED IN LARGER 

PROGRAMMES (E.G. ESTABLISHING THE NATIONAL BIODIVERSITY STRATEGY AND ACTION 

PLAN).  

D. MINOR CHANGES SUGGESTED FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROJECT BRIEF 

 Include a table of contents 

 List of abbreviations is far from complete (e.g. LUBMA, LPPCC) 

 Scientific names of bird species (para. 24):  

o Phoenicopterus rubber should read Phoenicopterus ruber 

o Platalea leucordia should read Platalea leucorodia 

o Haliaeetus albicialla should read Haliaeetus albicilla 

o Falco pelegrinides should read Falco pelegrinoides 

Given the number of mistakes in this small section, the proponent should check 

elsewhere if scientific names are correctly spelled.  

 Para. 92. It is assumed that ‘the lake’ in para. 92 refers to Lake Uromiyeh?  

 The latter occurs in various places, and the document should be checked throughout to 

assess if references to ‘the lake’ are self-evident. 
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b) Response to STAP review 
 

The project proponents would like to thank the STAP Reviewer for his constructive comments on the 

draft project brief. The following table matches issues raised in the review with specific responses, 

including, where appropriate, reference to changes incorporated into the revised brief. 

 

Section of 

review 

Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification 

of changes made in revised 

project brief  
A.iii – 

Adequacy of 

project design 

1. Para 2. Country driveness. Meagre analysis, 

showing only linkages between the project and the 

NBSAP; what about other strategies, policies and action 

plans? More importantly, as the goal of the project is 

sustainable conservation of wetland biodiversity, there 

should be an indication that this aim is country driven. 

Nothing presented on the Iranian NBSAP appears 

directly related to wetlands (apart from sustainable 

fisheries, in a more oblique way).  

Para. 2 now provides a cross-

reference to paras. 33-36, which 

highlight legal and policy 

developments that stand to benefit the 

project 

 2. Para. 10 summarizes the number of potential 

Ramsar sites and IBAs, but should be expanded to 

include numbers of globally important species of various 

taxon groups.  

See newly inserted paragraph 11. 

 3. Para.17-21, biodiversity importance of Lake 

Uromiyeh. Need to expand, to indicate more 

comprehensively which globally significant species occur 

at this site in significant numbers, and/or are dependent 

on the site.  

This section has been revised, and 

Annex 6 completed. 

 4. Para.’s 13 and 21. LUEZ is described in para. 13 as 

being 12,500 km², and consisting of the lake (5000-6000 

km²), and including 17 ecologically connected wetlands 

in the surrounding area. Para. 21., however, states that 28 

ecologically interconnected wetlands occur in the 12,500 

km² of plains that surround the lake. Inconsistencies in 

area and number of wetlands. 

Now paras. 14 and 22. There are 28 

wetlands within the LUEZ, excluding 

the Lake itself. Seventeen of these 

have some protection or designation 

status (Ramsar, IBA, NHBA, etc.). 

Thea area of the plains extends 

beyond the area of the LUEZ, and is 

of an equivalent size. See also para. 

48. 

 5. Para. 25. 9 of the 15 sites recognised as ‘replication 

sites’ are coastal, i.e. either Caspian Sea or Persian Gulf 

sites. It is therefore strange (and an opportunity lost) that 

both demonstration sites are inland wetlands.  

The definition of target replication 

sites has been revised to include all 

nationally and internationally 

protected wetlands in Iran. A 

majority of these are inland sites. 

Also, to that extent that institutional, 

as opposed to technical issues may 

dominate, there should be substantial 

lessons learned that can be applied to 

costal sites as well. 

 6. Para. 27. Locals at Lake Uromiyeh do not see the 

lake as a significant part of their resource base. Given the 

preceeding description of socio-economics, this would 

seem a correct assessement by the local community. 

Now para. 28. The word ‘potential’ 

has been added. 

 7. Para. 32-35 Legal and policy baseline. No mention 

of international treaties, conventions etc…. Elsewhere 

there is mention of Ramsar and the CBD, but does Iran 

have other international obligations? 

Now paras. 33-36. Certainly Iran has 

other international obligations, but 

those listed are considered most 

relevant 

 8. Para. 41: Ministry of Transportation: blank See completed paragraph 42. 
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Section of 

review 

Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification 

of changes made in revised 

project brief  
 9. Para. 43 Protected Area system and the inclusion of 

wetlands in these areas. A mention should be made here 

of the status of the two demonstration sites, and of the 15 

additional ‘replication sites’.  

See above response to comment #5 

re. revised definition of replication 

sites. Status of demonstration sites is 

provided in paras. 16 and 50. 

 10. Para. 47-50. What is the status of LUEZ/Lake 

Uromyeh? Is it a mosaic of areas with different status? 

(e.g. game reserve, NP). Unclear.  

See paragraph 48. 

 11. Para. 62, increasing salinity has affected Artemia 

population. What about harvesting of brine shrimp, and 

the effects of pollution?  

Now para. 63. There is no doubt that 

Artemia will reduce and ultimately 

cease breeding above a certain 

salinity. This section aims to make 

that relationship clear. Para. 82 refers 

to effects of harvesting. No data is 

available on possible effects of 

pollution 

 12. Para. 79, ecological implications of aquatic and 

noise pollution: blank 

See revised para. 80. 

 13. Para. 80. Baseline activities to address the threat: 

any indication of effects of enforcement of EIA 

procedures? Integrated Pest Management measures? 

Now para. 81. No data available, 

question can be addressed at 

inception stage. 

 14. Para. 81-86. Potentially unsustainable exploitation 

of wetland resources. Reference is made to ‘the lake’ but 

it is understood to be Lake Uromiyeh. Focus is entirely 

on Lake Uromiyeh, which does not appear to be suffering 

from over-exploitation to any great degree. Why no 

mention of Lake Parishad? Table 3 shows that L. 

Parishad is suffering more from unsustainable 

exploitation than L.Uromiyeh. If these are to be 

demonstration sites, site selection must result in a choice 

of sites that provide examples that are of use elsewhere. 

The choice of Lake Uromiyeh in this instance seems less 

obvious.  

Now paras. 82-87. The project has 

not specifically chosen either site for 

this purpose but will address this 

threat at both sites.  

 15. Para. 93: baseline activity is left blank; are there no 

baseline activities addressing conversion of wetlands? 

See completed para. 94. 

 16. Para. 100-105. Construction of a causeway on Lake 

Uromiyeh. This can hardly be regarded as being of 

demonstrative value, as it appears ‘one off’ and produced 

under wartime duress. It is also unclear why it is listed as 

one of the 6 main threats to the two demonstration sites. 

If ecological implications are not fully understood, why is 

it regarded as ‘having severe impacts on critical 

habitats’? the latter is not made evident. 

Paras. 102 and 105 provide 

information on the ecological issues 

associated with the bridge 

construction. While the ‘ultimate’ 

impacts remain unclear, there is no 

question that the road is having 

substantial and negative impacts on 

hydrodynamics, sedinent flow, etc. 

Finally, while the situation is perhaps 

unique, the demonstration impact 

would be important in showing the 

possibility of requiring an important 

remedial measure for an ongoing 

infrastructural project affecting a 

wetland. 

 17. Para 106. The basin? This must refer to LUEZ – 

please make clear which of the two demonstration sites is 

being considered.  

Now para. 107, correction made. 
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Section of 

review 

Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification 

of changes made in revised 

project brief  
 18. Table 3 Threats matrix. The described main threats 

appear to be mainly applicable to inland wetlands; several 

threats seem to hold for L. Uromiyeh only (e.g. 

infrastructure development). Redo matrix, and indicate 

whether the threats are applicable to inland wetlands, 

Caspian Sea wetlands, Persian Gulf wetlands. Given the 

importance of the latter two categories (e.g. 9 of the 15 

replication sites), it would be wise to devote at least a 

paragraph or two on  whether there are any threats that 

are peculiar to these coastal wetlands, that are not present 

at the demonstration sites.  

As noted above, replication sites are 

now including a majority of inland 

wetland sites. However, the 

suggested analysis will be completed 

during the inception phase of the 

project. 

 19. Para. 116. Outcome 1: Local WPA management 

structures enhanced. As most wetland sites are outside 

the WPA system, and most threats are external, better 

arguments need to be put forward. 

Now para. 117. It would seem clear 

that WPAs require well functioning 

WPA management structures in order 

to operate. In addition, the brief has 

gone to great lengths to ensure that 

the project’s efforts are largely taking 

place outside of the PA boundaries: 

less than 29% of incremental funds 

are going to Outcome 1, compared 

with more than 46% in the broader 

basins (Outcome 2). This ration 

appears to the project  proponents to 

be appropriate. 

 20. Para. 120-122 Outcome 2: Co-ordination at river 

basin level. Baseline does not describe the current 

situation: are river basins managed along administrative 

boundaries only (=likely)? Coordination – although a 

good start – does not automatically lead to wise use 

Now paras. 121-123. The reviewer is 

correct in his depiction of the current 

baseline. The baseline situation is 

described in under the precednign 

section on threats, none of which are 

currently being addressed in an 

integrated, basin-wide manner.  

 21. Para 140. Establishing a Lake Uromiyeh Basin 

Management Authority. Is this a wise approach? Is it 

institutionally/financially feasible to establish BMAs for 

all important river/lake basins? I’d hate to think what 

facilities, staff and operating budgets would cost for a 

dozen river basins in the country. Why not work with 

existing institutions/agencies, and devise a way in which 

they can coordinate more effectively among themselves?  

Experience with BMAs elsewhere shows that while they 

are usually empowered parastatals, their mandate is 

usually limited – often to water resources only, and with 

an emphasis on extraction and permitting. 

Now para. 141. The reviewer has 

pointed out some important 

constraints and potential pitfalls 

facing the establishment of a BMA. 

However, in the case of Uromiyeh 

Lake, the project has considered, and 

rejected, the main alternative 

suggested, i.e., finding ways for 

existing agencies to enhance co-

ordination, as having been shown to 

be unworkable. In addition, it should 

be noted that successful management 

of water resources, which the 

reviewer concedes is more likely than 

in other areas, would be perhaps the 

most important task of the LUBMA.  

 

Nevertheless, in response to the 

comments on the LUBMA, a new 

activities have been added to the 

LFM (2.1.1.2) to support high-level 
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Section of 

review 

Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification 

of changes made in revised 

project brief  
political discussions to ensure that the 

LUBMA has adequate authority to 

achieve its proposed mandate. 

 22. Para. 146, increasing efficiency of water use, using 

economic tools and other techniques. I am not sure of 

baseline situation as this is not described, but very often 

water is not paid for by the users, or only a trivial amount 

is paid. Economic tools alone will not do much. Better is 

to: i) have users pay a resonable amount for water use, 

related to the volume they use; ii) establish water users 

associations to ascertain where there is room for 

improvement and to use as a vehicle for promoting more 

efficient water use systems (e.g. drip irrigation, etc..); and 

iiii) determine where the losses are; irrigation systems, 

for example, may lose 25-50% of their water because of 

poor maintenance (e.g. poor lining, leaks, 

evapotranspiration by dense floating vegetation in 

canals).   

Now para. 147. Two points: (1) The 

project will introduce water payments 

by farmers where none existed 

precisely to overcome the 

undervaluation of the water 

resources. The introduction of 

payment systems will include pricing 

and affordability studies to make 

such a transition for farmers easier 

and more acceptable. The project will 

also ensure support for institutional 

arrangements for the application of 

such a pricing system. To clarify this 

aspect, milestones have been added 

in the logframe for the introduction 

and development of such a pricing 

system and associated institutional 

arrangements. (2) The original text 

does refer to ‘other techniques’ 

beyond economic instruments (see 

also Annex 1, LFM, Sub-Outcome 

2.2.2). Nevertheless, the idea of water 

users’ associations was not 

previously considered and has now 

been incorporated into the LFM. 

 23. Para. 147-150 aquatic pollution. Surely there are 

opportunities here for cooperating with the Ministry of 

Agriculture (e.g. via IPM programs) and Ministry of 

Industry (e.g. effluents control), and Ministry of 

Environment (e.g. enforcement of EIA regulations). 

Each of the mentioned agencies will 

indeed be involved in the project (see 

Annex 5, Stakeholder participation) 

and their work co-ordinated, with 

support from the LUBMA 

 24. Para. 153 Watershed management programme. 

What will the strengthening of the existing system of 

Erosion Protection Areas entail? Are these civil 

engineering works, or a programme involving capacity 

building?  

Now para. 154. The exact definition 

of work to be carried out in these 

areas remains undetermined, pending 

a closer assessment of their 

functioning and shortcomings. To be 

addressed during inception stage. 

 25. Para. 158. GEF support for capacity building for 

conducting EIAs, while government will support the cost 

of EIAs. Aren’t EIAs carried out by commercial firms or 

agencies/institutes seeking additional sources of income? 

Why is the EIA process ineffective? As an example, the 

Shahid Kalantary Highway is not illustrative, as this was 

initiated under the duress of war. Perhaps the process 

would already be effective if funds were made available 

by the Government for implementing EIAs for 

government sponsored projects (with significant 

impacts), and made mandatory for (impacting) projects 

funded by the private sector. In many cases EIA 

processes are ineffective because of lack of enforcement 

Most of the required EIAs are 

believed to be public sector 

investments, with Government 

therefore covering the costs of 

relevant EIAs. The Reviewer has 

listed some of the relevant causes of 

EIA ineffectiveness, which were 

highlighted in a report on the subject 

prepared under the PDF-B. 

The project will review and support 

strengthening the EIA system and 

process (not just guidelines on EIAs) 

precisely to overcome the problems 
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Section of 

review 

Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification 

of changes made in revised 

project brief  
(they are not implemented), lack of independence (funded 

by company or agency that will directly benefit from 

project implementation), lack of follow-up, and lack of 

control, enforcement and monitoring. 

highlighted.  A new logframe 

milestone has been added for 

strengthening this process. 

 26. Para. 163-164  Sub-outcomes 3.2 and 3.3  =  blank 

or needing complete revision 

See revised paras. 164-169. 

 27. Para. 165 Global Environmental Benefits. Benefits 

are first and foremost felt in the two demonstration sites. 

Replication at the 15 additional replication sites is not 

part of the present project, but remains a potential future 

development. Global environmental benefits of activities 

at the two demonstration sites should be refered to. 

See revised paragraph 170-171.  

 28. Para. 166. Incremental Cost Analysis. Not included See new para. 172 and completed 

ICA 

 29. Para. 167. Sustainability. Section has been left blank See new paras. 173-175. 

 30. Para. 168-170 on replicability. Hinges on Outcome 

3, and notably on Sub-outcome 3.3 – which needs to be 

entirely rewritten.  

See revised paras. 176-178, also 

revised sub-outcome 3.3 (paras. 166-

169) 

 31. Para. 182  Lessons learnt = blank See revised paras. 190-193 

 32. Para. 187 and Table 3  Financial Plan = blank  See revised paras. 196-198 

 33. Para. 190.   Cost effectiveness = very meagre, needs 

to be vastly expanded 

See revised para. 199-204 

 34. Para. 191.  Alternative approaches = blank  

 

See new paras. 199-204 

 35. Para.s 192-194   Institutional Coordination & 

Support = blank  

See revised paras. 205-207 

 36. Annex 1.  Logframe. Verifiable indicators, means of 

verification, and assumptions are all left blank (except at 

project objective level) 

See Annex 1, revised LFM 

 37. Annex B. Incremental Costs Analysis: no figures 

provided; no section 2.2.6 provided. 

See Annex B, revised ICA. 
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A. GENERAL COMMENTS 

 

The Full Project Brief (FPB) presents a coherent, balanced package of interventions targeting the 

conservation of globally significant biodiversity in the wetlands of Iran. While the draft FPB had 

significant gaps and a number of shortcomings (as perceived by the reviewer), these have largely been 

completed, explained or addressed by the proponent.  

  

A.i Global priority in the area of biodiversity 

 

The global significance of the biodiversity of Iran’s wetlands is evident and clearly presented. Global 

significance of the two selected sites – Lake Uromiyeh and Lake Parishan – was initially unclear but has 

now been added to the main text.  

 

A.ii Cost-effectiveness in achieving focal area objective(s) 

 

The Project leverages a total of almost US$10 million in co-financing, of which most from the Iranian 

Government (94%), with the balance coming from the Netherlands Government (about 6%). The 

proportion of non-national government co-funding is therefore low. Other details on project funding have 

now been added to the brief, including sections on cost-effectiveness and an ICA. Under cost-

effectiveness, the brief states that forms of revenue generation are being considered at the demonstration 

sites. The sites are disturbed and generally fragile – perhaps not the best circumstances for seeking 

(sustainable) forms of exploitation. The ICA is clear and comprehensive.  
 

A.iii Adequacy of project design 

 

The design of the Conservation of Iranian Wetlands project is adequate, and the gaps identified in the 

draft brief (see first STAP review) have been addressed. However, a few points remain that should be 

revisited:  
 

1. Para. 26 now refers to 37 WPAs – instead of the original 15 – being identified as replication sites. 

As far as the reviewer can tell, this figure (37) is not mentioned in Annex 6, which refers to 26 

national WPAs (of the 62 wetlands included in the Directory of Middle East wetlands). No 

information appears to be provided in Annex 6 about which percentage of these WPAs are inland 

wetlands, and which are coastal. However, of the 62 wetland sites, 31 are either Persian Gulf/Gulf 

of Oman or Caspian Sea wetlands. The conclusion that the ‘majority are inland sites’ is therefore 

puzzling. As para. 26/Annex 6 form the basis for site choice – important in relation to replication – 

the proponent should reword these, at least in order to convincingly argue why no coastal wetland 

was chosen as a demonstration site.  

2. Para. 82-87. Potentially unsustainable exploitation of wetland resources. In the response to the 

STAP review, the proponent states that “The Project has not specifically chosen either site for this 

purpose but will address this threat at both sites.” However, it is evident that most of the threats 

mentioned in this section (and the University of Ghent studies on Artemia) directly refer to 

Uromiyeh. If these paragraphs are to be less site specific, they should be reworded and made more 

general. 

3. Para. 102-105. Construction of a causeway on Lake Uromiyeh. The proponent states that “while the 

situation is perhaps unique, the demonstration impact would be important in showing the possibility 

of requiring and important remedial measure for an infrastructural project affecting a wetland”. 

Other infrastructural projects potentially affecting short-listed priority wetlands should be 

mentioned. If cumulative effects of infrastructural projects are most damaging (see also para 158 in 
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this respect), then Strategic EA (i.e. for a particular sector) rather than support for EIA is called for 

in the present project.  

4. Table 2 Threats matrix. As stated in the first STAP review, the described main threats (for which 

the two demonstration sites provide examples) appear to be mainly applicable to inland wetlands, 

rather than coastal wetlands. The number of short-listed priority wetlands have now been expanded 

in the revised brief to include more inland wetlands, but the shortcoming remains in the area of 

providing useful examples for issues in coastal wetlands (e.g. Caspian Sea wetlands, Persian Gulf 

wetlands).  

5. Para 141. Establishing a Lake Uromiyeh Basin Management Authority. Experience world-wide has 

shown that BMAs tend to focus on water resources management in a very limited way – extraction 

and permitting – and not deal with other water-related issues such as water quality, allocation of 

water for environmental flows, aquatic biodiversity, groundwater etc…. Put bluntly, BMAs often 

develop into agencies that are successful at generating income for themselves, but what is needed is 

good coordination between the various sectors and on the whole, BMAs do not provide this. Does 

the Government of Iran support establishing BMAs? In all likelihood the idea is supported by a  

department within the Ministry controlling water resources (that is likely to evolve into the BMA), 

and opposed by most other departments. In river basin management worldwide, the trend is away 

from BMAs, as they have proved to be ineffective. As an alternative, a coordination body (e.g. Lake 

Uromiyeh Basin Coordination Committee) could be established that includes representatives from 

major stakeholder agencies, and is provided with sufficient clout to deal with cross-sectoral issues. 

Another advantage is that same committee (or whatever you’d like to call it), with small differences 

in composition to accommodate local government/local interests, could be used for coordination in 

other lake/river basins.  

6. Para. 159. GEF support for capacity building for conducting EIAs. The revised brief states “GEF 

support will help to build capacities to undertake such EIAs” which is not the same as what the 

response to the STAP review states, namely “review and support strengthening of the EIA system”. 

It is not a lack of capacity to undertake EIAs that is the problem (if it were, it would be up to others 

to address, and not GEF), it is the lack of enforcement, control and monitoring EIAs. It is therefore 

the EA system that requires support from GEF, not the ‘capacity to undertake EIA’ (admittedly, this 

might be a matter of semantics). Related to this: Strategic EA may also be called for, to provide 

sectoral environmental strategies for identifying and mitigating cumulative impacts (among others) 

not identified via individual EIAs (see point 2, above). 

7. Para. 172. Incremental Cost Analysis. This paragraph should summarize findings and conclusions 

of ICA Annex 2, rather than provide only a few words on the process by which it was determined.  

8. Para. 167. Sustainability. The proponent states that the GEF alternative  “involves a one-time 

investment to develop the technical, managerial and operational framework for effective 

management.” The reviewer doubts that a one-time investment will be sufficient for sustainability 

of the programme. The following sub-outcomes all appear to require further funding: Sub-outcome 

1.2 implemetation of biodiversity monitoring programmes; Sub-outcome 1.3 awareness 

programmes at PAs; Sub-outcome 1.5 (satellite) wetland degradation/ destruction halted and (in 

some cases) reversed; Sub-outcome 2.5 best practices in EIA demonstrated; Sub-outcome 2.6 best 

practices concerning alien species introduction and control have been demonstrated. Sub-outcome 

3.3 Lessons leaned in outcomes 1 and 2 are disseminated to managers of other key WPA sites, who 

use them in developing strategies for replication at their sites. Para. 175 states that “Activities 

within the PAs themselves are expected to improve the efficiency of management efforts there, 

without creating substantial new financial burdens.” This may be too simplistic, as activities 

initiated in PAs are not geared solely towards improving efficiency, but also involve new activities 

such as awareness raising and biodiversity monitoring.  

9. Para. 168-170 on replicability. See points 1 and 4 above.  
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A.iv Feasibility of implementation, operation and maintenance. 

 

Project risks, assumptions and how these are to be dealt with by the Project are  provided in the Logframe 

(Annex 1). On the whole, these are realistic and do not pose a major threat to the feasibility of the Project.  

 

Sub-outcome 1.3 assumes that “Availability of alternative income sources results in reduced dependence 

on illegal encroachment activities”. This may be true, but reduced dependence does not automatically lead 

to reduced incidence. Alternatives may be viewed as supplementary, instead of achieving the hoped for 

replacement of unsustainable practices.    

 

Sub-outcome 1.4 assumes that “DOE effectively implements management plans that are developed” – this 

also assumes that funds/resources required are available.  

 

Sub-outcome 1.5 assumes that “Wetlands can be restored to a level approaching their former value” – it 

also assumes that changes will be visible during the relatively brief project period. This may perhaps be 

the case in actively restored pilot sites, but not in  wetlands that may eventually recover due to changes in 

land use and management practices in the basin, etc… 

 

Sub-outcome 2.1 – also assumes that the LUBMA will have a broader mandate than water resources 

sensu stricta, and can coordinate effectively between various sectoral agencies.   

 

Sub-outcome 2.2 – Stakeholders resist the idea of water use charges. This is a real threat, as water users 

that have never paid for water consumption and regard provision of free water as their natural right will 

balk at the idea of payment, even if this is nominal. Changing this often takes many years and lots of 

government input/convincing, hardly something that can be achieved within a few years. A water pricing 

system – yes – actual payment – questionable! 

 

 

B. KEY ISSUES 

 

B.i Scientific and technical soundness of the project 

 

Generally, the project brief is technically and scientifically sound. Key areas mentioned in the first STAP 

review that needed to be addressed were: i) Selection of demonstration sites; adding a coastal wetland 

should be considered, as most sites identified for replication are coastal, while both of the current 

demonstration sites are inland wetlands; ii) funding for replication at other sites; iii) establishing sufficient 

coordination between existing agencies instead of creating a new basin authority.  The reviewer considers 

that these three points still need to be fully addressed.  

 

 

B.ii Identification of the global environmental benefits and/or drawbacks of the Project 

 

Does not need to be revisted – fully addressed in first draft brief.  

 

B.iii How the Project fits within the context of the goals of the GEF, as well as its operational 

strategies, program priorities, Council guidance and the provisions of the relevant conventions 

 

Does not need to be revisted – fully addressed in first draft brief.  

 

B.iv Regional context 
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Does not need to be revisted – fully addressed in first draft brief.  

 

B.v Replicability of the Project 

 

See A.iii points 1, 4 and 9.  

 

 

B.vi Sustainability of the Project 

 

See A.iii point 8.   

C. Secondary Issues 

 

C.i Linkages to other focal areas 

 

Does not need to be revisted – fully addressed in first draft brief.  

 

C.ii Linkages to other programs and action plans at regional or sub-regional level 

 

Regional programmes and projects are mentioned under 2.7.1, on Incorporating lessons learned from 

similar projects. These include a regional IW project for the Caspian Sea, a World Bank MSP reviewing 

lessons learned for lake management, and an an IW project in the Sistan Basin between Iran and 

Afghanistan 

 

 

C.iii Other beneficial or damaging environmental effects 

 

Does not need to be revisted – fully addressed in first draft brief.  

 

 

C.iv Degree of involvement of stakeholders in the Project 

 

Does not need to be revisted – fully addressed in first draft brief.  

 

 

C.v Capacity building aspects 

 

Does not need to be revisted – fully addressed in first draft brief.  

 

 

C.vi Innovativeness of the Project 

 

Does not need to be revisted – fully addressed in first draft brief.  

 
 

Ulft, the Netherlands,  

14th July 2003 

Wim Giesen  
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Annex C 

d) Response to Revised STAP Review 

 

The project proponents would like to thank the STAP Reviewer once again for his constructive comments 

on the revised draft project brief.8 The following table matches issues raised in the review with specific 

responses, including, where appropriate, reference to changes incorporated into the newly revised brief.  

 

Re. section A.ii. Cost effectiveness in achieving focal area objective(s) 

 

It should be noted that revenue generation is only one element of the project’s strategy for cost 

effectiveness and sustainability and the fragility of these ecosystems will be taken into account in this 

context. 

 

Re. section A.iii.: Adequacy of project design 

 

Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification of 

changes made in revised project 

brief  
1. Para. 26 now refers to 37 WPAs – instead of the original 15 – 

being identified as replication sites. As far as the reviewer can 

tell, this figure (37) is not mentioned in Annex 6, which refers 

to 26 national WPAs (of the 62 wetlands included in the 

Directory of Middle East wetlands). No information appears 

to be provided in Annex 6 about which percentage of these 

WPAs are inland wetlands, and which are coastal. However, 

of the 62 wetland sites, 31 are either Persian Gulf/Gulf of 

Oman or Caspian Sea wetlands. The conclusion that the 

‘majority are inland sites’ is therefore puzzling. As para. 

26/Annex 6 form the basis for site choice – important in 

relation to replication – the proponent should reword these, at 

least in order to convincingly argue why no coastal wetland 

was chosen as a demonstration site.  

The project team regrets the confusion 

caused by the use of conflicting and 

sometimes incorrect figures in the draft 

brief. The following summarises the 

situation with respect to demonstration 

sites (see also footnote 1 and para.26 of 

the revised draft project brief and Section 

1.A of the Executive Summary): 

 

 The project defines Wetlands Protected 

Areas (WPAs) as all nationally and/or 

internationally protected (Ramsar) 

wetlands in Iran.  

 There are 36 WPAs, 26 of which are 

nationally protected and 10 of which are 

only protected as Ramsar sites. 

 Demonstration work will take place at 5 

sites, including 2 of the nationally 

protected sites and (to a lesser extent) at 

3 of the Ramsar-only protected sites 

(Uromiyeh satellite wetlands). 

 The remaining 31 WPAs have been 

termed ‘target replication sites.’ As 

noted, the only criterion for inclusion in 

this set is that a site should be nationally 

and/or internationally protected. 

 Of the 31 target replication sites, 

between 5-10 sites will be chosen as ‘in-

depth replication sites,’ which will be 

represented in thematic working groups 

and for which site action plans will be 

developed. Criteria for selection of these 

sites will be finalized during the 

                                                 
8 The Reviewer commented on the draft brief of 12 July, while also having available the GEFSec comments and a matrix of 

responses to those comments.  
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Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification of 

changes made in revised project 

brief  
inception phase but will certainly include 

global biodiversity significance and 

transferability of demonstration 

elements.   

2. Para. 82-87. Potentially unsustainable exploitation of wetland 

resources. In the response to the STAP review, the proponent 

states that “The Project has not specifically chosen either site 

for this purpose but will address this threat at both sites.” 

However, it is evident that most of the threats mentioned in 

this section (and the University of Ghent studies on Artemia) 

directly refer to Uromiyeh. If these paragraphs are to be less 

site specific, they should be reworded and made more general. 

See revised para. 82 and footnote 33 of 

the project brief. The response to the draft 

STAP review was unclear as was the 

language in the draft brief. The former 

meant to say that presence of this threat 

was not a major criterion in selecting the 

demonstration sites. Nevertheless, it is 

clearly a bigger issue at Uromiyeh than at 

Parishan, which is why the description of 

the threat in the brief focuses on 

Uromiyeh.  

3. Para. 102-105. Construction of a causeway on Lake 

Uromiyeh. The proponent states that “while the situation is 

perhaps unique, the demonstration impact would be important 

in showing the possibility of requiring and important remedial 

measure for an infrastructural project affecting a wetland”. 

Other infrastructural projects potentially affecting short-listed 

priority wetlands should be mentioned. If cumulative effects 

of infrastructural projects are most damaging (see also para 

158 in this respect), then Strategic EA (i.e. for a particular 

sector) rather than support for EIA is called for in the present 

project.  

We interpret the reviewer’s use of the 

term ‘short-listed priority wetlands’ as a 

reference to the project’s 5-10 ‘in-depth 

replication sites,’ (see response to 1 

above) which, as noted, have not as yet 

been selected. It is expected that an EIA 

working group will be established under 

Sub-outcome 3.3 and will involve those 

sites where similar EIA issues (strategic 

or otherwise) are particularly relevant. 

4. Table 2 Threats matrix. As stated in the first STAP review, the 

described main threats (for which the two demonstration sites 

provide examples) appear to be mainly applicable to inland 

wetlands, rather than coastal wetlands. The number of short-

listed priority wetlands have now been expanded in the 

revised brief to include more inland wetlands, but the 

shortcoming remains in the area of providing useful examples 

for issues in coastal wetlands (e.g. Caspian Sea wetlands, 

Persian Gulf wetlands).  

The threats analysis and its concluding 

matrix focuses first and foremost on the 

demonstration sites. Lessons learned by 

addressing threats at the demonstration 

sites will be transferred as appropriate to 

managers of other wetland sites, whether 

these are inland or coastal. Experience 

with project development at the two short-

listed coastal sites (Miankaleh and 

Khouran Straits) suggests that many 

(though perhaps not all) of the issues / 

threats facing these sites are similar in 

nature to those facing inland wetlands. 

5. Para 141. Establishing a Lake Uromiyeh Basin Management 

Authority. Experience world-wide has shown that BMAs tend 

to focus on water resources management in a very limited way 

– extraction and permitting – and not deal with other water-

related issues such as water quality, allocation of water for 

environmental flows, aquatic biodiversity, groundwater etc…. 

Put bluntly, BMAs often develop into agencies that are 

successful at generating income for themselves, but what is 

needed is good coordination between the various sectors and 

on the whole, BMAs do not provide this. Does the 

Government of Iran support establishing BMAs? In all 

likelihood the idea is supported by a department within the 

Ministry controlling water resources (that is likely to evolve 

The project team does not see a strong 

dichotomy between the two proposed 

strategies for co-ordination, but rather 

seems them as two points along a 

continuum of possible co-ordination  

strategies. The fact that the reviewer 

favors a looser, less institution-intensive 

model is noted, as is his recounting of 

global experience in this regard. The 

project team, however, continues to favor 

the approach outlined in the brief, which 

has been endorsed by the Government. 

However, the intention is to remain 
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Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification of 

changes made in revised project 

brief  
into the BMA), and opposed by most other departments. In 

river basin management worldwide, the trend is away from 

BMAs, as they have proved to be ineffective. As an 

alternative, a coordination body (e.g. Lake Uromiyeh Basin 

Coordination Committee) could be established that includes 

representatives from major stakeholder agencies, and is 

provided with sufficient clout to deal with cross-sectoral 

issues. Another advantage is that same committee (or 

whatever you’d like to call it), with small differences in 

composition to accommodate local government/local interests, 

could be used for coordination in other lake/river basins.  

flexible and to ultimately adopt the most 

appropriate institutional model, thus some 

degree of flexibility will be retained in 

this area.  The Department of 

Environment has been a lead proponent 

and is expected to play a key role in a 

basin management authority. 

6. Para. 159. GEF support for capacity building for conducting 

EIAs. The revised brief states “GEF support will help to build 

capacities to undertake such EIAs” which is not the same as 

what the response to the STAP review states, namely “review 

and support strengthening of the EIA system”. It is not a lack 

of capacity to undertake EIAs that is the problem (if it were, it 

would be up to others to address, and not GEF), it is the lack 

of enforcement, control and monitoring EIAs. It is therefore 

the EA system that requires support from GEF, not the 

‘capacity to undertake EIA’ (admittedly, this might be a 

matter of semantics). Related to this: Strategic EA may also 

be called for, to provide sectoral environmental strategies for 

identifying and mitigating cumulative impacts (among others) 

not identified via individual EIAs (see point 2, above). 

The wording of the draft brief has been 

changed. However, we agree that this is 

largely a matter of semantics. Both 

capacities as well as the ‘system’ will be 

strengthened through a combination of 

GEF and Government support under the 

project. 

7. Para. 172. Incremental Cost Analysis. This paragraph should 

summarize findings and conclusions of ICA Annex 2, rather 

than provide only a few words on the process by which it was 

determined.  

See revised brief, para. 172, which now 

cross-references Annex 2. 

8. Para. 167. Sustainability. The proponent states that the GEF 

alternative “involves a one-time investment to develop the 

technical, managerial and operational framework for effective 

management.” The reviewer doubts that a one-time 

investment will be sufficient for sustainability of the 

programme. The following sub-outcomes all appear to require 

further funding: Sub-outcome 1.2 implemetation of 

biodiversity monitoring programmes; Sub-outcome 1.3 

awareness programmes at PAs; Sub-outcome 1.5 (satellite) 

wetland degradation/ destruction halted and (in some cases) 

reversed; Sub-outcome 2.5 best practices in EIA 

demonstrated; Sub-outcome 2.6 best practices concerning 

alien species introduction and control have been 

demonstrated. Sub-outcome 3.3 Lessons leaned in outcomes 1 

and 2 are disseminated to managers of other key WPA sites, 

who use them in developing strategies for replication at their 

sites. Para. 175 states that “Activities within the PAs 

themselves are expected to improve the efficiency of 

management efforts there, without creating substantial new 

financial burdens.” This may be too simplistic, as activities 

initiated in PAs are not geared solely towards improving 

efficiency, but also involve new activities such as awareness 

raising and biodiversity monitoring.  

See paragraphs 173-175 and 200 of 

revised brief. The draft brief did not mean 

to imply that the task at hand required a 

one-off investment followed by a free 

ride. Clearly, as with any PA system, 

there will be recurrent costs, or, to 

continue with the investment analogy, 

‘operations and maintenance.’ The point 

that the brief wished to make is that there 

should be no need for major new 

investments in building capacity within 

the sector.  
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Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and / or identification of 

changes made in revised project 

brief  
9. Para. 168-170 on replicability. See points 1 and 4 above.  See responses above. 

 

A.iv. Feasibility of implementation, operation and maintenance 

 

In this section, the STAP Reviewer points out a number of risks and assumptions that were not included 

in the LFM. The project team agrees and many of these have now been added to the LFM. 

 

 

B.i. Scientific and technical soundness of the project 

 

Issue raised by the reviewer Comment and/or identification of changes made 

in revised brief 
Selection of demonstration sites; adding a coastal 

wetland should be considered, as most sites identified 

for replication are coastal, while both of the current 

demonstration sites are inland wetlands 

Site selection is described in detail in Annex 6. It does 

not seem feasible to add a coastal wetland at this late 

stage. However, to the extent that these may face similar 

challenges to those facing inland wetlands – and the 

project team believes that they do to a certain extent – 

such sites are expected to benefit from the project’s 

replication efforts 

Funding for replication at other sites The project includes over US$2 million of funding for 

work at replication sites. Additional leveraged co-

financing will be sought during the course of the project. 

Establishing sufficient coordination between existing 

agencies instead of creating a new basin authority. 

See response to A.iii., point 5 above. 
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Annex C 

e: Response to GEFSec comments  

 

GEFSec review comment (as 

summarized under ‘Further 

Processing’) 

Response, including summary and location of 

changes made in project brief, as appropriate 

1. An assurance that: (i) GEF funds are 

not used to mitigate adverse impacts 

caused by other development practices 

(as in sub-outcome 1.5, 2.5 etc.); (ii) 

GEF funds are truly used to finance 

activities towards outcomes that will 

generate biodiversity benefits. 

 

Point (i) 

 This principle is clear and UNDP-GEF hereby assures the 

GEFSec that it will be followed in the case of this project. 

 Re. sub-outcome 1.5: GEF funds will be spent on removing 

barriers, helping to find ways to alter incentives, raising 

awareness, etc. GEF funds will not be used for actual 

restoration work (which will be financed by Government). 

This was not clear from the submitted draft, which has now 

been revised accordingly (See revised description in LFA, 

AA 1.5.3). 

 Re. sub-outcome 2.5 (see ICA, para. 9): “Government 

and/or private sector cofinancing will support the cost of 

the EIAs as well as the costs of any remedial measures 

called for by the EIAs.” GEF support is thus provided under 

2.5.2, which is aimed at strengthening the EIA process in 

areas within and surrounding WPAs, and which does not 

represent mitigation of adverse impacts. Indeed, the 

objective of this support is to build capacities to avoid future 

impacts. 

 

Point (ii) 

 This project takes a watershed approach that involves 

working in locations and substantive areas far removed from 

PA management per se, based on the PDF-B’s thorough 

analysis of threats. This has been considered necessary in 

order to achieve sustainable global benefits.  We believe 

that all activities in this project have direct and/or indirect – 

the latter mainly through assurance of sustainable use – 

linkages to generation of global biodiversity benefits. 

2. Criteria used for the selection of the 

demonstration sites? And replication 

sites? The global significance, 

especially of the demonstration sites, 

needs to be clear. 

 

 Annex 6 has been revised to clarify the criteria used for 

selection of demonstration sites as well as the global 

significance of the demonstration sites 

 Definitional issues related to replication sites are newly 

clarified in the following locations: 

 Project brief, footnote 1 and paragraph 26. 

 Executive summary, section 1.A.  

 Project brief, Annex 3d, Response to the Revised 

STAP Review, section A.iii, point 1.  

3. Please justify the scale of GEF 

resources budgeted for outcomes 2 and 

3 ($1.9mil). The activities are largely 

process oriented activities, and for 

which the baseline costs are anticipated 

to be significant in relation to 

biodiversity overlays. 

 

The distribution of GEF resources in the draft brief is $0.92 

million for Outcome 1, $1.08 million for Outcome 2 and $0.92 

for Outcome 3. Thus, the distribution among outcomes is 

nearly even.  

 

If we characterize Outcome 1 as ‘PA management,’ Outcome 2 

as ‘Ensuring sustainable use’ and Outcome 3 as ‘Co-ordination 

and replication,’ it may seem that Outcome 1 has a lower 

proportion of incremental costs and Outcomes 2 and 3 a higher 

proportion, than is typical for many GEF projects to date. This 
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GEFSec review comment (as 

summarized under ‘Further 

Processing’) 

Response, including summary and location of 

changes made in project brief, as appropriate 

perception may be at the root of the GEFSec’s query.  

 

Justification for the relatively high proportion of resources 

going to outcomes 2 and 3 is complex, but may be summarised 

briefly as follows: 

 

 As wetland PAs facing many threats that originate in the 

broader landscape, the project demonstration sites and their 

constituent biodiversity can benefit more, it is argued, from 

a relatively high proportion of attention towards issues at 

this landscape level. This is in fact an important lesson 

learned from previous GEF wetlands projects, in particular 

China wetlands. For this reason, too, the project brief notes 

the relevance of Strategic Priority II. The high proportion of 

co-financing to Outcome 2 reflects this situation, but the 

very scale and magnitude of the problems, particularly at 

Uromiyeh, require substantial GEF attention, inter alia, to 

remove barriers to sustainable use. 

 The apparently high proportional and actual budgetary 

allocations for Outcome 3 reflect the new importance under 

GEF II to catalyzing PA management systems. The project 

has identified an opportunity to influence management of 

numerous wetlands of international importance and has 

determined to invest accordingly. The long-term global 

biodiversity benefits from this ‘replication effect’ may 

ultimately outweigh even those generated at the project 

demonstration sites.  

 

4. Please provide information on how 

measures put in place through the 

project for improved effectiveness can 

be sustained, particularly in terms of 

the recurrent costs and baseline budgets. 

 

See revised section on financial sustainability (paras. 173-175) 

and last bullet point under section 2.1, verifiable indicators 

column, LFA (see Annex 1). 

5.Please provide some details on the 

community numbers and their role in 

the project (in the executive summary). 

See paragraph 28 of the brief and section 1.A of the Executive 

summary. 

6. Please include biodiversity related 

indicators (and benchmarks) for the 

globally significant demonstration sites. 

 

See Annex 1, Logframe matrix, for a revised and expanded set 

of biodiversity-related indicators specific to the demonstration 

sites (It should be noted that these indicators were already 

included in para. 170 of the previous draft brief but had not 

been inserted into the LFM.) 

7. The STAP review has raised the 

question of the global importance of 

the sites selected - and information has 

been included to confirm its 

importance. As requested by the 

reviewer, please get his additional 

review prior to work program 

inclusion. Please do this ASAP. 

 

The STAP reviewer has submitted a revised STAP review (see 

project brief, Annex C (c)), based on the following: (i) the 

latest version of the brief, amended as described herein (it 

should be noted that the original STAP review was ‘upstream’ 

and based on an interim draft), (ii) the GEFSec Review and (iii) 

the present summary of latest changes. This second STAP 

review has been responded to (see Annex C (d)), with 

appropriate changes incorporated into the brief and Executive 

Summary. 

 


