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PIF

Part I — Project Information

Focal area elements

1. Is the project/program aligned with the relevant GEF focal area elements in Table A, as defined by the GEF 7 Programming Directions?



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.

- As the project includes restoration activities please align also with LD-1-3 as appropriate.

- Further, if the restoration activities will lead to carbon benefits, please consider selecting Rio Marker for CCM "1" and providing a tentative estimate for the

carbon mitigation benefits in the core indicator 6.
10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared

Aienci ResEonse

Indicative project/program description summary

2. Are the components in Table B and as described in the PIF sound, appropriate, and sufficiently clear to achieve the project/program objectives and the core indicators?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.

- The fund allocation for the components appears to be slightly out of sync with the objectives indicated in Table A where only a small amount is budgeted for BD-
1-1. Table B seems to suggest otherwise?



- Under component 1, the mainstreaming target of 2.5 million ha for BD is not reflected under core indicator 4.1 in the core indicator table. Please make that
consistent.

- Output 3.3 needs to be formulated in a way that it reflects and actual output.
10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared

Aﬁenc‘ Resionse

Co-financing

3. Are the indicative expected amounts, sources and types of co-financing adequately documented and consistent with the requirements of the Co-Financing Policy and
Guidelines, with a description on how the breakdown of co-financing was identified and meets the definition of investment mobilized?



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.

- District governments should not be listed as beneficiaries. Even the lower level of government benefits from the project, it is still a government entity.
10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared

Aﬁenci Resionse

GEF Resource Availability

4. Is the proposed GEF financing in Table D (including the Agency fee) in line with GEF policies and guidelines? Are they within the resources available from (mark all
that apply):

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response

The STAR allocation?



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response

The focal area allocation?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response
The LDCF under the principle of equitable access

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion n/a

Agency Response
The SCCF (Adaptation or Technology Transfer)?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion n/a

Agency Response

Focal area set-aside?



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion n/a

Agency Response

Impact Program Incentive?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion n/a

Agency Response

Project Preparation Grant

5.Is PPG requested in Table E within the allowable cap? Has an exception (e.g. for regional projects) been sufficiently substantiated? (not applicable to PFD)

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response

Core indicators

6. Are the identified core indicators in Table F calculated using the methodology included in the correspondent Guidelines? (GEF/C.54/11/Rev.01)

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.



- In Table B in the PIF it states "Biodiversity mainstreamed in land use at 2.5 million ha" but I do not see this in the core indicators. Please make sure that this is

captured in the core indicators under core indicator 4.1.
- Please provide an estimate for carbon sequestered through restoration.

- Please make reference in the PIF to the estimated number of direct beneficiaries and how it has been derived at. The PIF text (e.g. in the section on replication and

scaling-up) seems to imply that the project will have a larger number of beneficiaries, which needs to made clearer.
10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared

Aienci ResEonse

Project/Program taxonomy



7. Is the project/ program properly tagged with the appropriate keywords as requested in Table G?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response
Part II — Project Justification

1. Has the project/program described the global environmental / adaptation problems, including the root causes and barriers that need to be addressed?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Clarification requested.

- Is the threat of shepherd dogs on wildlife so serious that it is prominently mentioned in the threat analysis? If so, what will be the mitigation measures?

- The climate change threat and the countries vulnerability analysis are important. Please make a link as to why the Rio Marker "1" for adaptation was selected.
What measures will the project support and what co-benefits it may create for adaptation 9this could also be included in the GEB benefits section)? Please also
make a link/reference between the assessment and the climate risk analysis in the later part of the PIF, so that it becomes clear that the project has taken this into

full consideration during the design and will continue to do so in the PPG and implementation.
10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared



Aienci ResEonse

2. Is the baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects appropriately described?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.

- The baseline should mention and build on previous work on snow leopard protection and also include baseline projects in this regard. There might be a more solid
baseline on these efforts on which the proposed project can build?

- In the table with the baseline projects: (1) The World Bank project is a joint WB/GEF project. (2) Please clarify if the GIZ project is a technical assistance project,
the description in the table is only stating the objective.

10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared

Aﬁenc‘ Resionse



—.

3. Does the proposed alternative scenario describe the expected outcomes and components of the project/program?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response
4. Is the project/program aligned with focal area and/or Impact Program strategies?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response
5. Is the incremental / additional cost reasoning properly described as per the Guidelines provided in GEF/C.31/12?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response



6. Are the project’s/program’s indicative targeted contributions to global environmental benefits (measured through core indicators) reasonable and achievable? Or for

adaptation benefits?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.

- As earlier mentioned, restoration may lead to some carbon benefits, please include as appropriate.
- Please consider inclusion of adaptation benefits as co-benefits.
10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared

Aﬁenci Resionse

7. Is there potential for innovation, sustainability and scaling up in this project?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response



Project/Program Map and Coordinates

Is there a preliminary geo-reference to the project’s/program’s intended location?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

10/15/2020: Please include a map (lower resolution if necessary) in the portal so that it becomes of the document that will be submitted to Council for Work
Program approval.

10/26/2020: Map has been included in the portal and additional maps uploaded in the Documents section as an Annex.

Cleared

Agency Response
Stakeholders

Does the PIF/PFD include indicative information on Stakeholders engagement to date? If not, is the justification provided appropriate? Does the PIF/PFD include
information about the proposed means of future engagement?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.

While the descriptive text is adequate, the usual table with stakeholders and their role is missing. Please provide a table with all relevant stakeholders. Consider
inclusion of mentioned Pasture User Associations and live stock businesses, etc.



10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared

Aienci ResEonse

Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment

Is the articulation of gender context and indicative information on the importance and need to promote gender equality and the empowerment of women, adequate?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response

Private Sector Engagement

Is the case made for private sector engagement consistent with the proposed approach?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.



- Please elaborate further on the potential ways of involvement of mentioned private sector entities and how this could lead to positive outcomes. Also include the
relevant entities in the in the stakeholder analysis as appropriate.

10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared

Aienci Resionse

Risks to Achieving Project Objectives

Does the project/program consider potential major risks, including the consequences of climate change, that might prevent the project objectives from being achieved or
may be resulting from project/program implementation, and propose measures that address these risks to be further developed during the project design?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response

Coordination

Is the institutional arrangement for project/program coordination including management, monitoring and evaluation outlined? Is there a description of possible

coordination with relevant GEF-financed projects/programs and other bilateral/multilateral initiatives in the project/program area?



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

(Edits required for truncated sentences and words in paragraph 4 of this section)
10/15/2020: Corrected.

Cleared

Aﬁenci ResEonse

Consistency with National Priorities

Has the project/program cited alignment with any of the recipient country’s national strategies and plans or reports and assessments under relevant conventions?
Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Not fully.

As a BD/LD project, the first and foremost alignment should be made with the national CBD and UNCCD agendas and related plans and targets. There is some
description in the PIF, which needs to be elaborated on and put up front in this section. Please elaborate on how and in as much the project will contribute to
national plans and targets. The SESP is very informative in this regard, the key information in the SESP in view of contribution to Aichi targets and LDN can be
included in this PIF section as well.

10/15/2020: Addressed.

Cleared



Aienci Resionse

Knowledge Management

Is the proposed “knowledge management (KM) approach” in line with GEF requirements to foster learning and sharing from relevant projects/programs, initiatives and
evaluations; and contribute to the project’s/program’s overall impact and sustainability?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response

Environmental and Social Safeguard (ESS)

Are environmental and social risks, impacts and management measures adequately documented at this stage and consistent with requirements set out in SD/PL/03?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.



Agency Response
Part III — Country Endorsements

Has the project/program been endorsed by the country’s GEF Operational Focal Point and has the name and position been checked against the GEF data base?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: Yes.

Agency Response

Termsheet, reflow table and agency capacity in NGI Projects

Does the project provide sufficient detail in Annex A (indicative termsheet) to take a decision on the following selection criteria: co-financing ratios, financial terms and
conditions, and financial additionality? If not, please provide comments. Does the project provide a detailed reflow table in Annex B to assess the project capacity of
generating reflows? If not, please provide comments. After reading the questionnaire in Annex C, is the Partner Agency eligible to administer concessional finance? If not,
please provide comments.

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
n/a

Agency Response

GEFSEC DECISION

RECOMMENDATION



Is the PIF/PFD recommended for technical clearance? Is the PPG (if requested) being recommended for clearance?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion
10/02/2020: No. Please address comments made in this review.

10/15/2020: No. One outstanding request: Please include a map (lower resolution if necessary) in the portal so that it becomes of the document that will be
submitted to Council for Work Program approval.

10/26/2020: Yes. Program Manager recommends CEO clearance.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Additional recommendations to be considered by Agency at the time of CEO endorsement/approval.

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

Review Dates

PIF Review Agency Response

First Review 10/2/2020

Additional Review (as necessary) 10/15/2020



PIF Review Agency Response

Additional Review (as necessary) 10/26/2020

Additional Review (as necessary)

Additional Review (as necessary)

PIF Recommendation to CEO

Brief reasoning for recommendations to CEO for PIF Approval

The UNDP/GEF project GEF ID 10692 “Integrated Community-based Management of High Value Mountain Ecosystems in Southern Kyrgyzstan for Multiple
Benefits” has the objective to safeguard globally significant biodiversity of high value Pamir-Alai mountain ecosystems in, restore degraded lands, and ensure
maintenance of critical ecosystem services for sustainable livelihoods in the Kyrgyz Republic. Sustainably managing land (especially pastures and forests), while
conserving biodiversity of the Pamir-Alai requires an integrated landscape-level approach that reconciles the livestock-based local livelihoods in the Pamir-Alai
with the needs of wildlife, and the conservation of their critical habitats. The core strategy of the proposed project works to holistically improve conservation areas
by taking wildlife from being a problem for local communities and making it an asset (that can attract investments) that delivers benefits. The project strategy also
recognizes that local and multi-stakeholder engagement is critical for establishing the ownership of resource users in securing wildlife populations. This will be
achieved in the Pamir-Alai landscape, which is part of the “Mountains of Central Asia” biodiversity hotspot, specifically in 6 Key Biodiversity Areas, 7 existing
and 3 newly established Protected Areas, and the sustainable use landscapes that interlink them. The project will establish and improve management in 504,000 ha

of Protected Areas, restore 20,000 ha of land, and improve management on 235,000 ha in the targeted landscape, with direct benefits for 18,000 local people.



