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The project will catalyze measurable pollution reduction, water use and land use improvements,  conservation of biodiversity and sustainable use of its components in the transboundary Lake Prespa basin (1,600 km2).  The project helps integrate biodiversity conservation objectives into the fishery, forestry and agriculture practices, legislation and regulations in Albania and F.Y.R.Macedonia. The project will also strengthen institutional capacities for transboundary cooperation among Albania, F.Y.R. Macedonia and Greece on sustainable management in Prespa basin through strengthening a sub-regional Prespa Park Coordination Committee (PPCC), preparation of TDA/SAP and joint transboundary programmes. 

Project Summary 

Project rationale, objective, outcomes, and outputs/activities. 

Rationale

1. The total area of the Prespa Basin is approximately 1,600 square kilometers:  62% in FYR-Macedonia (1,000 sq. k), 17% in Albania (263 sq. k), and 21% in Greece (330 sq. k).  Approximately 28,900 people live in Prespa. Even without complete inventories for most groups, the Prespa watershed can be said to have a unique species assemblage by international standards. This uniqueness reflects the adaptation of the flora and fauna to the different rock types in each mountain range (mainly silicate and limestone), the different soil types present, the range in altitude (850-2641m) and the influence of both Mediterranean and Continental climates. It also reflects the isolation of the aquatic flora and fauna of the lakes over the last 12 million years, and the relative isolation of the high altitude flora and fauna on the surrounding mountain ranges, which acted as refuges during the Pleistocene ice ages. These and other factors have resulted in a flora and fauna that is globally unique (Project Document Section I: Part I. Environmental context and global significance).

2. Current resource management practice, from water and land-use planning to agriculture, forestry and fisheries are failing to maintain and restore ecosystem health of the transboundary Lakes Prespa Basin.  Productive sectors fail to incorporate ecosystem health objectives into their daily management practices; protected areas are not able to serve as the refuges of ecosystem health that they should be. Knowledge, experiential, and incentive barriers hamper people’s ability to know of, understand, and adopt new practices.  Out-dated, inappropriately scaled land and water use practices hamper the finding among stakeholders of effective, practical solutions. Up to date information on key species and habitats does not exist and modest monitoring of key ecosystem health parameters is not done.  As a result, key habitats are being lost or degraded, globally significant species are threatened, and stakeholders are ill prepared to manage a dynamic, ever-changing aquatic ecosystem like the Prespa lakes. 

3. The GEF alternative seeks to catalyze the adoption of ecosystem management practices by stakeholders in the Prespa Basin by mainstreaming ecosystem conservation objectives and considerations into relevant productive sector practices and demonstrating proof of concept by piloting new approaches to mitigate productive sector impacts on the Prespa ecosystem.  The GEF Alternative will also strengthen the conservation of significant biological diversity and water quality through improved monitoring, targeted research and enabling protected areas to serve as effective refuges for ecosystem health within the Prespa landscape.   Co-funding will operationalize two large protected areas within the Prespa Basin, afforest deforested slopes in Albania, and restore degraded riverine habitats.  Co-funding will also contribute to developing appropriately scaled land and water use planning and management, monitoring and targeted research and replication of small-scale wastewater treatment techniques successfully piloted by GEF.   

4. For additional information, see the detailed Situation Analysis (Project Document Section I: Part I), the detailed Strategy (Project Document Section I: Part II), and the Incremental Cost Analysis (Annex A).

Project goal, objective, outcomes, and outputs/activities

5. The overall goal of this project is the conservation of globally significant biological diversity and transboundary water resources of the Prespa lakes Basin. 

6. The project’s objective is to catalyze the adoption of integrated ecosystem management (IEM) in the transboundary Prespa Lakes Basin of FYR-Macedonia, Albania, and Greece to conserve globally significant biodiversity, mitigate pollution of the transboundary lakes, and provide a sustainable basis for the Basin’s further social and economic development.   

7. The project is designed to produce five main outcomes to achieve this objective.  Under Outcome 1, stakeholders will strengthen legal and regulatory enabling environment and establish land and water use management basis for maintaining and restoring ecosystem health in the Prespa Lakes Basin.  Under Outcome 2, stakeholders will modify productive sector resource management practices to reduce pesticide inputs, increase habitat heterogeneity, and improve the status of target species and communities within the national sectors of the Prespa Basin.  Under Outcome 3, stakeholders will conserve priority biological diversity across the Prespa Basin and make key protected areas in Prespa Basin fully operational.   Under Outcome 4, stakeholders will build upon ongoing transboundary cooperation in the Prespa Basin by strengthening the transboundary coordination mechanism and piloting transboundary conservation and water management. And finally under Outcome 5, adaptive management for the project will be established and project lessons will be shared and replicated. For additional information, see the Logical Framework (Annex B).

Project strategy and approach

8. The health of the Prespa Basin ecosystem can only be maintained by changing productive sector practices within the Prespa Basin.  Although the three Prime Ministers declared the Prespa Basin a symbolic “Park,” it is in fact, very much of a productive landscape, where people live and work and impact the ecosystem around them.  Even the protected areas within the Prespa Basin are productive areas.   The project’s strategy is to mainstream ecosystem management objectives and priorities into productive sector practices first and policies where appropriate.  

9. In the long run, a healthy Prespa Basin ecosystem must be maintained through transboundary consensus and effective transboundary action.   At the same time, effective transboundary action is only as good as the ability of each littoral country to effect change within their respective national sectors of the Prespa Lakes basin: to change how agriculture, forests, water, fisheries, and small scale wastewater treatment are practiced and/or managed.  Therefore, this project focuses first on strengthening the capacity of Albania and FYR-Macedonia to manage their key sectors on a more sustainable basis (Outcomes 1-3).  Second, it seeks to strengthen the transboundary baseline to enable high-level commitments and real resources to be invested in conserving the ecosystem health of the Prespa Lakes Basin (Outcomes 4). For additional information, see UNDP Project Document Section I: Part II.

Key indicators, assumptions, and risks

10. Indicators

Outcome 1

· Spatial plan (MK)/LEAP (AL) incorporate ecosystem management objectives by end of year 2.

· In-stream flows for fish become priority use of water; Forest law incorporates maximizing ecosystem services as priority objective by year 3.

· Brajcino River in MK-Prespa maintains flow year-round for endemic trout by end of year 3.

· Strengthened local management of 40 kilometers of shoreline habitat by year 3.  

· Watershed planning manual adopted as official manual by MoEPP and MoE by year 4. 

Outcome 2

· 50% reduction in quantity of pesticides applied each season by year 3; 50% reduction in the number of harmful pesticides (10 to 5) utilized in MK-Prespa by year 3.

· Community forests contribute 50% of two communities’ fodder and wood needs (AL) by year 4.  

· 6,000 hectares of forest under biodiversity-oriented management in MK, GR, AL Prespa by year 4. 

· Two pilot small-scale treatment facilities reduce eutrophying inputs by 1,000 m3 by year 3.

· 50% decline in use of phosphate detergents in Resen municipality by year 3; 75% by year 4. 

· Allowable fish catch linked to population size estimates for five species by year 3 in AL and MK.

· 20% improvement in student awareness of Prespa ecosystem by year 2; 50% by year 4; 

Outcome 3

· Protected Area Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool score for 3 PAs improves 20% year 2; 40% year 4. 

· Ezerani Wildlife Refuge is gazetted and boundary marked on maps and on the ground by year 3.

· At least 1,000 hectares of priority habitat for birds, fish, rare plants, and mammals under improved conservation management by year 2.  

· PPA-GR is fully operational by end of year 3.

Outcome 4. 

· PPCC given legal status under each of country’s laws and under International Law by year 4. 

· Governments commit funding for full time executive secretary position for PPCC by year 4. 

· At least two different potential Imperial Eagle nesting areas under special management by year 3. 

· Priority bat colonies protected and monitored by year 3. 

· In-stream flows for endemic species of trout maintained in Brajcino and Aghios Germanos Rivers by end of year 3.

· Priority threats to endemic fish from exotics understood and measures underway to reduce them by end of year 4. 

· Three states agree on transboundary ecological management objectives for sustainable use and conservation of native species and aquatic ecosystem health and agree upon specific program of measures for cooperative fish management by year 3.  

· Robust shared database on priority ecosystem and species health parameters operational and utilized by all three countries by year 3.

Outcome 5. 
· Positive annual, mid-term, and final evaluations.

· Effective annual delivery rate.  

For additional detail please see the Logical Framework (Annex B). 

Assumptions and Risks

11. Assumptions: 

1. Governments of MK and AL will proceed with their program of assessing and revising legal framework to meet EU-Aquis Communitaire.  
2. Government of MK will finalize water law by end of ’05 and clearly apportion responsibilities for water management to MoEPP.  

3. Addressing ecosystem management challenges by sectors will be easier for stakeholders to understand and act upon.  

4. Governments of MK and AL will actively support the decentralization of key environmental management tasks.  

5. Governments will support stronger transboundary institution with basis in law.  

6. Farmers will overcome ingrained aversion to risk and adopt new IPM practices. 

7. There will be sufficient funding and human resources committed post-project to maintain key coordination and monitoring processes and tools.
8. Political disagreement between FYR-Macedonia and Greece will not hamper significantly future progress on transboundary work. 

12. Risks associated with the assumptions above:

1.  
Low Risk: Both MK and AL appear to be committed to meeting EU requirements for accession. 

2. 
Low Risk:  The law is under consideration in Parliament and discussions complete by August 2005. 

3. 
Low Risk:  the project will avoid jargon with respect to ecosystem management and seek to keep this approach as simple and practical as possible. 

4. 
Medium risk.  National government entities are reluctant to let go of perceived power, even if in reality, they have no capacity to implement this “power.”  

5. 
Medium risk.   National governments must consider carefully how much sovereignty they are willing to give up when it comes to transboundary cooperation in Prespa.  The risk is mitigated by the impressive track record of the governments in this regard.  

6. 
Low risk.  Once demonstrations prove the validity of the concept of integrated pest management, farmers will adopt this practice quickly.  This risk is low, given the experience already seen in Prespa, whereby farmers who were initially very skeptical of drip irrigation, have enthusiastically adopted it once they see the proof of concept.  

7. 
Medium-high risk: The risk is that there will be insufficient funding and human resources committed post-project to maintain, for example, improved monitoring and coordination processes and tools unless this is already build in national or local budgets during project duration.  The project mitigates this risk by a) minimizing the number of new processes created and nesting all project activities within existing programs, institutions and priorities; b) requiring countries to fund PPCC activities as one milestone by year 4 of the project, and; c) requiring stakeholders to look beyond the project’s own five year lifespan and plan and secure funding for the longer term (Outputs 4.6 and 4.7).
8. 
Medium risk: Political disagreement between FYR-Macedonia and Greece could hamper progress on transboundary work.  This is mitigated by the design of the project, which focuses on strengthening national sector capacities first and transboundary capacities second. 

Country Ownership
Country Eligibility

13. Albania ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity in May of 1994.  FYR-Macedonia  ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity in February of 1997. Both countries are eligible to borrow from the World Bank and receive technical and financial assistance from the United Nations Development Programme.
Country Drivenness

14. The Prespa Lakes Basin is clearly a priority for conservation and sustainable development in each of the three littoral states. On 2nd February 2000, the Prime Ministers of Albania, FYR-Macedonia and Greece issued a Declaration, recognizing the ecological and historical/cultural significance of the transboundary Prespa Lakes region, and proposed to enhance collaboration among the three countries and outlines that the following joint actions should be undertaken: 

a) Maintain and protect the unique ecological values of the region;

b) Prevent or reverse the causes of habitat degradation;

c) Explore appropriate management methods for the sustainable use of the Lakes’ waters;

d) Make “Prespa Park” a model of its kind and a catalyst for peaceful collaboration among the countries.

15. As a follow-up to the Declaration of Prespa Park, the three states again drove this process forward when they established an interim “Prespa Park Co-ordination Committee” (PPCC).  In addition, each state has shown its commitment to the conservation and sustainable use of aquatic ecosystems like the Prespa Lakes over time.  

16. Albania (AL): The Council of Ministers ratified the Ramsar Convention in March 1996 and in 1999, established the Prespa National Par to conserver the critical terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems of the Macro and Mikri Prespa Lake area. In 2003, reflecting the importance of the Prespa Lakes, Albania passed the Law on the Protection of Transboundary Lakes (2003) to provide the legal basis for maintaining ecosystem health and facilitating sustainable development around Albania’s four transboundary lakes, two of which are the Prespa Lakes. 

17. Greece (GR):  The Ramsar Convention was ratified in 1974 and Micro Prespa declared a Ramsar site in 1974. Prespa National Forest was designated in 1974 for the protection of Mikri and Macro Prespa Lakes and their catchment area, and, in 1975, the same area was declared a “landscape of exceptional beauty”.  The Greek side of the wetland system is a Special Protection Area (SPA) under the EEC Birds Directive. The entire Prespa catchment area and the lakes have been included in the Greek National List of the NATURA 2000 protected sites network, according to the EEC Directive on Protection of Fauna, Flora and their Habitats, and the EEC Birds Directive.  

18. FYR-Macedonia (MK): The Prespa Basin has been a conservation priority for the Government of FYR-Macedonia for many decades.  Pelister National Park was established in 1948 for the protection of a globally unique mountain ecosystem forming the eastern boundary of the Prespa Lake Basin.  Galicica National Park was established in 1958 due to the unique terrestrial ecosystems straddling the Galicica Mountain on the western boundary of Prespa Lakes Basin.  Ezerani Wildlife Reserve was established in 1996 as Ramsar site on the northern shoreline of Macro Prespa Lake for migratory waterfowl and other water bird species.

19. Transboundary collaboration is also a priority for the MK Government.  In 2000, MoEPP-MK signed a Memorandum of Understanding and Cooperation with MoE-AL and MoEPP-GR.  Together with Greece, MK appointed coordinators for bilateral cooperation in environmental protection in 2002.

20. All three countries are signatories to the Bern Convention, the Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar 1971) and the Convention on Migratory Species.  The project helps these countries to further their obligations under all three of these agreements and will produce a valuable pilot for transboundary cooperation for shared wetlands. 

Program and Policy Conformit

Fit To GEF Operational Program and strategic priority

21. GEF Operational Program and Strategic Priority Conformity. The project’s synergistic nature achieves global benefits in two GEF Focal Areas:  Biodiversity and International Waters.  The project meets GEF eligibility criteria of Operational Program #12 (OP-12): Integrated Ecosystems Management.  In line with the OP-12 requirements, the project promotes synergies between focal areas through its Outcomes 1, 2, 4 and 5 and provides global benefits in more than one focal area.  The project is also consistent with the GEF’s Biodiversity Priority #2 (BD-2): “Mainstreaming Biodiversity in Productive Sectors” and International Waters Priority #2 (IW-2): “Expand global coverage of foundational capacity building addressing the two key program gaps and support for targeted learning.”  Furthermore, there will also be indirect global benefits under the Land Degradation Focal Area, due to the ecosystem restoration/afforestation work included in the project (Outcome 2). Benefits under the Climate Change Focal Area are also expected from the afforestation activities under Outcome 2, but their measurement will depend on the successful establishment of the Clean Development Mechanism process.

22. Because the project is an OP-12 project, its main objective is to catalyze the adoption of ecosystem management practices in the Prespa Lakes Basin that integrate ecological, economic, and social goals in order to achieve two types of benefits:  1) conservation and sustainable use of the globally significant biological diversity of the Prespa Lakes Basin and the conservation and sustainable use of the Prespa Basin watershed and its two Lakes.

23. Because most of the impacts on ecosystem health in the Prespa Basin originate from productive sector activities and productive landscapes, GEF’s SP-2 offers the most efficacious way to achieve this objective by integrating biodiversity conservation into agriculture, forestry, fisheries, and tourism in order to secure national transboundary and global environmental benefits.  The project focuses its mainstreaming efforts in the geographical area delineated by the watershed boundary around the two transboundary Prespa Lakes.  The project focuses on integrating the consideration of ecosystem health (biological diversity and water quality) into productive activities across this landscape.  

24. CBD Conformity: This project is designed to support the primary objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD): the conservation of biological diversity, the sustainable-use of its components, and the equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of these components.  The project has been designed in line with the Guidance and decisions provided to the financial mechanism by the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity.
	CBD Articles
	How the Articles of the CBD are supported by project. 

	Article 6: General Measures for Conservation and Sustainable Use
	Supported by integrating conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity into relevant coastal plans and policies. 

	Article 7: Identification and Monitoring and Article 8: In-situ Conservation 
	Supported through the strengthening of park management and the targeted species and habitat management, research and monitoring program. 

	Article 10: Sustainable Use of Components of Biological Diversity and Article 11: Incentive Measures. 
	Supported through the development and demonstration of alternative, sustainable livelihood options that avoid or minimize adverse impacts on biological diversity, providing incentives for sustainable use. 

	Article 12: Research and Training and Article 17: Exchange of Information. 
	by promoting targeted research on priority biodiversity in wetlands, providing training in technical and managerial areas, and developing linkages for exchange of information 

	Article 13
	Education and awareness raising is also a project priority. 


Sustainability (including financial sustainability)

25. Achieving sustainability at the environmental, social, institutional and financial levels will be a long-term process in the Prespa Lakes Basin.  Environmental sustainability is difficult to define or measure in a dynamic ecosystem like Prespa.  Sustainability in this respect will come when stakeholders are able to anticipate change using basic ecological models and manage anthropogenic impacts accordingly. 

26. Regarding social, institutional and financial sustainability, this project considers the conservation of national and global benefits in the Prespa Lakes Region to be a long-term, multi-phase process.  Stakeholders are currently at the end of Phase I, marked by political agreement to cooperate in this transboundary region, establishment and operating a transboundary coordination committee.  Phase II, marked by this GEF project, will strengthen the foundation for national and transboundary ecosystem management in the Prespa region, remove barriers to adopting ecosystem management, and pilot new practices and partnerships.  Phase II will enable Prespa stakeholders to develop, politically commit to, and secure funding for a Strategic Action Program.  Phase III will then build upon the foundation established during Phase II and secure long-term investment and program sustainability.  

27. The Prespa region is a relatively remote, poor region.  Ultimately, it is envisioned that financial sustainability will come to Prespa not in terms of self-financing or self-sufficiency, but in reaching a point where there is sufficient stakeholder commitment and institutional capacity to attract financing for ecosystem management and to apply existing financing in new and innovative ways.   

28. The project is designed to enable the continuation of project-inspired changes in practice upon completion of the project in four ways.  The project: 1) recognizes the existing absorptive capacity of the institutional and stakeholder context and will strengthen and increase that capacity over the life of the project; 2) builds upon the strengths of existing, institutions such as the MoEPP and Municipality of Resen in MK or the MoE and the Commune of Liquenas in AL as well as new cross-sectoral partnerships to facilitate the adoption of ecosystem management practices; 3) ensures that ecosystem management approaches are integrated into relevant sectoral programs; 4) strengthens the transboundary capacity of key stakeholders through consensus building, development of and commitment to a strategic action program for long-term capacity building and investments. For additional information, see the UNDP Project Document Section I: PART II 

Replicability
29. The replicability potential of the best practices generated by this project’s main outcomes is significant for at least two reasons: 1) the practices to be developed and demonstrated are directly relevant to existing or emerging challenges faced by project partners as part of their baseline work; and 2) project partners have the resources or, with proper capacity building, will be able to access resources that are sufficient to support replication of ecosystem-based forest water, fisheries, and small-scale wastewater management. 

30. The project will facilitate direct replication by applying the following approach:  

· The MoEPP and the Municipality of Resen will be important partners in the scaling up of project-inspired small-scale wastewater treatment and have committed to replicating successful project best practices for small communities within the Prespa Basin.  

· Introduce stakeholders (farmers, forest managers, water managers, municipal wastewater officials) to new ecosystem-oriented management practices or approaches through workshops and study tours.   

· Demonstrate new ideas, practices and technologies in each of the project’s four outcomes. 

· Identify and disseminate lessons learned and best practices to project partner institutions, and through relevant associations (e.g. Water User Association).  

· Train staff from other forest management units to expand ecosystem management to other areas. 

31. Scaling-up: Best practices and lessons learned will be shared in a way that contributes to the evolution of supportive policies, programs and fiscal incentives.  For example: 

· The process of decentralization in MK and AL represents a strategic opportunity to scale-up sustainable partnerships between national and local authorities in resource and ecosystem management.  These partnerships are only now beginning to take shape.  Prespa will provide a model to inform the development of similar “decentralized partnerships” in other parts of MK and AL.  

· The evolution of AL and MK’s legal frameworks represents a strategic opportunity to mainstream ecosystem health objectives and priorities into the law and policy framework, especially with respect to water and forest management.  

· The development of a training manual and adoption of that manual nationwide by MoEPP will scale-up the project’s best practices in Prespa to all spatial planning exercises across MK.  The same is true with respect to MoE and Local Environmental Action Plans in AL.  

· For additional information, see the UNDP Project Document Section I: PART II 

Stakeholder Involvement

32. The PDF-B adopted steps for ensuring widespread consultation and participation among stakeholders at the local and national levels.  Project offices were intentionally located in the Prespa region, rather than national capitals, facilitating this process.  The following are the highlights of this consultation and participatory process:  

· Two meetings of the PPCC, which served as the project steering committee. 

· A community level dialogue process covered 40 villages in Resen Municipality and five villages in AL-Prespa.  Interviews were held with 15 NGOs, 12 businesses, 4 national parks, 10 donors, 3 public enterprises and 12 villages. Regular communication was established with the Mayor of Resen (MK), Mayor of Liquenas (AL), Regional Council for Korca (AL), and the NGO support center. Regular meetings were held with the Coalition of Resen Apple Growers Associations. 

· Stakeholder involvement was more than simply interviews and disseminating information and receiving feedback input.  Project staff also help local NGOs to organize into a network of NGOs and to have them recognized by national authorities as legitimate representatives on the PPCC.  

· A workshop was held with all the national consultants and co-funding partners to discuss project reports covering law and policy, biodiversity, public awareness, socio-economics.  

Stakeholder Participation in full project:  

33. Primary mechanisms for stakeholder participation in project implementation as well as the exchange of technical information among stakeholders and Project:

1. Transboundary Project Oversight Committee (POC) meetings – the PPCC.  

2. Two Project Enabling Committees – one in MK and one in AL for the national/local levels.  In MK, the Watershed management council (WMC) will play this role.  In AL, the Prespa National Park Management Committee (PNPMC will play this role. (See Outcome 1 and implementation arrangements for details).

3. Organization for Fishery Management and Fishers Association.  (Outcome 2)

4. Prespa Working Group on Water Management (Outcome 4).

5. Working Group on Monitoring of Prespa Ecosystem Parameters (Outcome 4). 

6. Annual lessons learned workshops and roundtable discussions.  (Outcome 5)

7. Mid-term evaluation. Evaluators will consult the POC, the WMC and PNPMC, allowing for another opportunity to have input into project management.  (Outcome 5)

8. Participatory monitoring (Outcome 3)

For more information, see UNDP Project Document Section I: PART  II and Section IV: Stakeholder Participation Plan. 

Monitoring and Evaluation
34. Project Inception Phase. A Project Inception Workshop will be conducted with the full project team, relevant government counterparts, co-financing partners, the UNDP-CO and representation from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit (RCU), as well as UNDP-GEF (HQs) as appropriate.  The main objective of this Inception Workshop will be to assist the project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goals and objectives, as well as finalize preparation of the project's first annual work plan on the basis of the project's logframe matrix.

35. Day to day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the national project managers based on the project's Annual Work Plan and its indicators. Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP-CO through quarterly meetings with the project proponent, or more frequently as deemed necessary. Annual Monitoring will occur through the Tripartite Review (TPR). This is the highest policy-level meeting of the parties directly involved in the implementation of a project. The terminal tripartite review is held in the last month of project operations. 

The project will be subjected to at least two independent external evaluations.  For additional information, see the UNDP Project Document Section I: PART  III

Financial Modality and cost effectiveness

Financial modality

35. The  total cost of the project “Increment” including Co-funding and GEF funds is US$12,771, 000.  Of this total, co-funding constitutes 60% or US$8,636,000.  GEF financing constitutes the remaining 40% of the total, or US$4,135,,000.    The incremental cost matrix provides a summary breakdown of baseline values and Co-funded and GEF-funded Alternative costs.  (Note: The co-funding figures will change once all co-funding is confirmed and Euro figures are converted to Dollar figures).  See Section III of the UNDP Project Document where the total budget table is provided.

Table 1. Detailed description of estimated co-financing sources

	Co-financing Sources

	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)*


	Status*

	KfW
	Bilateral donor
	Cash
	5,000,000 
	Committed by letter

	UNDP-MK/Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation
	UN agency/ Bilateral
	Cash
	800,000
	Committed by letter



	UNDP-MK/Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation
	UN agency/ Bilateral
	Cash
	254,000
	Letter pending

	UNDP-AL
	UN agency
	Cash
	150,000
	Committed by letter 

	UNDP – Regional Program
	UN Agency
	Cash
	110,000
	Letter pending

	Resen
	government
	Cash
	776,459
	Committed by letter

	Resen
	government
	In-kind
	  61,000
	Committed by letter

	MoEPP-GR
	government
	Cash
	535,000
	Committed by letter

	Society for the Protection of Prespa/WWF
	NGO
	In-kind
	706,000
	Committed by letter from MoEPP

	MoA-GR; Prefecture Florina
	government
	In-kind
	150,000

149,000 
	Committed by letter from MoEPP

	MoA & DoF - AL
	government
	
	135,000 
	Committed by letter

	REC
	NGO
	In-kind
	160,000
	Committed by letter

	MoEPP - MK
	Government
	
	130,000 
	Committed by letter

	GEF-SGP (AL)
	UN agency
	In-kind
	35,000
	Letter of commitment

	NATO
	Internat. Org.
	Cash
	252,000
	Approved; Letter pending

	Sub-Total Co-financing
	$9,403,459
	


* Note: € figures converted @ 1.25€/1$; Swiss Franc figures converted at 1.27 SF/1$
Cost effectiveness

36. Not all stresses on the Prespa ecosystem are equal in their intensity or effect and not all stresses are caused by people.  As a result, the desirability, feasibility, and cost-effectiveness of reducing or eliminating stress vary as well. The stress-oriented analysis of ecosystem health done during the PDF-B phase enabled the project preparatory team to begin prioritizing and focus on the six key sources of stress described in Table 1 of the Project Document.   This same approach and the analysis of cost-effectiveness will be taken further as part of the transboundary diagnostic analysis under Outcome 4.

37. In addition, the total GEF funding requested for this project is approximately US$ 4.1 million.  Adding the PDF-B grant yields a $4.51 million project, $490,000 less then the originally estimated $5 million in the PDF-B proposal.   This is in part because co-financing levels were slightly lower than originally anticipated.  The project has been designed in a cost-effective way to keep the GEF:Co-financing ratio relatively constant.  The project has also been designed to incorporate the cost-effective lessons from the International Waters Focal Area of GEF, which strongly recommends a transboundary diagnostic analysis and strategic action planning (TDA/SAP) process as a cost-effective way to prepare for long-term investment and capacity building in order to achieve global and national benefits.  

Institutional Coordination and Support 
Core Commitments and Linkages

38. This project complements the two main Programme Areas (PA) of UNDP-MK and UNDP-AL Country Cooperation Frameworks: 1) Democratic governance and decentralized development; 2) Economic Growth and Poverty Reduction.  The project is a product of a civil society initiative in all three littoral states of Prespa, originating from the committed efforts of the PPCC. The project will strengthen democratic governance in terms of Government-NGO cooperation and decentralized development in a region hundreds of kilometers from any one of the national capitals. As such, it contributes directly to the furtherance of PA #1 above. 

39. Environmental governance is an important aspect of democratic governance and decentralized development and is a priority concern of the project. The project seeks to strengthen different aspects of environmental governance through virtually every major output and its associated activities. The project is designed to strengthen institutional capacities, and lay the groundwork for a sustainable economy in the Prespa region. As such, it contributes directly to the furtherance of PA #2 above. 

See additional information provided in the UNDP Project Document SECTION I: PART I  (Situation) AND II (Strategy)

Consultation, Coordination and Collaboration between IAs, and IAs and ExAs
40. The project will cooperate closely with the World Bank-Lake Ohrid Project and the emerging River Drin project. Indeed, the project will be working closely with institutions involved in both projects and this will strengthen collaboration between the two. With the Prespa Lakes at the headwaters of these two projects and many similar issues to be dealt with, it will be important to have strong inter-project linkages.

41. The project will be part of the IEM-OP12 network for the GEF and will participate in relevant global workshops to facilitate consultation, coordination and collaboration among Implementing Agencies and Executing Agencies. In addition, the project will seek to build upon the experiences of other similar initiatives worldwide through the IW:LEARN mechanism.  In addition the project will benefit from MedWet’s ability to transfer the know-how of the Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar, 1971), derived from the lessons learned from many other transboundary sites in other parts of the world, and on the related work of its Technical and Scientific Review Panel (STRP).  The project will also benefit from MedWet’s ability to make use as required of the specialised knowledge of the research and conservation centers that are members of the MedWet Team
 to cover specific requirements.

See the Overview of Relevant Projects, included under Section IV, Part VI of the ProDoc. 

Project Implementation Arrangement

42. The project will be implemented over a period of five years. Two project management units will be organized: one in Albania (AL) and one in FYR-Macedonia (MK). Both PMU will be located in their respective Prespa regions and will work from modern, well-equipped offices.   The PMU will be responsible for facilitating the implementation of all nationally-based activities under the project (Outcomes 1, 2, 3 and 5).  One small transboundary unit (TU) will be organized, located in a separate office in MK-Prespa and working at the transboundary level with all three Prespa countries equally. The TU will be responsible for facilitating the implementation of all nationally-based activities under the project (Outcomes 3, 4 and part of 5).  See Section I, Part III of the Project Document for details.

43. The Prespa Park Coordination Committee will serve as this project’s Project Oversight Committee.  The POC’s role is comprised of three main responsibilities. First, when required, the POC will serve as a forum for stakeholder input and discussion.  Second, the POC will oversee project implementation and meetings on a semi-annual basis to review project progress, and approve annual project work plans. Third, POC members will facilitate the implementation of project activities in their respective organizations, ensure that cooperative activities are implemented in a timely manner, and facilitate the integration of project-inspired activities into existing programs and practices. 

44. There will be three Project Enabling Committees (PEC) will be established one in MK, one in AL, and one in GR for the national/local levels.  These will not be new and additional committees to the other stakeholder input mechanisms established by the project.  In MK, the Watershed Management Council (WMC) described under Output 1.4 will play this role.  In AL, the Prespa National Park Management Committee (PNPMC) also discussed under Output 1.4 will play this role. In GR-Prespa, the management body created for the protected area will serve as the PEC for project-related activities.  See additional information provided in the UNDP Project Document, Section I: Part III
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Annex A.

Incremental Cost Analysis
1. 
Baseline
The health of the Prespa Basin ecosystem is being diminished by unsustainable practices in key productive sectors across the Basin.  In the absence of this project’s proposed alternative, ecosystem health will continue to deteriorate due to inappropriately scaled water and land management; and forestry, fisheries and agricultural practices that have little or no concern for maintaining biological diversity and ecosystem health.  Forests, shorelines, wet meadows and riverine systems will continue to be degraded; endemic species of fish will continue to be ignored and imperiled by the potential introduction of even more exotic species; and parks will be unable to fulfill their role as ecological refuges within the Basin. 

Land and water use planning: Poor land and water use planning and management in both AL and MK has resulted in degraded riverine, wetland, and shoreline habitats.  There are no locally scaled land or water-use plans to establish collaborative management practices and priority uses.  

Agriculture: Despite the dependence in MK and AL on agricultural production, farmers currently have no access to agricultural extension support services or to information on sustainable agricultural techniques, including the appropriate choice of pesticides and fertilizers, the correct timing of applications, and the optimal concentration that should be used. The link between agrochemicals and the environment is not well understood as there are no educational outreach programs on this topic. 

Fisheries: The minimal management of the fishery in Mikri and Macro Prespa is entirely focused on maximizing the catch of the five main commercial species. Species diversity conservation, and aquatic ecosystem health are not management objectives in any one of the three littoral states.  Indeed, past fishery management’s narrow focus on production rather than sustainable harvest has caused managers to focus exclusively on trying artificially to increase the population of fish through hatcheries.  This led to the introduction of eleven species of fish, with uncertain consequences for ecosystem health.  

Forestry: From an ecosystem management perspective, forest management in MK-Prespa is lacking in several respects.  First, forest management is focused primarily upon producing a sustainable supply of timber and firewood for the region; habitat values, watershed management values, and biodiversity enhancement values are not management objectives.  There is an emerging awareness of ecosystem-oriented forest management and the importance of adopting related practices, but there is no institutional capacity to develop and apply ecosystem-oriented forest management. 

Wastewater management: There are positive trends in how the three countries are reducing this environmental stress on the Prespa Lakes ecosystem. In MK-Prespa, 55% of municipal wastewater is now treated, up from 0% one year ago, due to one new large facility for the regions four largest villages. In GR-Prespa a treatment facility has been approved that will treat approximately 95% of the wastewater. In AL-Prespa, 20% of the wastewater will soon be treated, up from 0% one year ago.    However, small-scale treatment remains unaddressed and in need of appropriate pilots to catalyze the filling of this gap.  In MK-Prespa, over 40 villages still remain without wastewater treatment.  In AL-Prespa, five of the six villages have no wastewater treatment.  

Protected area management: Overall the existing PA management capacity is insufficient in all five of the Prespa’s protected areas (PA). These deficiencies are apparent not only in terms of infrastructure, but also information, staff numbers, skills, and equipment.  Management plans for the PAs are at various stages of preparation and show different approaches and standards. None of the PA in Prespa has an approved integrated management plan. Moreover, in order to provide efficient conservation for key habitats and species within the Prespa Region, a harmonization among the three countries’ PA management objectives, targeted habitat and species as well as monitoring indicators is also needed.  
2.
Global Environmental Objective
This project will conserve two different types of global benefits: 1) the two Prespa Lakes and their contributing waters and the aquatic ecosystem they comprise in the transboundary Prespa Basin; and 2) the globally significant biological diversity of the Prespa Basin, which includes endemic aquatic and terrestrial vertebrate and invertebrate fauna, and; globally significant rare mammal and migratory birdlife.  In the process of doing this, other significant indirect use values will be generated as well, especially what economists call “passive use” or “existence values.”  The global existence values arise from the nontrivial per capita existence values multiplied by the hundreds of millions of citizens who hold these values and live outside of the Prespa region.  

3.
Alternative
The objective of the project is the conservation of globally significant biological diversity and transboundary water resources of the Prespa lakes Basin.  The costs of the project are shared by the GEF and other financiers, with GEF financing the agreed incremental costs of generating the global environmental benefits described above.  Upon completion of the project, stakeholders will be applying new tools and processes to better manage key national sectors and transboundary resources in a way that generates national, trans-boundary and global benefits.  

Outcome 1: Stakeholders strengthen legal and regulatory framework and establish land and water use management basis for maintaining and restoring ecosystem health in the Prespa Lakes Basin.
Outcome 2: Stakeholders modify productive sector resource management practices to reduce pesticide inputs, increase habitat heterogeneity, and improve the status of target species and communities within the national sectors of the Prespa Basin.
Outcome 3: Stakeholders conserve priority biological diversity across the Prespa Basin and make key protected areas in Prespa Basin (PNP, GNP, and ENR) fully operational. 
Outcome 4: Stakeholders build upon ongoing transboundary cooperation in the Prespa by strengthening the coordination mechanism and piloting transboundary conservation and water management.

Outcome 5: Lessons learnt and adaptive management of project.
4.
Systems Boundary

Baseline and incremental costs have been assessed temporally, over the planned five-year life-span of the project and geographically by the natural watershed boundary of the Prespa Lakes Basin, of which 62% in FYR-Macedonia (1,000 sq. k), 17% in Albania (263 sq. k), and 21% in Greece (330 sq. k).  Administratively, in MK-Prespa the municipality boundaries in both MK-Prespa and GR-Prespa reflect that of the Prespa Basin boundaries.   In AL-Prespa two commune boundaries overlap with the AL-Prespa territory.  And finally, baseline and incremental costs have been assessed thematically, as demarcated by the main sectors affecting ecosystem health within the Prespa Basin, namely: land and water management, agriculture, fisheries, forests, wastewater, solid waste and protected areas.  

5. Summary of Costs The total GEF Alternative is US$55.9 million, baseline is US$43.1 million. The total incremental cost of the project, including Co-funding and GEF funds is US$12,771,000.  Of this total, co-funding constitutes 67% or US$8,636,000.  GEF financing constitutes the remaining 33% of the total, or US$4,135,000.  The incremental cost matrix provides a summary breakdown of baseline values and Co-funded and GEF-funded Alternative costs.

Incremental cost matrix
	Benefits and Costs
	Baseline
	Alternative
	Increment

	Domestic Benefits
	Substantial benefits from Prespa ecosystem but not nearly what they could be and declining as ecosystem health declines.

Major investments are being undertaken to strengthen basic solid and liquid waste management in all three Prespa countries, but still at least 50% of people in basin will have no wastewater management.  


	Resource use becomes more sustainable, benefiting local economies.  

Surface waters are cleaner, healthier. 

Agriculture is more efficient and competitive.  

New management regime establishes sustainable harvest practices, mitigating and distributing uncertainty of open access resource.  


	Enhanced ability of stakeholders in government institutions, local communities and NGOs to maintain ecosystem health through sustainable use.

Land-use and water-use planning incorporates ecosystem management objectives in a first-time model for the region. 

New practices in wastewater management and agriculture are piloted, and replicated, leading to cleaner water for local communities. 

	Global Benefits
	Limited, ineffective management and conservation of global values. 


	Conservation efforts are improved in productive forest habitat through capacity building, stakeholder participation, and applying new partnerships and resources.  

New practices in wastewater management and agriculture are piloted, and replicated, leading to reduced eutrophication stress on aquatic ecosystem.

Biodiversity conservation objectives mainstreamed into productive forest sector.

 
	Improvement in conservation of species rich habitats, globally threatened species, and endemic species.  

Sustainable forest and fishery management practices include maximizing diversity of species.  

Priority riverine ecosystems and aquatic habitat for globally significant species are restored.

Global indirect use values, future use values and existence values secured. 

Lessons learned contribute to the development of mainstreaming biodiversity practice in Prespa Region.



	
	Baseline (US$ over 5 yr period)

€ figures converted at 1.25 $/€
	Alternative
	Increment (US$) 

€ figures converted at 1.25 $/€ ; Swiss francs @ 1.27/$

	Outcome 1: Stakeholders establish land and water use management basis for maintaining and restoring ecosystem health in the Prespa Lakes Basin.
	MoEPP spatial planning: 
800,000

Total: 
800,000
	Total:
1,887,500
	AL

REC
160,000

UNDP
10,000

MK
MoEPP (spatial planning)
130,000

MoResen (spatial planning)
10,000

GR: 

SPP (spatial planning)
202,500

------ ------- -----

Cash Co-financing:
502,500

GEF:
575,000

Total:
1,087,500

	Outcome 2: Stakeholders modify productive sector resource management practices to reduce pesticide inputs, increase habitat heterogeneity, and improve the status of target species and communities within the national sectors of the Prespa Basin.

	AL

ADF (Wastewater/rainwater)
528,000

KfW/ADF (veterinary/goat)
93,000

PPNEA (ranger support PNP)
32,000

SIDA Regional SWM
2,500,000

MoA/Dept. of Agriculture
30,000

Dept of Fisheries 
50,000

REA
3,500

MK

KfW (Regional SWM)
26,250,000

KfW (Ezerani w/w treatment) 
3,375,000

Fisheries 
45,000

Forestry
910,000

GR: 

Regional Operational Prog. 
1,560,000

Total:
35,376,500
	Total:
39,848,959
	AL

KfW (Afforestation PNP)
1,875,000

Fisheries (OFM)
135,000

SGP
35,000

UNDP
230,000

MK

UNDP
$604,000

MoR
$739,459

GR: 

Local Dev Fund/

Prefecture of Florina
149,000

Cash Co-financing:
3098000

GEF: 
705,000

Total:
4,472.459

	Outcome 3: Stakeholders conserve priority biological diversity across the Prespa Basin and make key protected areas in Prespa Basin (PNP, GNP, and ENR) fully operational. 


	AL

PPNEA
28,000

PNP
50,000

MK:

Pelister
660,000

Galicica
400,000

GR: 

Special Env Plan
188,000
EC/SPP/WWF-Greece LIFE 
2,330,000

Total: 
3,656,000


	Total: 
8,474,000


	 AL

KfW
1,250,000

MK
KfW
 1,875,000

SDC (Golema Reka) (TBC) 
450,000

MoResen
33,000

GR: 

MoEPP
435,000

Cash Co-financing:
4,010,000

GEF:
775,000

Total: 
4,818,000



	Outcome 4: Stakeholders build upon ongoing transboundary cooperation in the Prespa Basin by strengthening the transboundary coordination mechanism and piloting transboundary conservation and water management.


	AL

MoE (PPCC participation)
25,000

MK

MoEPP (PPC Participation)
25,000

Monitoring
710,000

GR: 
IRP - Cultural preservation
675,000

IRP (awareness facilities) 
625,000

Italians  (GNP-PNP)
1,250,000

Total: 
3,310,000
	Total:
5,535,500

 
	AL

UNDP
20,000

MK

MoResen
5,000

GR
SPP
375,000

SPP/WWF-GR
78,500

MFA/SPP
200,000

NATO
252,000

Cash Co-financing:
925,500

In-kind
5,000
GEF: 
1,295,000

Total: 
2,225,500

	Outcome 5: Lessons learnt and adaptive management of project.

	Total:                                           0
	Total:
935,000
	Cash Co-financing:
100,000

In-Kind Co-financing
50,000

GEF: 
785,000

Total:
935,000

	Total:
	Baseline cost
43,142,500
	Total Alternative
56,680,959
	Cash Co-financing: 
9,348,459

In-Kind Co-financing
55,000

GEF
4,135,000

Total: 
 13,538,459


Annex B.

Logical Framework Analysis
	Objective/Outcomes
	Impact and Process Indicators
	Baseline
	Target goal
	Sources of Verification
	Assumptions and Risks

	Goal:  

The conservation of globally significant biological diversity and transboundary water resources of the Prespa lakes Basin. 


	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Objective

to catalyze the adoption by AL and MK of integrated ecosystem management (IEM) practices in key sectors in the Prespa Lakes Basin to conserve globally significant biodiversity and conserve transboundary waters.
	a) Financial resources for IEM approach made available   b) Human resources for IEM approach  c) Management tools for IEM approach   d)  Demonstration of IEM approach
	a) Not available from public funds  b) Not trained  c) Not defined   d) None
	a) US$2 million for IEM by end of project   b) Key local stakeholders trained  c) Incentives, information, communication provided  d) At least 5 visible demonstrations in respective sectors
	a) Evaluation of cofinancing   b) Certificate    c) Final report    d) Final report
	Addressing ecosystem management challenges first by sectors will be easier for stakeholders to understand and act upon.  

	Outcome 1: Stakeholders establish land and water use management basis for maintaining and restoring ecosystem health in the Prespa Lakes Basin. 
	Spatial plan (MK)/LEAP (AL) incorporate ecosystem management objectives in detail.


	No spatial plan in place; No LEAP in place.
	Done by end of year (EoY) 2.
	Spatial plan /water management plan/ LEAP documents. 
	Government of MK will finalize water law by end of `05 and assign responsibilities for water management to MoEPP. 

	
	Main sectoral laws incorporate ecosystem health objectives/priorities; strengthened regulations for water, spatial planning and environmental management at local level. 


	Water, Ag, Forest, Fishery Law do not prioritize ecosystem health.  
	In-stream flows for fish become priority use of water; Ag/pesticide certification criteria strengthened for aquatic ecosystem health;  Forest law incorporates maximizing ecosystem services as priority objective;  Regulations for local water use management, spatial plan enforcement and environmental management adopted by EoY 3.
	Specific language in respective laws and policies; Wording of key regulations. 


	Governments will proceed with their program of assessing and revising legal framework to meet EU-aquis communitaire. 

	
	Two priority streams in Macedonian Prespa maintain in-stream flow year-round for endemic trout.
	Baseline tbq; Currently, both run dry in summer months. 


	Surface flow maintained yr round by EoY 4.
	Surface flow measurements on each stream; water users agreement signed by all stakeholders. Site visits.
	

	
	Strengthened local management of shoreline habitat.  
	No conservation or management of shoreline habitat.
	40 kilometers of shoreline habitat by EoY 2; EoY 4
	Shoreline management plan; Interviews with municipality officials and MoEPP/MoE officials. 
	Governments of AL and MK will actively support the decentralization of key environmental management tasks. 

	
	Replication: Watershed planning manual adopted as official manual by MoEPP and MoE for rest of country. 
	No manual; replication not facilitated.
	Manual integrated into watershed planning nationwide by EoY 4. 
	Official policy adopting manual by MoE/MoEPP. 
	

	Outcome 2: Stakeholders modify productive sector resource management practices to reduce pesticide inputs, increase habitat heterogeneity, and improve the status of target species and communities in the Prespa Basin.  


	Reduction in frequency and quantity of pesticides applied each season. 


	Baseline 10-15 applications/ season; 


	50% reduction by EoY 3.  


	Farmer association; Field interviews with farmers and farmer association. 
	Farmers will overcome ingrained aversion to risk. 

	
	Reduction in the number of harmful pesticides utilized in MK-Prespa 
	KfW figures; 10 of the 15 in use are toxic to aquatic orgs.
	Only 5 of the pesticides in use are harmful by EoY 3; the remaining phased out by EoY 4.  
	Interviews with MoEPP and MoE; Pesticide supply stores. 
	Farmers will overcome aversion to risk and adopt integrated pest management practice. 

	
	# of farmers applying integrated pest management practices in MK and AL. 
	None
	20 farms by EoY 2; 50 by EoY 4.  
	Interviews with farmer association; project reports; agricultural extension agent.
	Same

	
	Reduced costs for water, pesticide and fertilizer inputs for local farmers.
	Costs tbd in first six months.
	Reduced in monitored farms by significant percentage by EoY 3.
	Interviews with farmer association; project reports; agricultural extension agent
	Same

	
	Cost savings to specific farmers from use of fertilizer made from waste apples.
	Costs tbd in first six months.
	Reduced in participating farms by significant percentage by EoY 4.
	Interviews with participating farmers.
	

	
	% of wood community forest (CF) contribute to two communities’ needs for fodder and fuel wood.  
	CF provides none of the fuelwood and fodder needs.


	CF provides 50% of 2 target villages’ needs by EoY 4.
	Field visits; interviews with forest users associations. 
	

	
	# hectares of forest under improved biodiversity-oriented management in MK, GR, AL Prespa. 


	No ha of forest under this kind of management
	2,000 ha in MK by EoY 3.  3,000 ha in AL by EoY 3; and 1,000 ha in GR by EoY 3. 
	Forest management plans; Interviews with forest managers; field ground truth visits. 
	

	
	Eutrophying inputs (N, organic material) to Macro Prespa reduced m3 through small-scale wastewater treatment pilots.


	No small-scale wastewater treatment.
	Two pilots reduce inputs by 1000 m3 by EoY 3.
	Field visits to pilot facilities. 
	

	
	Replication of those pilots reduces eutrophying input in two other places w/in Prespa.  


	No pilots to replicate currently. 
	Replication in at least 2 other places by EoY 4.
	Project reports; Field interviews with responsible local authorities. 
	

	
	Improved overall quality of life in villages with small-scale wastewater treatment.
	Community survey measures quality of life baseline first 6 months.
	Significant increase in quality of life measurement from survey of participating local communities.
	Before/after survey of local residents.
	

	
	Decline in sales of detergents containing phosphorous in Resen municipality. 
	Baseline TBD in first six months. 
	Decline of 50% by EoY 3; 75% by EoY 4. 
	Survey of markets; Government data. 
	MoEPP policy banning phosphorous detergents will have an impact.  

	
	Allowable fish catch linked to population size estimates. 


	There is no limit on fish caught during regular season.  
	Allowable fish catch is linked to population size estimates for five species by EoY 4. 
	Fish catch level information; Fish population data; Interview with fishery managers. 
	

	
	Change in awareness among local people regarding the Prespa ecosystem; 

 
	Baseline to be verified at inception. 
	20% improvement by end of EoY (EoY) 2; 50% by EoY 4. 
	Awareness surveys themselves; report of the results. 
	

	Outcome 3: Stakeholders conserve priority biological diversity across the Prespa Basin and make key protected areas (PNP, GNP, and ENR) fully operational. 


	Transboundary monitoring functioning/not functioning.  


	No monitoring system in place.
	Monitoring system in place and generating useful data by end of EoY 2.
	Inspect monitoring infrastructure; Shared, web-based data base.
	Sustainability of monitoring system will rely upon 1) existing institutional capacity w/in MK and AL; and 2) the ongoing support and capacity building from SPP over the long term.

	
	Presence/absence of up-to-date information on extent/condition of priority species and habitat distribution, abundance, and condition.
	Information spotty, dated, and focused on single species.
	Updated data by EoY 2.
	Database on biodiversity of each national sector of Prespa.  
	

	
	Protected Area Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) score for PNP, GNP, and ENR, PPA-Greece. 


	X (TBD at project inception)


	X + 20% by mid term; X + 40% by project end.


	Survey forms themselves.  Interviews with PA managers. 


	

	
	ENR is/is not gazetted and boundary is/is not clearly marked on maps or on the ground.
	Not gazetted;

Not clearly marked
	Is gazetted by end of EoY 3;

Is clearly marked on official planning maps and local municipality maps by end of EoY 3. 
	Official documents; 

Official maps; Field visits.


	

	
	# hectares of priority habitat for birds, fish, rare plants, and mammals under improved conservation management.  
	No management plans; no active management; no specific # of hectares under special management. 
	At least 2,000 hectares in AL and 4,000 ha in MK by EoY 5. 
	Approved habitat management plans. 
	

	Outcome 4: Stakeholders build upon ongoing transboundary cooperation in the Prespa Basin by strengthening the transboundary coordination mechanism and piloting transboundary conservation and water management.
	PPCC is/is not a legal entity under International Law


	PPCC is an informal institution with no legal basis.
	PPCC is legal entity as agreed to under trilateral agreement.  
	Tri-lateral Agreement.  
	Political disagreement between FEOY-Macedonia and Greece could hamper progress on transboundary work.

	
	Governments commit to funding full time executive secretary position for Prespa Park Coordination Committee. 


	No such position or funding exists. 
	Commitment by EoY. 3.   Funding by EoY. 4.
	Written funding commitments; funded project proposals. 
	Governments will support stronger transboundary institution with basis in law. 

	
	Three states agree on transboundary fish conservation priorities that reflects ecological management objectives for sustainable use and conservation of native species and aquatic ecosystem health and agree upon specific program of measures for cooperative fish management.  


	Management regime does not reflect ecosystem objectives, though three countries ban fishing during spawning season. 
	Three states cooperate on enforcement; monitoring; and research by EoY 3. 
	Signed agreement; Shared data sets; Management plan; Examples of success in cross-border enforcement collaboration. 
	

	
	Robust shared database on priority ecosystem and species health parameters.
	No shared database 

w/ updated information; x-boundary discussions occur w/no support data.
	Shared database populated with reliable data supports x-boundary discussions.
	Database itself; analysis of quality of data.
	Decision makers will utilize this data as it is intended.   Databases will continue to be managed by anchor institutions (SPP, MoEPP)

	
	 Imperial eagle nesting habitat enhanced/protected.  
	Ecological needs of eagle not understood by protected areas, forest managers or MoEPP.
	At least two different potential eagle nesting areas under special management by year 3. 


	Site visits; management plans for forest and PA. 
	Actual changes in numbers of animals will be difficult to measure and show causal link a five year time span; better to focus on process, habitat conserved, and reduction of threat.  

	
	Bat colonies protected and monitored.
	Bat colonies known, but not protected or monitored.
	Priority bat colonies protected and monitored by year 3. 


	Site visits; management plans for forest and PA.
	Same

	
	Ecological requirements for endemic trout understood and protected. 
	Not understood or protected. 
	In-stream flows for endemic species of trout maintained in Brajcino and Aghios Germanos Rivers by end of year 3.


	Water management plan from Outcome 1; Site visits.
	Same

	
	Reduction in level of threat to endemic fish posed by exotics. 
	Not understood or even recognized as a problem.
	Priority threats to endemic fish from exotics understood and measures underway to reduce them by end of year 4. 


	To be detailed at inception.  
	Same

	
	Tri-national ecotourism management plan is/is not endorsed and promotion underway.  
	No regional tourism management planning.
	New tourism management and investment plan in place by year 5.
	Endorsed plan itself; promotion materials. 
	

	
	Continuing financial and institutional commitment from three littoral states (local and/or national commitments)
	No long-term formal commitments.
	Continuing financial and institutional commitments made to adequately staff and continue operations of key project-inspired processes and use of tools.  
	Specific commitments made as part of Strategic Action Program.
	GEF’s experience with and commitment to SAP process will serve as a catalyst for countries to achieve new levels of commitment to transboundary action.

	Outcome 5: Lessons learnt and adaptive management of project.

	Effective delivery rate
	Block B delivery
	As good or better than Block B delivery rate. 
	Annual ATLAS reports.
	UNDP will assign sufficient staff resources  to enable them to keep up with increased volume from full size project.

	
	Positive evaluations
	First evaluation. 
	Improvement with each successive evaluation. 
	Evaluation reports. 
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A.
Key Issues:

1.  Assessment of scientific and technical soundness of the project.

a) In the proposal’s Situation Analysis, the proponents provide a brief overview of the history and recent developments, current socio-economic situation and the Prespa transboundary basin conservation issues, including the current status and global significance of forests, water bodies, wetlands and the unique biodiversity of the Prespa basin. A slightly more detailed biodiversity report (on “The Unique Biological and Physical Characteristics of Prespa”) was also made available to the reviewer, further clarifying the importance of the area for global biodiversity conservation. The proposal recognizes and has systematically described the need for the necessary wide range of activities to target the broad spectrum of anthropogenic stresses and underlying causes to the ecosystem degradation in the Prespa region.  It also describes the constraints to the adoption of an integrated ecosystem management approach at national and international levels. This is followed by a detailed analysis of the existing baseline. 

b) Overall, the project will promote a watershed-wide integrated ecosystem management approach to achieve the objectives of conserving biodiversity. It does this by and through involvement of all major stakeholder groups and particularly also the productive sectors. I believe that this will have a significant demonstration value for southern Europe, the Mediterranean region at large (e.g. through collaboration with MedWet) and even world wide. 

c) The Situation Analysis provides a thorough qualification of current knowledge on the stresses on ecosystem health and underlying causes, summarized in a very clear table on the anthropogenic sources of stress. In addition, it describes the national strategies and policies, status of protected area systems and the institutional, sectoral and legislation/policy context of Albania-Prespa and FYR-Macedonia-Prespa. 

d) Very limited information regarding these points is provided for Greece-Prespa, despite that several of the stresses are also quite apparent in Greece (e.g. water and river flow management, management of forests (commercially oriented rather then ecological) and riverside vegetation issues, pollution/pesticides, fishery management, introduction exotic species, overgrazing), albeit to a smaller extent.  Greece may already actively address some of these issues as part of the baseline, e.g. the Incremental cost matrix is clearly showing a significant Greek baseline (with e.g. LIFE and other support), but this is not referred to or further qualified anywhere in the text.  Some more information on this would provide a more complete view of the total Prespa regional context, as well as the possibilities this provides for cross-border sharing of lessons learned and best practices. 

e) The description of the Prespa regional institutional, sectoral and legislation/policy context of Albania and FYR-Macedonia is very thorough, and especially also the sectoral situation is dealt with in sufficient detail. Again, only very limited information is provided for Greece on these matters whereas this kind of information would be pertinent for identification of transboundary synergies and potential for cooperation with the GEF project. (Only very brief and unqualified references are made in regard to Greece’s integrated pest management for bean farming, planning of waste water treatment, forest management).

f) The document thus provides a general and for Albania and FYR-Macedonia thorough but for the full region a not fully complete summary of the context and background for the project. Although Greece will not be a direct funding recipient of the GEF project its baseline work, capacity and additional investments planned are of significant interest and should be taken fully into account in planning of the transboundary approach and targets of the project. It would be useful if the proposal could provide further clarification of how the project intends to build on this.  

g) The Proposal provides a comprehensive stakeholder analysis in terms of project partners and their envisaged role in the project (pp. 35-38). It would have been useful if this would have been slightly expanded with a brief capacity and needs analysis. The STAP Reviewer noted some omissions, e.g. the analysis does not mention the Bird Study and Protection Society of Macedonia (BSPSM) which is elsewhere (pp 33) referred to as being responsible for the management of the Ezrani Wildlife Reserve. The stakeholder analysis only mentions the Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning as responsible for management of EZR.  WWF-Greece is mentioned in the proposal as the main sponsor of the current PPCC operations and its part-time secretariat, yet it is not mentioned in the stakeholder analysis.  Various other local or national agencies and organizations that are currently making strategic investments in the region or are standing to benefit from improved management of the Prespa ecosystem are not mentioned in this Analysis (e.g. the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs; the “Agricultural Pharmacies” – currently the main information providers for farmers; Farmer cooperatives; the Albanian Prespa Forest Users Association, the tourism sector). In addition, the Stakeholder Analysis omits analysis of some of the international stakeholders currently investing in the region (e.g. EU, KfW, NATO).

h) The proposal provides a clear framework of Project Goal, Objective, Outcomes and Outputs/Actions. This is further summarized and elucidated in a clear logical framework matrix with verifiable impact and process indicators, description of baseline and targets, and appropriate means of verification and monitoring.  The proposed actions are SMART. I believe, however, that the log-frame under-exposes the assumptions and risks (more are provided in the text of Part II), and omits description of the assumptions or an assessment regarding the sustainability of the longer-term processes that the project will put in place, such as databases and monitoring procedures.  

i) The project focuses on the main perennial water bodies and water courses. No indication is given how important the temporary or ephemeral streams may be in relation to the water quality, flow and biodiversity, and if it is correct that these are not considered in the project interventions.    

j) The project’s approach specifically involves the strengthening of inter-sectoral coordination. The proposal includes several mechanisms for ecosystem oriented spatial planning, including the formation and/or operationalisation of spatial planning (FYR-Macedonia) and Environmental Action Plans (Albania), sectoral capacity building and awareness raising programmes (for Water, Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries, Solid Waste Management, waste water management, etc).  The project will also enhance transboundary cooperation by strengthening coordination mechanisms (i.e. the Prespa Park Coordinating Committee, PPCC), and by supporting international study tours, workshops and pilot actions. The proposal rightly recognizes the need for the formalization or institutionalization of the PPCC as essential to the continuation of inter-sectoral cooperation and coordinated transboundary planning beyond the lifespan of the project. The project therefore intends to actively support the development of a legal and institutional status of the PPCC through a Tripartite Agreement which is envisaged by the 3rd year of project running followed in the 4th year by a budget for a full-time Executive Secretary of the PPCC. It would seem that this should be an activity that could receive more readily support from the three governments, preferably from the outset of this project. 

k) It would seem necessary, in view of the importance of species conservation and habitat restoration in the project, that the proposal identifies more clearly which species and habitats it will focus on and the indicators for conservation and restoration (e.g. criteria for site selection and quality parameters of different habitats to be restored). The proposal does not describe how it will identify or further qualify and address problems caused by already introduced exotics. Targets for habitat and species management should thus be further qualified.
l) The proposal includes strengthening of socio-economic consequences of environmental stress and impacts  (4.7.2), but should also focus on enhancing capacity for cost-benefit analysis of ecosystem-based management, habitat restoration etc.  This would further clarify the added value and provide important information that would help to consolidate and sustain the project’s approach and planned interventions also post-project.

m) With regard to eco-tourism, the proposal includes development of a tri-national ecotourism and visitation strategy, involving workshops and the development of a management plan. However, it lacks reference to market research and/or development of marketing capacity. In addition, there may be much benefit in enhancement of local products and services, thus creating added benefits for the communities involved.  These aspects are considered important in relation to alternative livelihood development, and will thus need addressing in the inception phase.  Relevant representative organizations from the tourism sector should be incorporated in the stakeholder analysis.

n) The project should also consider exchange of information and expertise between the visitor centers developed in Greece and in the Ezrani Wildlife Reserve, as part of development of tourism and education facilities.  To this end it should also be useful to seek cooperation with the CEPA group of the Ramsar convention.

2. Evaluation of the identification of global environmental benefits and/or drawbacks and risks of the project.

a) The proposal identifies a number of assumptions and risks on pages 61-62 as well as in the logical framework analysis.  In my opinion the assumptions made and associated risks are correct. However, it would seem that more risks can be identified, particularly in relation to the sustainability of project outcomes. E.g. with regard to monitoring systems, databases, GIS and planning tools:  The institutions/agencies involved in the project currently lack adequate staffing and budgets for this.  Maintaining and running these tools and systems (which will be developed by the project) will be part of an elevated post-project baseline. Risk is that there will be insufficient funding and human resources committed post-project to maintain these processes and tools unless this is already build in national or local budgets during project duration.

b) The proposal has noted the introduction of eleven alien species of fish which may pose a huge risk to the lake ecology and particularly to local and endemic fish species.  It is unclear how the exotic species will be impacted by the project’s interventions. It would be important to monitor this and assess options for targeted reduction or - if necessary - eradication of alien species. 

3. Evaluation of the project’s compliance or fulfillment of the goals of GEF

a) Part II provides a clear and succinct rationale for the project approach and links this also to current change processes occurring in Albania and FYR-Macedonia. It briefly indicates that the project links well with the GEF OP 12 as the project addresses several GEF focal areas, primarily Biological Diversity and International Waters.  It explains the project’s conformity with the primary objectives of the CBD. In addition, it rightly points out the synergies with the ongoing processes in Albania and Macedonia in relation to the adoption of the EU aquis communitaire.  The rationale, however, makes no reference to the Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar 1971) which actively promotes transboundary cooperation for shared wetlands and for which this project would provide a valuable pilot. It also does not refer to the project’s relevance to other conventions such as the Bern Convention and CMS. 

b) The project document provides a summary description on the unique biodiversity of the Prespa Basin, mentioning exceptional high species diversity, high rate of endemism, as well as the importance of Prespa for migratory species as well as many globally endangered species of birds, bats, fish and one reptile.  It refers to the fact that two Ramsar sites are recognized in the project region. The project’s rational points out that awareness and capacity for conservation of the global biodiversity values in the region is lacking and that there is a need for increased awareness amongst the stakeholder groups to consolidate and enhance local and regional commitment for improved water management and sustainable resource use development.  In my opinion there is a strong justification for a GEF intervention of this kind, considering: 

· the clear need for addressing some of the pressing problems related to conservation of globally important biodiversity through safeguarding and restoring key habitats and development and implementation of species recovery plans, as well as 

· the need to address the management requirements of the transboundary lakes through a programmatic approach and within the context of sustainable development.

· It will facilitate the achievement of benefits which are predominantly global in nature through local demonstration activities, and enhancement of cross-sectoral and transboundary cooperation and coordination.  This integrated approach will undoubtedly catalyse related conservation initiatives and further cooperation, also in the other regions of the respective countries, and will provide a valuable example for other countries in the Mediterranean region and the world at large. 

c) Unfortunately the proposal does not provide a comprehensive overview of the global biodiversity values or a more detailed assessment of how these would continue to deteriorate if no alternative would be developed and implemented. Whereas under outcome 3 is mentioned that species recovery plans will be developed for priority species and habitat types, the project does not seem to anticipate any measurable result from these or as spin-off from other project outcomes (“no change or increase in populations of seven priority species in protected areas by year 4”) which seems at least strange and perhaps inadequate. 

d) The document has appropriately outlined (in the incremental costs analysis) that the GEF finances will be used to counter the anthropogenic stresses and the underlying causes. In addition, the incremental cost matrix has clearly separated baseline, Co-funding for Alternative and the GEF Increment of Alternative, in which co-funding (financed by the co-sponsors and governments) is used for aspects that will result primarily in domestic benefits and GEF contributions are focused on securing global values..

4. Assessment of how the project fits within its regional context

a) The project links very well to the local regional context. The region has recently been subject to much political upheaval and tensions between countries, and the possibility or risk of political disagreements hampering project progress is duly recognized.  The project is designed in such a way that this risk is mitigated through its focus on strengthening national sector capacities.  The proposal mentions that “transboundary work is prudently and realistically planned”.  However, the role that Greece will play or could play in the project is not well clarified and perhaps insufficiently incorporated in its logical planning framework even though substantial amounts of baseline and some co-funding is available from or through Greece.  The project implementation in FYR-Macedonia and Albania would - in my view - benefit from full participation of Greece in project structures and transboundary mechanisms. Greece has already effectively dealt with many of the problems still occurring in MK and AL. It would be prudent to optimize the potential within the project to share in this knowledge and experience base.

b) The project rightly recognizes the potential offered by the commitments of FYR-Macedonia and Albania to adopt the EU-Aquis Communitaire, including the – within this project highly relevant - Water Framework Directive. 

c) The project recognizes the usefulness of communication with the MedWet initiative, as a partner for sharing lessons learned.  

5. Evaluation of the replicability of the project

a) The project includes various key-elements and development of best practices that are innovative for this region and as such will have a high demonstration value, both in the Prespa Basin itself, in the respective countries at large, as well as in other parts of the Mediterranean region. The replicability of the best practices is also high as the project deals with issues that are wide spread in the Mediterranean region.  The project has incorporated study tours and workshops to stimulate replication, and more replication is likely to happen through dissemination of lessons learned in regional partnerships.   In my opinion the project therefore has combined a strategic set of actions that will have a high potential for replication in similar settings elsewhere.

b) Scaling-up of best practices is envisaged through the already ongoing decentralization processes in FYR-Macedonia and Albania, evolution of the legal frameworks developed under the project and through development and wide use of the project’s training materials and planning tools. 

c) The proposal mentions that project information, evaluations and monitoring reports will be made widely available e.g. through a website, to ensure optimal sharing of lessons learned. This will facilitate and stimulate replication elsewhere.  Development of a post-project monitoring and evaluation plan should be considered by the PPCC as well as the GEF, particularly in view of the ambition of the project to be used for demonstration and replication.  

6. Evaluation of the sustainability of the project
a) The project has not developed a clear time schedule or exit strategy. I suggest that this should be done during project inception and particularly the development of the work plan. The project intends to enable Prespa stakeholders to develop, politically commit to and secure funding for a Strategic Action Program.  “Phase III (i.e. post project) will then implement this Strategic Action Plan and secure long-term investment and program sustainability.” (pp 63). The project is designed to look beyond the confines of the project’s 5 year life-span and achieve consensus and commitment to what should be done in the long term and how it should be funded. It recognizes that also in the foreseeable future external funding will be required for this relatively poor region. As such, the project should identify clear achievement indicators for building the required national and international interest for continued funding.

b) The proposal indicates that sustainability will be achieved through the project outcome in terms of enhanced capacity and interest as well as partnerships among authorities, productive sectors, municipalities and NGOs and through enhanced individual and institutional momentum.  I believe that indeed the many training activities and tools developed under the project will build this potential. However, it would be useful if indicators would be defined for such continuing commitment and included in the logical framework. This would then provide a measurable result in terms of appropriate institutionalization of elevated baseline activities (e.g. monitoring, planning, use of tools developed under the project).  An indicator could be, e.g. that such longer-term investment needs are duly embedded in relevant budgets of the respective authorities and production sectors. 

c) In 4.4.1 the development of a financially sustainable monitoring structure for MK-Prespa and AL-Prespa is mentioned, but no clarification is given on how the financial sustainability will be achieved.

B. Secondary issues 
7. Evaluation of linkages to other focal areas (climate change)

a) The project document mentions that “there will be indirect global benefits under the Land Degradation Focal Area, due to the ecosystem restoration/afforestation work included in the project. Benefits under the Climate Change focal area could be also expected through the afforestation activities under Outcome 3, but their measurement will depend on the successful establishment of the CDM process” (pp 39).  Presumably here Outcome 2 is meant. Under component 2.3 the project will identify selling opportunities for carbon credits and identify possibilities for compensation of opportunity costs of local communities in relation to reduced utilization and participation in afforestation.  The project will also establish wood energy plantations and provide incentive measures for more sustainable household energy and improved fuel efficiency.  In my view these aspects will indeed be locally very relevant in terms of combating land degradation, but in relation to climate change mitigation and carbon storage effects will be relatively minor. 

8. Evaluation of linkages to other programs and action plans at the regional and sub-regional level
a) The proposal does not provide a systematic overview of recent and current projects in southern Europe/Mediterranean region that are relevant to the project’s approach and targets. This would seem very important in relation to output 5.2.2 (“contribute to and participate in existing knowledge networks). 
b) The above point is somewhat mitigated by the intention of the project to work with MedWet to facilitate sharing of lessons learned around the Mediterranean region. In addition, the project will link with the IW:Learn network and will be part of the IEM-OP12 network, and will participate in global workshops. It would seem useful if the project would also share its lessons learned and best practices through Ramsar events and networks/partners. 
c) Regarding the migratory waterbird species conservation the project should consider cooperation of information exchange with the UNEP-GEF Africa-Eurasia Migratory Waterbirds Flyway Project and its supporting networks which promotes capacity building, international cooperation and exchange of information and expertise and the establishment of international reserve networks, specifically also for endangered migratory waterbird species.  

9. Assessment of other beneficial or damaging environmental effects

a) I believe that the project will have an overall positive or beneficial effect and it is designed to reduce or compensate damaging effects of past and current unsustainable practices.  I do not foresee any damaging environmental effects of the projects intentions and planned actions.  In case any damaging effects would occur I trust that the project itself will, through its planned outcomes in terms of monitoring and capacity building, enable timely recognition and through its adaptive management (outcome 5) appropriate mitigation measures. 

10. Evaluation of the degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project 

a) The project is strongly focused on stakeholder participatory processes.  Most of the project activities can not be implemented without effective engagement of and with key stakeholder groups in the Prespa Basin.  A comprehensive overview of stakeholders has been established.  The project includes stakeholder participation at three levels, local, national and transboundary. The project design throughout recognizes the need for local ownership and stakeholder involvement in all its activities.  It recognizes the need for transparency and this is build into its planning and monitoring tools.  The project also foresees in training of and outreach to local media.
b) Mechanisms for participation and influencing the management of the project: 

· The project foresees in a Project Oversight Committee with meetings alternately organized by the Ministry of Environment-Albania and Spatial Planning-FR-Macedonia.  Consideration should be given to alternating this responsibility also with the counterpart in Greece. 

· The project foresees in many workshops and meetings involving representatives of local municipalities and sector agencies and other stakeholder groups. These are rightly focused on the local and regional target groups. Perhaps consideration could be given also to inviting selected international experts as well as representatives of other transboundary wetland projects from the Mediterranean region and Europe to key workshops/meetings (at least as observers), to enable exchange of expertise with a broader but still focused target group. 

c)
Provisions for the establishment of appropriate lines of communication:

· The project management arrangements provide an adequate relatively simple management structure for a tripartite project and conducive to good internal communication.  This will, of course, require appropriate monitoring, and effective communication will be greatly facilitated by optimal transparency of the project work plan and of the various kinds of project reports and publications. 

· It would be useful to further clarify in the proposal the position, functioning and mandate of the Transboundary Unit, which currently is the only transboundary mechanism in the project management structure in addition to the PPCC.

d)    Exchange of technical information between communities and stakeholders: 

· The project foresees through its inter-sectoral coordination mechanisms and workshops/conferences in the need for both structural and regular informal exchange of information.  It will produce also guidance, awareness and training materials and manuals and will implement training to all key target groups. 

· I believe that it would be very useful if the web site will also be established in the Greek language as a means to more widely share important project results, experiences and other pertinent information that will add to the project’s value for enhancing international cooperation and may generate interest for replication of its approach in Greece. The website could also be used to publish community and other experiences of the project, giving opportunity for the general public to express their ideas and opinions.  This will enhance the overall transparency of the project and will increase its value for demonstration.

e)  Participatory schemes and conflict issues

· The proposal mentions the aim of the project to empower vulnerable groups such as women and displaced households, however, the project document does not specify how this will be done. It would be useful if this could be clarified through the identification of specific activities focused on these groups.
· In general the Project will establish and promote strong participatory mechanisms, particularly in the development of planning tools and processes. In my opinion, in all aspects of the project that will directly impact on communities, farmers, fishermen or forestry workers, appropriate means have been defined for empowering the local stakeholders, and enabling them to engage in developments that are both lucrative as well as sustainable and of benefit to biodiversity conservation. 

11. Assessment of the capacity building aspects

a) The project does provide for many awareness raising and training activities, as well as study tours and workshops. However, these are not placed in one consolidated regional capacity building strategy.  Sometimes the project focuses on training of only a few people for specific tasks, (e.g. only one staff member of Communes of Liquenas and Proger trained in basic environmental enforcement practices for pollution and erosion control (Outcome 1.5.1)).  The project thus runs the risk that these activities will remain singular events without a long-term vision and insufficiently embedded in the larger project framework. Potential and synergies may be missed for strengthening transboundary relations and cooperation through a combined and cohesive training approach as well as options for linkage with other training activities in e.g. the Mediterranean region (e.g. MedWet, EKBY, Tour du Valat). I strongly recommend that the project as part of its Inception Phase provides a clear and regionally consolidated capacity building strategy. 
b) This should be based on a SWOT and training needs analysis of all major stakeholder groups, both in government as well as production sectors and NGOs. This should be augmented by further training needs analysis during the course of the project, as other needs are likely to become clear during project implementation.
c) Within the training and awareness strategies there should be an appropriate level of gender awareness and sensitivity. This is currently not addressed in the proposal. 
12.  Innovativeness of the project

a) The alternative approach provides, in my view, an innovative model to the Prespa Basin and the wider southern European/Mediterranean region. It includes such innovative elements as the mainstreaming of ecosystem management in all key productive sectors, stakeholder involvement in spatial and water use planning and ecosystem-oriented local environmental action planning, cross-sectoral coordination mechanisms as well as a trilateral transboundary coordination institution under international law. 

b) The project will also pilot an innovative enforcement technique for integrated pollution prevention, involving establishment of ecosystem health standards and development of new regulations for “flexible” permits.  It would be useful if some further information and definition of this flexible approach would be provided.

c) In addition, the project will showcase small-scale waste water treatment involving wetland-based treatment, including also wetlands and stream corridor restoration in key sites. 

Concluding remark

I find this a very interesting and well developed proposal. It is highly innovative in catelysing the adoption of integrated ecosystems management practices in a transboundary waters region by mainstreaming ecosystem conservation objectives into productive sector practices through demonstration activities.    It combines this with improved monitoring schemes, targeted research, empowerment of stakeholder groups, and facilitation of sharing of information and expertise.  It will strengthen the conservation of globally important biodiversity and will improve water quality of the Prespa lakes, serving both nature and people. The project has significant co-funding and builds on interests and commitments from the respective governments, local authorities and non-government sector. 

As such the project will have a high demonstration value for the rest of Southern Europe and the Mediterranean region.  I believe that the project is feasible, as it has a good focus. The approach is based on and can be implemented by existing institutions and local stakeholder groups, and the project will provide the necessary capacity building. 

The sustainability of the project’s results will be particularly dependent on the enhanced commitment from all local stakeholder groups and relevant government agencies resulting from increased awareness, enhanced capacity and also trust in the alternatives - once these have been successfully piloted by the project. 

I believe that on this basis most of the above critical comments, suggestions and questions can be constructively dealt through a brief response or by incorporating the considerations in the inception process. There appear to be no principal problems or unacceptable risks.  

I am therefore very satisfied with the proposal and look forward to the response.
Response to STAP Review

	Summary of STAP Comment
	Response
	Location where document was revised (sections, paragraphs)

	1. Assessment of Scientific and Technical Soundness
	
	

	d & e) some more information on the Greek baseline would provide a more complete view of the total Prespa regional context as well as the possibilities this provides for cross border sharing of lessons learned.  
	Additional information on the Greek baseline has been included under the main sections of the baseline.  Additional information has been included under the agriculture, forestry, water management, fisheries, and conservation baseline. 

Stakeholders have been added to the Greek stakeholder analysis, page 38. 

In addition, information is added under several important outputs where relevant Greek activities are already underway or being undertaken and where there are opportunities for sharing of lessons learned.
	Baseline Section; 

Section I; Part I, beginning on Page 16

Stakeholder Analysis table, page 38. 

	f) Although Greece will not receive GEF funds, its baseline work, capacity and investments planned are of significant interest and should be taken into account in planning of the transboundary approach and targets of the project. The proposal should clarify how it will build on this.
	The project team struggled with exactly how to portray Greek baseline and co-funding in the project.  Greece is not a recipient country for GEF and so we could not conduct full preparatory activities in Greece (collect data, consult local people).  However, significant consultations were held with Greek colleagues both in GR-Prespa and at the two PPCC meetings held during the Block B process and Greek colleagues have been very active in providing comments and input to this project proposal.

The PDF-B team has taken careful note of Greek baseline activities for the whole project as evidenced by their inclusion in the IC matrix and thus the project planning process. Baseline activities in GR-Prespa are already addressing many of the sources of stress to the Prespa ecosystem – 95% of wastewater will be treated in GR-Prespa, farmers have formed a producer group and brought in expertise to help them reduce pesticides and fertilizer use. 

Greek baseline and co-funding is further qualified and strengthened in the project’s Outcomes, Outputs and Activities, being integrated into 18 of 28 outputs in the project, or 65% of the outputs/activities. 

Greek co-funding confirmed and in the pipeline will be a major contributor to the project’s main activities for transboundary conservation and collaboration.  In fact, Greek co-funding is most significant in the transboundary area (See Outcomes 3 and 4).    

In addition, the SPP in Greece is the lead NGO in the region.  Its activities to conserve the pelican colony and the ecology of Mikri Prespa provide a solid foundation upon which this project seeks to build in extending this conservation work and capacity into MK and AL-Prespa. 


	Outputs 1.1, 1.4

Output 2.1, 2.2, 2.4

Outputs 3.1, 3.2, 3.6

Outputs 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7

Outputs 5.1, 5.2, 5.3



	g) The Proposal provides a comprehensive stakeholder analysis in terms of project partners and their envisaged role in the project (pp. 35-38). It would have been useful if this could be slightly expanded.
	WWF-GR is a member org of SPP and supports the PPCC through the SPP. 

BSPSM is no longer managing ENR

Bean farmer production group added to Greek stakeholder list. 

International stakeholders added to stakeholder analysis table. 


	Clarified on page 37. 

Clarified on page 33.

Page 38.

Page 38.



	h) Log frame underexposes the assumptions/risks (more provided in the text of Part II). e.g. assumptions regarding the sustainability of the longer-term processes that the project will put in place, such as databases and monitoring procedures. 
	Assumptions have been strengthened in log frame.  
	Logical Framework, Part II ProDoc. 

	i) Consider importance of ephemeral streams in relation to water quality, flow and biodiversity. 
	This added to landscape scale conservation planning, Output 3.2. 
	Page 53 

	j) It would seem that supporting an executive secretary of the PPCC should be an activity that could receive support from the three governments, preferably from the outset of this project.
	GEF funds will provide this support to the PPCC as part of the project’s transboundary coordination work.  The international transboundary advisor will serve as a part-time executive secretary of the PPCC for the first three years.  Prespa country support for a strengthened PPCC will be an important milestone in year 4 of the project.  
	See Output 4.1, page 55. 

Section I, Part III: Management Arrangements, page 67. 

Indicator also in Logical Frame under Outcome 4. Section II, Part II, page 85.

	k) describe how the project will identify or further qualify and address problems caused by already introduced exotics. Targets for habitat and species management should thus be further qualified.
	The solution to this very complex problem will be long in the making and the project seeks first to build capacity to address this by introducing ecosystem-oriented fishery management, strengthening transboundary collaboration and conducting preliminary studies and pilot conservation activities to further qualify and define problems caused by exotic species.  Targets for habitat and species management will be further qualified and language to this effect has been added to Output 4.4, Activity 4.4.3.


	See Output 4.4 and Activity 4.4.3 on page 58 for specific activities.  

	l) Consider adding focus to (4.7.2) on enhancing capacity for cost-benefit analysis of ecosystem-based management and habitat restoration.
	This has been added to what is now Activity 4.6.2.
	Activity 4.6.2, Page 60.

	m) Relevant representative organizations from the tourism sector should be incorporated in the stakeholder analysis.


	Local municipalities are key stakeholders for tourism development; Additional representative groups/businesses have been added to stakeholder analysis.  
	Page 36-38.

	n) The project should exchange information and expertise between the visitor centers developed in Greece and in MK and AL-Prespa, as part of development of tourism and education facilities.  To this end it should also be useful to seek cooperation with the CEPA group of the Ramsar convention.


	This has been clarified in the appropriate activity and CEPA cooperation added. 
	Activity 4.3.4, Page 58.

	2. Evaluation of identification of GEB and/or drawbacks/risks of project. 
	
	

	a) More risk could be identified associated with the sustainability of project outcomes, particularly monitoring.  
	Risk #7 has been added to assumptions and risks assessment. 
	Page 65.

	b) It would be important to monitor the impact of alien fish species on the aquatic ecosystem of Prespa and assess options.
	The project recognizes the importance of understanding the problem associated with exotic fish species and their impacts and is designed to address these.  
	Please see Output 4.5, Activity 4.5.3.  Page 53.

	3. Evaluation of the project’s compliance or fulfillment of the goals of GEF
	
	

	a) Part II provides a clear and succinct rationale for the project approach. The rationale, however, makes no reference to the Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar 1971). It also does not refer to the project’s relevance to other conventions such as the Bern Convention and the Bonn Convention. 
	Additional detail on these relevant conventions added to Executive Summary, Country Drivenness Section, page 6. 

Also this is relevant to replication and sharing of lessons learned as a transboundary pilot for shared wetlands under the Ramsar Convention. 
	Page 6, Exec Summary

Page 68, Replicability section of ProDoc for additional language on Ramsar. 

	b) N/A
	Duly noted.  Does not require a response.
	

	c) How would global values continue to deteriorate if the project’s alternative were left undeveloped?  The project should strengthen the indicators of success for biodiversity conservation. 
	Please see Incremental Cost Assessment for summary assessment of how global values will continue to deteriorate if no alternative were developed or implemented. 

There are a number of indicators for ecosystem health already included in the project design.  See new indicators under Outcome 4; Indicators be refined at project inception by experts in the region. 
	Section II, Part I, Page 78.

Logical framework, Outcome 4, page 87.



	d) N/A
	Duly noted.  Does not require a response.
	

	4. Assessment of how the project fits within its regional context. 
	
	

	a) it is important to optimize the potential within the project to share in the knowledge and experience gained in Greece in dealing with many of the problems still facing MK and AL-Prespa. 
	Please see response above. 
	

	b) and c)  N/A.
	Duly noted.  Does not require a response.
	

	5. Evaluation of the Replicability of the project. 
	
	

	a-c) Development of a post project monitoring and evaluation plan should be considered by the PPCC as well as the GEF, particularly in view of the project’s ambition to be used for demonstration and replication. 
	This will be part of the longer term monitoring program put into place by the project.  
	

	6. Evaluation of the sustainability of the project. 
	
	

	a) the project should develop a clear time schedule and exit strategy during the project inception and the development of the workplan and develop achievement indicators for building national and international interest for continued funding. 
	This will be done as part of project inception and included in the ToR for the development of the Strategic Action Program under Output 4.7.
	

	b) Include indicator for continuing financial and institutional commitment and include in the logical framework. 
	See final indicator under Outcome 4 in the Logical Framework. 
	Page 86

	c) In 4.4.1 no clarification is given as to how the financial sustainability of the monitoring mechanism will be achieved. 
	See response to comment 2 a) above as well as indicator included in response to 6 b) above. 

Activity 4.4.1 is now activity 3.1.  See first indicator included in log frame under Outcome 3 for this.  See also assumption opposite new indicator under Outcome 3. 
	Page 51, page 86.

	B.  SECONDARY ISSUES
	
	

	7. Evaluation of linkages to other focal areas (climate change). 
	Duly noted.  Does not require a response.
	

	8. Evaluation of linkages to other programs and action plans at the regional and sub-regional level. 
	
	

	a) The proposal does not provide a systematic overview of recent and current projects in southern Europe/Mediterranean region
	Overview added. 
	See Section IV, Part VI, page 100.

	b) It would seem useful for the project to share its lessons learned and best practices through Ramsar events and networks/partners. 

	Ramsar events and networks for sharing of lessons learned added to Activity 5.2.2.  
	See Activity 5.2.2., Page 63

	c) the project should consider cooperation of information exchange with the UNEP-GEF Africa-Eurasia Migratory Waterbirds Flyway Project and its supporting networks 
	This has been added to Activity 5.2.2. as well as the overview of relevant regional projects under point a) above. 
	See activity 5.2.2., Page 63

	9. Assessment of other beneficial or damaging effects.   N/A
	Duly noted.  Does not require a response.
	

	10. Evaluation of the degree of involvement of stakeholders in the project. 
	
	

	a)
	Duly noted.  Does not require a response.
	

	b) The project foresees in a Project Oversight Committee with meetings alternately organized by the MoE-AL MoEPP-MK.  Consideration should be given to alternating this responsibility also with the counterpart in Greece. 


	This was added to “Designated Institution” paragraph, page 70. 

The project plans to utilize the expertise of international experts and representatives of other transboundary wetland projects for a wide range of activities. 
	Section I, Part III, page 70. 

	c) It would be useful to further clarify in the proposal the position, functioning and mandate of the Transboundary Unit.


	The transboundary unit position, functioning and mandate has been clarified under Management Arrangements as well as in the Project Diagram. 


	Section I, Part III, page 70.

Section IV, Part II. Page 92.

	d) The web site should also be in the Greek language as a means to more widely share important project results, experiences; 

The website could also be used to publish community and other experiences of the project
	Done.  The website was already going to enable the local and global communities to express ideas and opinions, but this has been elaborated based upon this comment. 
	Output 4.3, Activity 4.3.5.  Page 58.

	e) The project mentions that it will help to empower vulnerable groups, but does not specify how. It would be useful if this could be clarified through the identification of specific activities involved in this.

	The activities under Output 4.3: Communications, will address many of these issues directly.  But the project will do this in many different ways – by seeking to hire women whenever and wherever possible; by seeking to involve local stakeholders where they have not been involved before; and by providing many opportunities for vulnerable groups to be heard.   One thing the project can do is to be clear that preparations for any stakeholder group meeting and working group formulation, that vulnerable groups must be notified and helped to participate.   


	

	11. Assessment of capacity building aspects. 
	
	

	a-b) The project as part of its Inception Phase should provide a clear and regionally consolidated capacity building strategy.
	This will be provided as part of the Inception Report and will be augmented by further training needs analyses during the course of the project.  


	

	c) Within the training and awareness strategies there should be an appropriate level of gender awareness and sensitivity. 
	Duly noted.  No response required. 
	

	12.  Innovativeness of the project. 
	
	

	a) 
	Duly noted.  No response required. 
	

	b) It would be useful if the project could provide some further information on the flexible permitting approach.  
	Additional information on the flexible approach will be provided in the Inception Report and through future lessons learned assessments.  
	

	c) 
	Duly noted.  No response required. 
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� 	ARPAT in Italy, CEZH/ICN in Portugal, EKBY in Thessaloniki, SEHUMED in Spain, and Tour du Valat in France.
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