Afghanistan: Sustainable production, consumption, technology and trade

Sustainable consumption

Current status and trends

NR3 (2 April 2007): Over-consumption of biological resources is a trend that emerged during the years of conflict.  This was particularly the case in relation to forest and rangeland resources.  For example, 50-70% of pistachio woodland cover was lost during the years in question (UNEP, 2003).
A forestry and rangeland management strategy and policy has been developed by the Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock.  Community based management legislation, namely a Forest Law and a Rangeland Law, which encourages sustainable use patterns and practices, is currently being developed.

NR4 (30 March 2009):

Although there are few specific data, it is clear that the majority of forests, rangelands and dryland farming areas and wild medicinal plants are not being sustainably managed. Implementing sustainable land management is a major thrust of several new projects.
The ecological footprint has emerged as the world’s premier measure of humanity’s demand on nature. It measures how much land and water area a human population requires to produce the resources it consumes and to absorb its wastes. It is measured in global hectares (gha) which are areas weighted by their productivity (for details on methods and definitions, see the Global Footprint Network website at http://www.footprintnetwork.org/en/index.php/GFN/)

Afghanistan’s 2005 ecological footprint was 0.48 gha per person which tied Afghanistan for lowest rate of consumption among the 150 nations audited by the Global Footprint Network (Ewing et al. 2008). According to this analysis, a typical Afghan uses only about 18% as much of the world’s biological capacity as does the average world citizen. Afghanistan’s per capita ecological footprint declined 69% between 1961 and 2005.

Biocapacity represents the ability of ecosystems to produce useful biological materials and to absorb wastes generated by humans. Afghanistan’s per capita biocapacity declined from 2.41 gha per Afghan in 1961 to 0.73 in 2005, a reduction of 70%. This reflects the fact that before the war, Afghanistan was nearly self-sufficient in food production but now depends heavily on food aid and imports.
In 2005, Afghanistan still had an ecological reserve (biocapacity minus consumption) of 0.25 gha per Afghan, but this buffer has declined by more than 70% in the past 44 years. As consumption and population levels rise in the future, Afghanistan’s demand on nature will certainly exceed the regenerative capacity of the land and natural resource use will become unsustainable.
Challenges

NR3 (2 April 2007): Existing institutional management of such resources is centralized, not decentralized.

Security considerations, lack of rule of law and corruption mean that there is little effective management or enforcement at the local or community level, which is a particularly relevant constraint in relation to forest resources, as many of the remaining forests are found in the currently insecure eastern and south-eastern regions of the country.

A “timber mafia” exists in the insecure eastern provinces, which controls the illegal trade of timber from Afghanistan to neighboring countries, from which many local commanders and communities also benefit.

Disputes regarding access rights exist between sedentary and nomadic pastoralists and herders, which exacerbates unsustainable practices.

Trade

Current status and trends
NR3 (2 April 2007): Afghanistan is a Party to CITES, however implementation is weak, largely because of lack of funding, resources and technical assistance.

The Government of Afghanistan is very willing to cooperate with the CITES Secretariat in instances of unauthorized international trade that are brought to its attention.

The provisions of CITES have been incorporated to some extent into the Environment Law, 2005.  Implementing regulations will be developed in 2007.

A presidential decree banning hunting of wildlife was issued in 2004, although enforcement of the decree is difficult.

Trade in species such as the snow leopard, and other megafauna are likely to be the most prevalent.

NR4 (30 March 2009):

The following CITES-listed species are known or suspected to be in trade in Afghanistan.

· jungle cat (Appendix II);

· wildcat (Appendix II);

· lynx (Appendix II);

· common leopard (Appendix I);

· leopard cat (Appendix II);

· snow leopard (Appendix I);

· Pallas Cat (Appendix II);

· wolf (Appendix I);

· Asiatic black bear (Appendix II);

· Eurasian otter (Appendix I);

· Marco Polo sheep (Appendix II);

· musk deer (Appendix I);

· Saker falcon (Appendix I); and

· Afghan tortoise (appendix II).

The country of origin of many specimens is unknown making it difficult to estimate the effect of harvest for trade on the status of species in Afghanistan. It is also difficult to estimate volume of export as many specimens are smuggled into neighboring countries without official documentation. No CITES permitting system is currently in place, so all international trade in the above-noted species is illegal.

Eight Afghan plant species are listed on CITES Appendix II, but there is no evidence that Afghan populations are actually being threatened by trade.

The BAPAC has put into place two measures at Band-i-Amir to ensure that renewable resources within the proposed park boundaries are maintained for the traditional use of local communities. First, the practice of leasing grazing lands to non-residents of the Band-i-Amir area has been banned. Grazing is to be for the exclusive use of local communities. Second, the commercial export of shrubs and reeds has been banned. Several lorry-loads of seizures of shrubs have been seized by the Rangers.

Challenges
NR3 (2 April 2007):
Lack of financial resources and technical assistance.

Lack of capacity of border and customs officials.

Porous nature of borders between Afghanistan and its neighbors.  For example, although there are only 2 official border crossings between Pakistan and Afghanistan, 200 unofficial crossings are thought to exist.
NR4 (30 March 2009):

Afghanistan acceded to CITES on 30 October 1986 but has not been actively implementing the Convention. Several notifications from the CITES Secretariat have advised Parties not to accept alleged CITES documentation from Afghanistan and to suspend all trade with Afghanistan in CITES-listed species. Currently, Afghanistan is considered by CITES as having substandard legislation to implement the Convention.

Articles 54 – 57 of the EL provide umbrella CITES legislation and state that import or export of CITES-listed species must have valid documentation. However, regulations have not yet been developed to provide specific guidance in implementation of the Convention. Currently, the CITES website lists both the Management Scientific Authorities as being within MoAIL although discussions are underway to transfer the Scientific Authority to the AWEC.

In 2008, WCS organized a study tour for senior Government officials to visit CITES headquarters in Geneva, attend the 57th meetings of the CITES Standing Committee, and receive training on CITES principles. In 2009, WCS plans to assist the Government in setting up a CITES-compliant permitting system.

Technology
NR3 (2 April 2007):
As a least developed post conflict country, Afghanistan would benefit from bilateral technology transfer.  However, this has not yet occurred.

Language barriers and lack of resources, capacity, internet connectivity, computer skills and electricity supply mean that the CHM is not at this stage a very useful tool in Afghanistan.

Governance in biodiversity

NR4 (30 March 2009):

The fauna and flora of Afghanistan is not exceptionally diverse with most countries in the world having a higher biodiversity index. There are 137 - 150 species of mammals, 428 -515 birds, 92 – 112 reptiles, only 6 – 8 amphibians, 101 – 139 fish, 245 butterflies, and 3500 – 4000 vascular plant species native to Afghanistan. The range in numbers results from uncertainty in taxonomy and the questionable validity of some records. Only 7 vertebrate species are known to be endemic to Afghanistan, but estimates for endemic plant species range as high as 30%. Much more basic biological survey work and synthesis needs to be done to fully understand the diversity of the country’s organisms.
About 38% of Afghanistan’s land area is comprised of ecoregions that are Endangered, 61% as Vulnerable, and only 1% as Stable. The ecoregions at highest threat are in an arc around the country’s mountain chain and are comprised of open and closed woodlands.
Until fairly recently, there was no specific biodiversity mandate within the Government of Afghanistan, although elements of it were implemented primarily by the Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock (MoAIL). This institution has traditionally held the mandate for forestry, rangeland management, wildlife and protected areas. It is also the national focal point for the CBD and the key institution for the management of natural resources in Afghanistan.

Until 2003, the environment itself was not independently recognized as a government mandate. It was only after the Constitutional Loya Jirga, or Grand Council, that environment was added to the portfolio of the former Ministry of Irrigation and Water Resources, and the institution renamed the Ministry of Irrigation, Water Resources and Environment.

In late 2004, after the Presidential elections, the Cabinet was reshuffled and the environment mandate was carved off from its previous institutional home. Known during the interim period as the Independent Department of Environment, in May 2005 the fledgling institution was renamed the National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA), and established by presidential Decree #13. The EL clarified the mandates, powers, responsibilities and functions of NEPA.

The original intent was for NEPA to be responsible for the more overarching policy and regulatory aspects, while delegating authority to MoAIL for field-level management. This division of authority is, in fact, not reflected in the version of the EL re-gazetted in January 2007 in which references to delegation of authority were removed. It is widely recognized that the technical capacity for management of natural resources lies in MoAIL while NEPA possesses the policy-setting and regulatory expertise. This disconnect between legal authority on the one hand and tradition and expertise on the other is a current source of uncertainty and paralysis. The Parliamentary Committee on the Environment has instructed NEPA to submit an amended version of the EL to Parliament that has been agreed by MoAIL.
Other Central Government Institutions

Other Central Government institutions with a potential role to play in biodiversity conservation and the implementation of CBD include the following:

· Ministry of Rural Rehabilitation and Development

· Ministry of Energy and Water

· Ministry of Information and Culture

· Ministry of Education

· Ministry of Higher Education

· Ministry of Mines and Industry

· Ministry of Frontiers and Tribal Affairs

· Afghanistan National Disaster Management Authority

· Central Statistics Office

· Department of Meteorology

· Afghan Tourism Organization

Coordinating mechanisms such as the Committee for Environmental Coordination, legally established under the Environment Law in 2006, serve as an important mechanism to coordinate environmental activities throughout the Government.

National NGOs: Save the Environment Afghanistan (SEA)

SEA is Afghanistan’s only major grassroots and Afghan-managed conservation organization. SEA (then SAVE) was active in environmental issues during the civil war when there was no active government involvement in environmental issues.
SEA’s mission is protection of the environment, sustainable resource utilization, conservation of biodiversity and integrated development of natural resources. SEA is member of IUCN, IUFRO (The Global Network for Forest Science Cooperation) and APAFRI (Asia Pacific Association of Forestry Research Institutions) and works closely with the International Crane Foundation, WWF, ICIMOD, the International Snow Leopard Trust and other environmental organizations.

SEA strives for the revival of a pristine environment in Afghanistan by undertaking programs that:

· Support natural resource management;

· Support waste management and air quality in urban areas;

· Wildlife management and conservation;

· Environmental/Conservation education; and

· Lobby and advocate for the environment.

Coordinating and Decision-making Committees

Several committees have been set up to provide information sharing, coordination and decision-making.

1. Inter-Ministerial Committee for Environmental Coordination (CEC)

The CEC was established through Presidential Decree No. 4052 in January 2007 to address the specific requirement spelled out in Article 10 of the EL. The CEC is aimed to gather relevant stakeholders in order to start integrating environmental considerations into the respective ministries’ workplans, coordinate existing and new activities in the environment sector and share relevant information on sustainable approaches in one forum. There have been 5 meetings of the CEC held to date, all chaired by NEPA.

2. National Environmental Advisory Council (NEAC)

The purpose of NEAC, as it is set out in Afghanistan’s Environment Law, is to advise the National Environmental Protection Agency on financial matters (including budgets and annual accounts), regulatory matters (including the development of policy, procedures and legislation) and environmental matters that are of national public importance. The Council includes governors, chairpersons of provincial councils, Islamic scholars and tribal elders. The Council members are appointed by the President on the recommendation of NEPA’s Director General.

The Inaugural Meeting of the NEAC took place in May 2008. The meeting took the form of a two-day conference for 400 participants and invitees. Extensive preparatory work ensured that the provincial constituents of the NEAC were selected and enabled to participate. Governors or their representatives from 26 out of 34 provinces attended the meeting, and 28 out of 34 provinces sent representatives of the Provincial Councils, Tribal Elders and Islamic Scholars.

3. Parliamentary Committee on the Environment

The Parliamentary Committee on the Environment is one of 14 parliamentary sectoral committees. Its role is to consider legislation related to the environment, address environmental concerns raised by constituents, and perform an oversight function, particularly in relation to the EL.

4. Afghanistan Wildlife Executive Committee (AWEC)

The purpose of the AWEC is to recommend additions to the Harvestable and Protected Species List to NEPA as required by Article 47 of the EL. In future, AWEC may also take on the role of CITES Scientific Authority. Determination of species status is made on the basis of short species assessment reports. Status in Afghanistan is also assigned according to the IUCN Red List regional criteria.

The Committee is currently comprised of a Chair from NEPA, one representative from MoAIL, several faculty members from Kabul University and non-voting international advisors. This composition ensures that the Committee has enough depth and expertise to make informed decisions related to wildlife status, take and trade. The AWEC held its first meeting in October 2008 and has listed 31 species (32 counting the split-listing for ibex) to date.

5. Biodiversity Coordination Committee

This committee was initiated by WCS as an informal forum for NGOs, government departments and UN institutions working on issues related to biodiversity in Afghanistan to share information. The Committee has not been active recently.

6. Biodiversity Working Group

This multi-stakeholder group was formed by UNEP to serve a consultative and educational function during the NCSA/NAPA process which was completed in December 2008, and was re-formed to review this report. It is comprised of members of academia, Government Ministries and local NGOs.

7. Protected Area Working Group (PAWG)

The PAWG is an informal, information-sharing gathering of groups working on protected areas in Afghanistan. It is not a decision-making body. The PAWG was initially called the Band-i-Amir Coordination Committee and was intended to integrate the efforts of the many donors, NGOs, Government departments, and UN institutions working in various capacities to establish Band-i-Amir National Park. With Band-i-Amir nearing formal establishment, the name was changed and the mandate was expanded in 2008 to include all protected areas. There have been 12 meetings of the Band-i-Amir Coordinating Committee since October 2006 and 2 meetings of the PAWG since May 2008.

