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I. Situation Analysis
A. Project Description
This project seeks to carry out participatory, multi-sectoral landscape-level management in five protected areas - areas under integrated management (NP-NAIM or National Parks-Natural Areas under Integrated Management) - in three ecoregions rich in biodiversity and highly fragile, with the aim of increasing social and ecological landscape resilience through synergistic collective action of improved community livelihood practices to sustainably conserve biodiversity, optimize ecosystem services, manage land (in particular agricultural lands), and aquatic ecosystems, and to mitigate climate change.

Although the population density is relatively low in the five priority NP-NAIM, efforts must be made to protect these three ecoregions to counteract trends towards high degradation from anthropogenic threats, such as the expansion of the agricultural frontier, especially on the border with Brazil and in the Chiquitanía forests, which have the highest rate of deforestation nationally, mainly due to extensive livestock farming, pasture, and forest fires associated with land clearing and biomass management. Climatic and socio-economic vulnerability is particularly significant for indigenous communities that engage in subsistence agriculture, since they depend directly on ecosystem services and have little support to develop alternative livelihoods. The lessons learned from GEF5 work in the Gran Chaco ecoregion and in the previous GEF operational phases will enable the SGP country program to replicate successful experiences in each of the three eco-regions, under a landscape management approach in the five areas of primary focus of this project.
1.   Aspects Regarding Biodiversity Conservation and Threats

Bolivia represents 0.2% of the world's surface and contains about 35-40% of global biodiversity. Its complex topography and geographic location has allowed Bolivia recognition as one of the countries with the greatest diversity in ecoregions; there are 12 described ecoregions further subdivided into 23 sub-ecoregions with a wealth of associated species: 

·  The country is one of eleven countries with the greatest wealth of plant species.
·  It is among the top ten countries with the greatest diversity in birds and mammals.

·  It is ranked fourth in butterfly species.
·  It is included among the thirteen countries with the greatest wealth of amphibian species.

·  It is among the eleven countries with the most diverse species of freshwater fish.

Also, Bolivia is a country known for its high crop genetic diversity, as one of the seven centers of origin of domesticated plants and their wild relatives. For example, along with Peru, it is the center of origin of potatoes (over 4,300 varieties of native potatoes). Other foods with high genetic variability include various tubers, grains, fruits and vegetables.

The National Protected Areas System (SNAP, in Spanish) plays an essential role in protecting significant biological richness and ecosystem services such as provisioning and regulation of water resources, pollinators, carbon storage, and cultural values, among others. In this regard, it is estimated that a total of 144 river basins are linked to the 22 protected areas nationwide, out of a total of 329 basins. This reflects the importance of SNAP in regulating the water regime. The ecological mandates of SNAP benefit a large number of people, since it is estimated that the population linked in some way to protected areas represents about two million people, which corresponds to 20% of the total national population. The population living within protected areas is estimated at 116,000 inhabitants. SNAP is administered nationwide by SERNAP, but is operated territorially through directorates located in each protected area and includes technical staff, protection staff or park guards, as well as administrative and support staff. They work together with the Management Committees (that include social representatives) and other stakeholders, such as municipalities and local organizations in their respective areas.

Bolivia recognizes that conservation of biodiversity is essential to ensure the resilience of living systems, a key component of adaptation to climate change. From the integrated and sustainable management of life systems, it is also contributing to climate change mitigation. In this regard, protected areas act as one of the most important means for in situ conservation of ecosystems and species. Currently, the system covers 17,004,796 hectares, i.e. 15.5% of the total area of ​​the country. Other territorial units such as Farmers’ and Native Indigenous Territories (TIOCs, in Spanish) possess similar features and importance and take into account biodiversity management.
1.a   Overview of the Three Ecoregions 

This initiative will work in three regions and five protected areas and associated natural areas (Table 1):

Table 1.  Ecoregions, NP-NAIM included in GEF6.

	Ecoregions
	NP-NAIM
	Areas included in GEF5 and new
areas to be included in GEF6

	Chaco
	NAIM el palmar

NP & NAIM Kaa Iya

NP & NAIM Iñao
	All were included in the GEF5 SGP strategy, which will be strengthened and expanded in GEF6

	Chiquitania
	NAIM San Matías
	New in GEF6. These are new areas in which replication of successful GEF5 experiences will lead to broader adoption.

	Pantanal
	NP & NAIM Otuquis & NAIM San Matías
	


These NP-NAIM areas to be addressed in GEF6 represent 7% of the land area of the country and 45% of the total extension covered by SNAP in Bolivia. They represent 23% of the total number of Protected Areas nationwide. The extension to be included more directly is 340,000 hectares, i.e. 4.4% of the total area of the five NP-NAIM.
The first three areas were prioritized for support by SGP in GEF5, and the consolidation of activities will continue during GEF6. The new priority areas are San Matias and Otuquis, which are important for their socioeconomic and biological characteristics; also, their communities lack support because of difficult access and historical exclusion. Best practices in terms of landscape governance will be applied. This will include replication of the strengthening of CSOs and NGOs, fostering their participation in management committees, and supporting multi-stakeholder linkages at the municipal level. This approach will also promote good production practices in agriculture, forestry, and development of non-traditional products; watershed management; supply of renewable energy to remote locations off-grid for productive uses; energy efficiency to reduce the use of fuelwood and improve health. These activities are among many other experiences and practices already tested that are known for providing alternatives for improving livelihoods. The three ecoregions have substantial biological importance for the country, the region, and the world. A summary of each ecoregion is included in the box below. 
Table 2.  Summary of characteristics of the three regions included in GEF6.

	Ecoregions
	Location - Extension
	Biological significance summary 
	Socioeconomic aspects

	Gran Chaco
	Transboundary ecological region shared by Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, and Paraguay covering some 850,000 sq km.

The Bolivian Chaco covers about 15% of the area of Gran Chaco and includes eastern and southeastern parts of the departments of Chuquisaca (18,772 sq km), Santa Cruz (22,737 sq km), and Tarija (86,246 sq km).
	It houses the largest forest area in South America after the Amazon region and has an impressive wealth of plant and animal diversity, with centers of endemism for vertebrates and plants.
	In Bolivia, the ecoregion has large areas of land with high fertility and favorable topography for agricultural development, but in combination with a semi-arid and semi-humid climate (annual rainfall: 600-1300 mm), a six-month dry season and fresh groundwater restricted to one third of the region. Soils are generally prone to wind erosion once the vegetative cover has been removed.

It is sparsely populated, with approximately 300,000 inhabitants. Fifty-seven percent (57%) of the population is urban; this represents an average population density of one resident per square kilometer in rural areas of Chaco, while the most densely populated area has 8.46 residents per square kilometer. There are several settlements of indigenous people (80,000 residents of which 78% live in poverty). The Ayoreo, Chiquitano, Weenhayek, and Guarani indigenous groups maintain their languages and traditional lifestyles, often combining the activities of hunting, gathering, and agriculture depending on the season. The population also includes ranchers and farmers at small and large scale.

	Chiquitanía
	It is located in the southeast corner of Bolivia, which covers much of the eastern department of Santa Cruz in the areas bordering Paraguay and Brazil.
	Most of the flora in Chiquitanía is very similar to that of the Gran Chaco region with abundant shrubs and grasses and some scattered trees with hard and thorny wood. However, in the northern part of the Chiquitanía, there are large coniferous trees typical of the Amazon biome, including mahogany, especially forming gallery forests along the river banks and floodplains of the main tributaries to the Amazon River. These species are very valuable for their oils, essences, balms, and products like rubber, and they grow in the northeast corner of the region. The region is very rich in fauna. The Chiquitano forest has one of the largest certified forested areas in Bolivia (1.2 million hectares).


	A large portion of the human population lives in small communities of 30 to 50 families. Their main activity still is subsistence farming, in addition to hunting forest animals for protein. Men may be employed as temporary workers in cattle ranches or in sawmills. Some of the men in the communities also do odd jobs for military garrisons, such as weeding, killing cattle, and cleaning. Women often work as maids in nearby villages; those already living in urban areas tend to work in this occupation. Currently, the economic engine of the region revolves around traditional extensive farming, which also occupies the natural plains of Pantanal and Cerrado. However, there has been growing occupation by Brazilian and Bolivian companies that use their economic power to buy large areas of forest land, which they then transform to pasture or farmland by using heavy machinery and fire. The second most significant activity in the region is forestry. Half a dozen large private concessions and a growing number (currently about 30%) of Local Social Groups (ASL, in Spanish) occupy a considerable part of the forests in the region.

	Pantanal
	The Pantanal is an alluvial plain that covers the western part of Brazil and neighboring parts of Bolivia and Paraguay. It is one of the largest wetlands in the world, located in the region of Mato Grosso and Mato Grosso do Sul in Brazil and overlapping the borders with Paraguay and Bolivia. In Bolivia, the Pantanal can be found in the eastern part of Santa Cruz, home of 10-15% of the ecoregion. In general, it is under protection in the countries where it is present; in Bolivia, the protected area consists of 31,898.88 square kilometers. The Bolivian Pantanal has a proportionally larger protected area than that of Brazil: 90% or more of the Bolivian Pantanal has a degree of legal protection, and substantial portions are within two protected areas recently created by the government (Otuquis National Park, adjacent to NAIM Otuquis) while the second is the San Matias Natural Area for Integrated Management (NAIM).
	A wetland of international importance, it is one of the largest in the world. During the rainy season, between December and May, the water level rises three meters and floods 80% of the Pantanal, resulting in a system where aquatic flora dominates and reaches a level of diversity unequaled in any other part of world. Often, this area is referred to as "the world's largest freshwater ecological system" and although estimates of its total area vary depending on the source of information, it is estimated that the area occupies between 140,000 and 220,000 square kilometers. Among the areas of seasonal floods or dry plains there are swamp areas and permanent wetlands. Various types of forest are mixed, occurring in larger zones of the highlands, as is the case with the Gran Chaco in Bolivia and Paraguay. These dynamic qualities give the area its unique characteristics. There is an enormous wealth of plants, birds, and vertebrates in general, many of which are also endangered. This area also has functions essential to the health of the entire water system.
	The Bolivian portion of the Pantanal remains virtually inaccessible and unknown due to lack of access, infrastructure and transport; for this reason, sustainable livelihoods are also a great challenge for communities living in the area. Cattle ranches are the most important industry. Other important economic activities are agriculture (sugarcane, corn, rice, cassava, soy and others); mining (diamonds, gold, iron, natural gas, and manganese), as well as tourism.

The region faces a number of threats, including pollution from mining, chemicals, sewage and garbage. Illegal hunting, overfishing, land-use change for agriculture, opening of new roads, logging, and burning in the basin. During September and October, fires are particularly frequent, since farmers use them to clear old pastures and cultivate tender regrowth for cattle grazing or as an easy, low cost means of clearing land for agriculture.
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Figure 1.   Location of Priority Areas for SGP GEF6 in Bolivia
Gran Chaco 

14. el palmar Natural area for integrated management 

19. Kaa Iya of Gran Chaco National park and Natural area for integrated management 

22. Iñao National park and Natural area for integrated management

Chiquitania and pantanal 

15. San Matias Natural area for integrated management 
20. Otuquis National park and Natural area for integrated management

1.b Biological and Socioeconomic Details of Each NP-NAIM to be intervened

1.b.1 
Kaa Iya of Gran Chaco National Park and Natural Area for Integrated 
Management

National Park and Natural Area for Integrated Management (NP-NAIM) Kaa Iya del Gran Chaco was created by Supreme Decree 24122 in 1995. There are two RAMSAR sites in it: Palmar de las Islas and Salinas de San José, and part of Bañados del Isoso on the Parapetí River. It is the largest PA in Bolivia with an area of ​​3,441,115 ha, (34,411 sq km) and among the largest in South America. It is located in the department of Santa Cruz, occupying part of the municipalities of Charagua, San José de Chiquitos, and Pailón. In addition to these municipalities, its area of influence includes the municipality of Roboré.

Among the justifications given for its creation, it was emphasized that it is "the largest expanse of well-preserved tropical xeric forest left in the world" and one of the few areas of the continent that ensures maintenance of all associated ecological processes. The national park has an extraordinary diversity of wildlife and genetic resources of wild and cultivated plants. Some 880 species of vascular plants are present in the area as well as 514 species of animals. These include endemic species (Catagonus wagnery, Tolypeutes matacus, Chlamyphorus retusus, Dolichotis salinicola, Ctenomys conoveri), rare mammals such as guanaco (Lama guanicoe) - a camelid native to South America - a large number of cats, more than 300 species of birds and frogs (Chacophrys pierottii, Lepidobatrachus laevis) and reptile species such as Geochelone carbonaria, Geochelone chilensis, Acanthochelys sp, and Caiman yacare.

Structural characteristics and farming systems

The settlement pattern is essentially peripheral, although many of the settlements around the PA make use of its natural resources and people move into the PA in search of these resources. This is the case of Isoceño-Guarani, Chiquitano, and Ayoreo indigenous groups and some ranchers who have properties inside the area.

There is a greater concentration of people westwards (Isoso), Chiquitano settlements in the north and some scattered communities in other areas. However, it can be confirmed that the interior zone of the PA is free from occupation. The largest concentration of people is to the west (Bañados del Isosog), where there are more than twenty Guarani communities, including Guarirenda, Rincon del Tigre, Huirapendi, Guirayasa, Coropo, Cacharí, Aguraigua, Guirapendio, Isiporenda and Yapiroa. The largest Chiquitana community is San Pablo, located in the north. There are also nomadic Ayoreo groups in the area that have not yet been contacted. Some sites in the PA have a mystical or sacred meaning for Ayoreo and Isoceño-Guarani indigenous peoples. There is an overlap with the Native Indigenous Territories
 of Santa Teresita, Yambiguasu, Isoso, Takovo, Charagua Norte, Kaaguasu, Atipependi Karovaichu, and Guaraníi Kaami (BZ).

The Isoceño-Guarani and Chiquitano indigenous peoples and those of Ayoreo ethnicity reside in and around the protected area and participated in its creation, and are involved in implementing a management plan for the area as well as in implementing existing guidelines for some species of fauna. The national park is managed jointly under an agreement signed on November 24, 1995 between the Authority of Upper and Lower Isoso (Captaincy of Upper and Lower Isoso) and an sIsoceño-Guarani indigenous organization. The development committee is composed of representatives of the municipalities of Charagua, Pailón, San José de Chiquitos, and the Vice Mayor’s Office of Isoso, as well as the founding organizations of TURUBO, CABI, CICHIPA (Office of Chiquitano Indigenous Communities in Pailón), Santa Teresita (Ayoreo Community), CIMCI, and government representatives, the Authority of the Protected Areas System (SERNAP), and the Departmental Governor’s Office.

There are several settlements of Ayoreo, Chiquitano, Weenhayek, and Guarani indigenous peoples who maintain their languages ​​and traditional lifestyles, often combining the activities of hunting and gathering with seasonal agriculture. They are, therefore, more vulnerable to degradation or loss of ecosystem services and to climate change. There are other populations migrating from other regions in Santa Cruz (landowners, farmers, rural manual workers) who mostly work in raising cattle.

Forty-six percent (46%) of the municipality of Charagua is within the PA. The most important economic activities are livestock and oil exploitation, because a significant stretch of the pipeline to Brazil passes through this territory. In this area, 70.4% of the population lives in poverty; 58% use firewood as the main fuel; and more than 78% of sewage waters from urban centers flow into cesspools
. In December 2009, by means of a referendum, the residents opted to adopt a model of Indigenous Autonomy as a form of municipal government, which has meant a reconfiguration of leadership, attributions, organization, and processes, which continues to date.

The municipality of San Jose overlaps with a small part of the PA in the north, which borders two communities and the Ayoreo Native Communal Land (TCO) Santa Teresita. The land-use map of 2009 indicates that the portion of the PA within this municipality is surrounded by forests dedicated to traditional uses as well as some intensive and semi-intensive farming. Forty-seven percent (47%) of its population lives in poverty; 22% uses firewood as the main fuel; and more than 64% of sewage waters flows into cesspools.
   

The smallest portion of the PA is located in the municipality of Pailón. Because of easy access to the railroad and the paved road that crosses this territory, important grain collecting companies have established operations, as well as Mennonite colonies, agribusinesses, and rural communities, which have led to the expansion of the agricultural frontier and have caused high levels of deforestation. The municipality of Roboré, in the external buffer zone (EBZ), exerts pressure on the PA, especially due to livestock grazing and hunting.

The baseline assessment provided the following information concerning the communities:

There is no community settled inside the PA, although there is a temporary presence of about 300 people. They are:

· Ayoreo living in voluntary isolation.
· Staff of eight cattle posts installed before the creation of the PA.

· Permanent staff of two pumping stations along the Bolivia-Brazil pipeline crossing the PA from west to east.

· Military staff of border posts: Fortin Ravelo and 27 de Noviembre.
Of the settlements located in the EBZ, the largest concentration of population is on the west side, distributed in Isoceño-Guarani communities along both banks of Parapetí River. The captaincy of the High Isoso has 29 communities, 18 of which are new, and the captaincy of Lower Isoso 43, of which 25 are new; i.e. in recent years, communities have more than doubled.

In the municipality of San Jose there has also been an impressive growth of new communities (estimated at about 100), one of which is in the EBZ PA (community of Cristo Rey, of intercultural migrants) with 10 indigenous communities listed in the Management Plan. The communities closest to the PA are San Juan del Norte and Natividad, of Chiquitano origin, while Ayoreo communities are to the northeast, with temporary occupation due to the lifestyles of those residents. There are also 25 cattle ranches neighboring the PA, four of them on the eastern border and 21 along the western boundary, along with agribusiness ventures such as Isla Verde, Jabalí, Laguna Azul, Boysareti, and Mennonite colonies. In summary:

Communities within the AP: 0

Communities in the EBZ: 78, of which 44 are new Isoso communities.

Environmental and social challenges 

The most serious threats to the park come mainly from hydrocarbon-related activities, seismic prospecting in Bañados, the possible existence of uranium in Charagua, oil extraction in Ustarez, and the Bolivia-Brazil pipeline, followed by the expansion of lands for use in agricultural and livestock activities, illegal commercial hunting, and the diversion of Parapetí River for agricultural purposes.

There is also an inordinate increase of communities that are increasingly closer to the PA and therefore originate an expansion of the agricultural frontier. There is also pressure from the expansion of properties used for cattle-raising and the expansion of agribusiness activities. The 2015 governmental authorization to prospect for hydrocarbons in protected areas is a threat to the entire PA system. There is pressure from poaching for commercial or sporting purposes. Livestock farming leads to overgrazing, and the Mennonite colonies dedicated to intensive farming can now be found at less than one kilometer from the PA. On the other hand, it is not clear how the indigenous autonomy model will work.
Prioritized landscapes and possible activities to be promoted in Kaa-Iya are:

· Dry forest. Reducing the pressures from overhunting and promoting strategies for prevention and control of forests, energy efficiency, and off-grid renewable sources for productive uses.

· Grasslands converted to agriculture. Restoring soils, native species, animal-husbandry, and water harvesting.

· Productive agro-ecological systems. Promoting the conservation of traditional knowledge, customary use and genetic diversity of wild varieties of important crops, medicinal plants, other foods; using biodiversity in construction; improving production systems; helping in marketing of craftsmanship; and building capacities for cultural tourism, among others.

· Riparian forests. Improving altitudinal connectivity and resilience.

· Areas of recharge and infiltration of groundwater. Restoring with native reforestation species; restoring soil, infiltration, and other activities.
1.b.2 
El Palmar Natural Area for Integrated Management 
The El Palmar Natural Area for Integrated Management (NAIM), was created by Supreme Decree 24623 in 1997, upon initiative of several sectors of society, which led to the establishment of a Steering Committee made up by the Loyola Cultural Action Foundation (ACLO, in Spanish), Asociación Sucrense de Ecología (ASE), the Autonomous Municipal Government of Presto, the former Prefecture of the Department, the central union branch and the four rural campesino sub unions.
  It occupies approximately 45% of the area of ​​the municipality of Presto in the department of Chuquisaca. According to the SERNAP creation decree, it has an area of ​​between 59,484 ha. (594.8 sq km) and 60,275 ha. (602.7 sq km). Recently, the National Institute of Agrarian Reform (INRA, in Spanish) completed the land survey process, and this is the reason a study is necessary to define NAIM boundaries in accordance with the latest results.

El Palmar has a high diversity of plant species. The topography of the area, its geological variation, and altitudinal range (1,000 to 3,200 meters above sea level) favor this diversity. El Palmar has three ecological zones: between 1,000 and 2,000 meters, where the vegetation is dominated by species adapted to prolonged dry periods as Haenkeana Schinopsis, Loxopterigium grisebachii, Pitadenia boliviana, Aspidosperma (quebracho blanco), Anadenanthera colubriana, Prosopis spp, Acacifurcatispina, Coccoloba tiliacea, and Celtis spinosa. Between 2000 and 2500 m, the dominant shrub vegetation contains species such as Dadonea, Baccharis dracunculifolia and Eupatorium buniifolium. The most important tree associations are Podocarpus parlatorei, Alanus acuminata, Schinus molle and Myrcianthes cisplatensis. The communities of endemic palms (Parajubaea torallyi) start at approximately 2,400 meters and continue to 3,200 meters. There are 24 species of mammals registered in El Palmar, including five of them on CITES Red Lists (Tremarctos ornatus, Felis concolor, Felis jacobita, Tayassu tajacu, Mazama americana). There are 112 bird species of which the most representative are Gryphus vultur, Penélope dabbenei and Piaya cayana. Also, six species of amphibians and 42 species of butterflies have been identified.

Structural characteristics and farming systems

Human population grew from 2,500 people (400 families) registered in 2000 to 9,853 in 2005. However, inhabitants remain dispersed, and it is difficult to access their communities. There are small communities of Yampara origin (Aramasi, Loman, Torco, Tranca, Horno Kasa, and El Palmar) in the valley areas, due to steep topography, except in the municipality of Presto in the buffer zone, where most of the population is concentrated and has better means of access. The Human Development Index was estimated at 0,356 (in 2005), and about 3.4% of the territory presents conflicts related to land tenure.

Communities settled within the El Palmar NAIM use its natural wealth, which is an important source of resources such as fruits, resins, firewood, and others. Livestock farming is practiced in some places with extensive grazing. The most important economic activities in the municipality of Presto, where the protected area is entirely located, are agriculture and livestock. Eighty-six percent (86%) of the population lives in poverty; 62% has no access to electricity; 79% uses firewood as their main fuel for cooking; and around 40% have no access to sewerage
.
Between 1890 and 1900 the abundant vegetation was almost eliminated by charcoal producers; however, natural flora still remains in the area, especially the endemic palm Parajubaea torallyi. Palm fruits are used locally but there is no commercial value for these products. Emerging alternative opportunities and activities include ecotourism, which is being promoted in the area, horticulture, and beekeeping supported by SGP in GEF5 and the Biocultura Program. According to the baseline completed in August 2016, there are nine communities within the NAIM and there are 10 surrounding it.

Environmental and social challenges
Current threats to BD include hunting, especially wild turkeys and mountain pigs, mainly hunted by members of local communities. Pine (Podocarpus parlatorei) is also threatened due to deforestation and over exploitation for timber. The area suffers from erosion and loss of forest cover. There is extensive use of firewood, and there is extensive cattle-raising with traditional intensive agriculture on hillsides. Drought and early frost are also challenges. The construction of a bridge and a road between Presto and Pasorapa, linking the departments of Chuquisaca and Cochabamba, can lead to increased pressure on resources in the area resulting from increased access by communities in Cochabamba and new settlements.

Prioritized landscapes and some activities to be promoted are:

· Forests of endemic palm Parajubaea torallyi.
· Dry forest. Reducing pressure from overhunting and strengthening strategies for forest fire prevention and forest monitoring.

· Converted pastures. Restoring soils, native species, local farm animals, stabled systems and water harvesting.
· Riparian forests. Improving vertical connectivity for better recovery capacity.

· Areas of groundwater infiltration. Restoring native reforestation species; restoring soil, and improving infiltration.

1.b.3 
Iñao National Park and Natural Area for Integrated Management
Serranía del Iñao National Park and Natural Area for Integrated Management (NP-NAIM) was created by Supreme Decree 2727 in 2004, and it is the most recently created PA in the country. It consists of three parallel ridges: Ñahuañanca, Iñao, and Khaska Orqo, with an area of ​​approximately 60, 62, and 84 km2 respectively, with altitudes between 530 meters to 3,041 meters, forming a succession of different ecological zones. It lies within the great macro-basin of the Amazon River that receives waters from the basins of Rio Grande, Azero Norte, Pili Pili, Limón, and Bañado. It has lagoons of tectonic and fluvial origin located in the mountains of Iñao (communities of Entierrillos and Los Pinos) and they are the only source of water during dry seasons. This territory is dedicated to agro-silvopastoral and silvopastoral activities. It has an area of ​​263,090 ha and represents 5.1% of the area of Chuquisaca (51,524 sq km). It occupies part of the municipalities of Villa Vaca Guzman, Monteagudo, Padilla, and Villa Serrano.

Serrania del Iñao has 500 species of currently registered plants; Iñao is one of the richest areas of plant diversity of Bolivia. Although more research is needed, there is a possibility of endemic plants of the Acanthacea family and also some endemic species of cacti and orchids. There are 31 species of mammals recorded including, among others, bats (five sub-families), primates (Cebus apella karaya and Alouatta, both listed in Appendix II) and carnivores, five families, with several species contained in CITES Appendix I. Among the Felidae family, there are five species found in Appendix I (Leopardus wiedii, Leopardus pardalis, Oncifelis geoffroyi, Puma concolor and Panthera onca). There are 140 species of birds in the protected area, i.e. more than 10% of all species of birds recorded in Bolivia. Notably, the existence of 40 species of freshwater fish is reported. The diversity of amphibians and reptiles is also high.
Structural characteristics and farming systems

The NP-NAIM is home to several human populations, who make use of their natural resources, along with populations living in the External Buffer Zone (EBZ). The main language spoken is Spanish, followed by Quechua and Guarani. The most important economic activity within the NP-NAIM and EBZ is extensive and semi-extensive farming. The demographic pattern in the four municipalities overlapping the area is mostly rural, and there is negative population growth rate due to strong migration to other parts of the country, and even abroad, where people go in search of better living conditions. The August 2016 baseline assessment found 42 communities in the PA and 9 communities in the EBZ.

Environmental and social challenges
The gradual expansion of the agricultural frontier causes the existence of problems related to human settlements and burning of vegetation. In the community of El Frio, migrant families who come from the provinces of Azurduy, Tomina and Yamparáez are settling and expanding their agricultural and livestock activities while they are also misusing agrochemicals. The felling of timber species is intense from Jarka Mayu, near the community of Ticucha, up to Yacu Chuya, in the municipality of Villa Vaca Guzman. In the Azero and Grande rivers, dynamite fishing is practiced, which is causing an abrupt loss in the number of fish, as well as ecosystem degradation, as this practice kills both adult and young fish and also interrupts the breeding cycle. There are agreements with three oil companies that have concessions in the forests of Iñao, within the NP-NAIM and beyond. There is an increased risk of drought. There is pressure from communities from the opening of roads. Last but not least, these situations are leading to high migration rates among the young.

Prioritized landscapes and possible activities to be promoted are:

· Dry forest. Reducing the pressures from overhunting and promoting strategies for forest fire prevention and forest monitoring.

· Converted grasslands. Restoring soils, native species, fostering stabled systems for farm animals, water harvesting, and sustainable cattle-raising practices.
· Priority rivers to foster sustainable fishing.

· Productive agro-ecological systems in the buffer zone. Promoting exchange of knowledge and education.

· Areas of recharge and infiltration of groundwater. Restoring with native reforestation species; restoring soil, infiltration, and improvement of infiltration. 
1.b.4 
San Matias Natural Area for Integrated Management
San Matias Natural Area for Integrated Management NAIM was created by Supreme Decree No. 24734 in 1997 and declared a RAMSAR site in 2001. It has important for its connectivity to Kaa Iya and Otuquis NP-NAIMS. It has 2,918,500 hectares, representing 17% of the total area in Bolivia of ​​nationally protected areas and is the second largest in the country. The creation of the NAIM was supported in the Santa Cruz Land Use Plan approved in 1995. The protected area covers a large part of the Chiquitanía (dry tropical forest) and the fragile ecosystems of Pantanal, including transition zones of the Chaco-Chiquitanía to the south and the Amazon-Chiquitanía to the north. The NAIM is part of the Upper Paraguay River watershed and is characterized by a set of lakes, ponds, swamps, and rivers located in a large flood-prone area. Many rivers run through it: Tapanaquis, Curichi Grande, Bahia Las Tojas, San Fernando, Mercedes, La Cal, Santo Corazón, and Las Conchas. The lagoons include: La Gaiba, Uberaba, Mandioré, and Vista Hermosa and it has other sources of water, including marshes, curichis, and streams.

Among the special features in San Matias is its peculiar function as feeding and reproduction center of waterbird species, which is also a major tourist attraction, as well as other scenic characteristics such as the Curichi lakes and mountainous areas. The important fauna in this NAIM includes species of endangered mammals such as pejichi, marsh deer and londras. The vegetation is represented by forest species such as morado, cuchi, soto, tajibo, oak, curupaú, polluelo, cuta, and tacuara and non-timber forest and shrub species such as garabatá, palms, caranda, lilies, and tarope. Its proximity to the Brazilian Pantanal National Park can facilitate the establishment of a corridor that could contribute to improving the conservation of wildlife, thus ensuring a large enough area for the survival of large animals and biological processes throughout the PA.

The conservation of tropical dry forests, cover about 50% of the area of ​​San Matias, is also a priority, as well as the savannas with deciduous trees in neighboring areas that are not represented in SNAP; these are cataloged biogeographically only as an important reservoir of endemic species and a place of great beauty. The ecosystem of the Pantanal presents significant changes in the year during the dry and rainy seasons when the plain floods, one of the reasons for its great diversity of flora and fauna.

Structural characteristics and farming systems

The latest Monitoring Plan (2012) for the NAIM stressed the importance of ecosystems and species in the Pantanal, Cerrado and Chiquitano forests, which are highly threatened by various mining and agriculture expansion projects. They are ecosystems with little representation in the National Protected Areas System. In addition, due to the type of soil, floods, steep slopes and aluminum toxicity in strata, the area has a low aptitude for agriculture and intensive farming. On the other hand, the category of NAIM ensures protection of territories that belonged to "chiquitano" Ayoreo indigenous groups, which allows their traditional uses, something that serves as an example of sustainable use of resources.
According to the 2009 PM, there were 26 communities, 22 of Chiquitano origin and 4 of Ayoreo origin, in San Matías. The August 2016 baseline assessment established, in consultation with park rangers, community representatives, and representatives of the Municipal Autonomous Government and indigenous organizations, that there are 22 communities (17 Chiquitano, four Ayoreo, and one evangelical mission) as well as six communities in the EBZ.

Population dynamics show significant growth in the municipalities of San José de Chiquitos, El Carmen Rivero Torrez and, to a lesser extent, Puerto Suarez and Roboré, which is explained by recent migrations. The rest of the municipalities presents a situation of declining population and high poverty rates. The NAIM is close to important primary roads and secondary roads that connect hinterland communities and municipal capitals. There are also mining concessions (nine in operation); forest concessions totally or partially overlapping the NAIM (six in operation); indigenous communities, and cattle ranches that occupy most of the production area under a management based on extensive grazing.

Environmental and social challenges
NAIM San Matias, along with the other PAs covering the region, is one of the protected areas in SNAP facing higher risks due to impacts and growing threats from mining projects (exploration and exploitation), such as that of Cerro Mutún and Colorado, highway projects, increasing pressure from cattle-raising expansion, illegal logging and hunting, uncontrolled commercial fishing and illegal harvesting of alligators as well as occurrence of widespread fires.

Prioritized landscapes and possible activities to be developed in San Matías

· Extensive Chiquitano Dry Forest area. Reducing the pressures of overhunting and strengthening strategies for forest fire monitoring, prevention, and control.

· Fragile ecosystems of Pantanal, including transitions zones Chiquitanía-Chaco to the south and Amazon-Chiquitanía to the north. Promoting sustainable fishing, sustainable use of alligators, and systems for water quality monitoring.

· Grasslands converted for agriculture. For purposes of soil restoration, native species, farm animals in integrated stabled systems, water harvesting, and sustainable farming practices.

· Rivers, ponds. Promoting sustainable fishing and conservation of water sources.

· Potential for ecotourism sites. Promoting capacity building in developing tourism services and products.

1.b.5 
Otuquis National Park and Natural Area for Integrated Management

Otuquis National Park and Natural Area for Integrated Management (NP/NAIM) was created by Supreme Decree No. 24762 in 1997. It has a total area of ​​1,005,340.47 hectares, of which 902,740.47 fall under the category of Park; it is home to the Pantanal and its flood-prone area covers approximately 44%; 102,600 hectares are the Natural Area for Integrated Management. A portion of the Protected Area (PA) has been declared a RAMSAR site. The NP-NAIM is located in the southeast corner of the department of Santa Cruz and borders with Brazil to the east and with Paraguay to the south. In Bolivia, it overlaps with the municipalities of Puerto Suárez, Puerto Quijarro, and Charagua, and the municipality of El Carmen Rivero Torrez is located in its External Buffer Zone (EBZ). It has great importance in terms of connectivity with the San Matías NAIM.

The creation of this NP-NAIM is part of the Santa Cruz Land Use Plan approved in 1995. The protected area covers an extensive ecoregion of the Pantanal and the Chaco-Chiquitanía transition zone. The decree that created this protected space in 1997 and its Management Plan, recognized that the Pantanal is the largest and best preserved wetland in the world. It presents a mosaic of diverse ecosystems by combining four of the most important biomes in South America: El Chaco, Amazon, Cerrado, and Chiquitano Forest. It is internationally recognized as "deep Pantanal" as it is permanently flooded for more than six months during the year.

Structural characteristics and farming systems

The NP-NAIM aims to harmonize productive activities with maintenance of hydro-biological processes occurring in this part of the Pantanal. In that part of the PA which is under the category of NAIM, natural resources are used sustainably. The area under the category of NP is particularly special in terms of flora and fauna and is under a strict and permanent protection. The only permitted activities are scientific research, ecotourism, environmental education and subsistence use by indigenous communities after obtaining a special permit. The use of natural resources and infrastructure development is not permitted within the NP.

In Otuquis, there are 18 cattle ranches, about 10 communities with a population of 4,188 mainly of Ayoreo and Chiquitano origin. Puerto Suarez, Puerto Quijarro and El Carmen have 29,586 inhabitants. There is an overlap with the Protected Area and Native Indigenous Territories Otuquis II and Yambiguasú (PA and BZ). The population in the Bolivian Pantanal is mainly engaged in trade, industry, cattle raising, transport, and small-scale agriculture. Pantanal provides food, water, transportation and recreation. Consumption of its products is of great importance for the survival of rural communities and their subsistence hunting and fishing.

The baseline established during the design stage of the project identified zero communities within the PA and 22 communities in the EBZ with three urban centers.

Environmental and social challenges
Ecosystems and species in the Pantanal, Cerrado and Chiquitano forests are threatened by uncontrolled expansion of the agricultural frontier and development projects, a threat that has increased despite having received much criticism in recent years. Otuquis faces a huge set of environmental impacts and threats of enormous magnitude and intensity both from mining megaprojects (iron, which might exploit and contaminate water on a large scale) as the Mutún deposit is located next to the PA and Cerro Rojo, located at the edge of the NAIM, is also nearby (both projects are paralyzed at the moment.) Possible threats also come from mega road projects associated or not with mining projects, such as the railway and port in Puerto Busch, as well as from the increase of extensive cattle raising pressure on land, or from problematic haciendas that have a record of impacts on the PA, as well as recurrence of widespread fires.

There are new settlements in the EBZ (Yacuces) and near Caceres Lagoon. The local population and urban centers have a hunting and fishing tradition. There is hunting of predators such jaguars or pumas by cattle ranches.

Prioritized landscapes and possible activities

· Four of the most important biomes in South America: El Chaco, Amazon, Cerrado and Chiquitano Forests. Reducing the pressures from hunting, illegal logging (for charcoal and wood), overfishing, altering the use of land for settlements, infrastructure, and forestry plantations; promoting strategies for prevention and control of forest fires; promoting conservation of water and conservation and sustainable use of forests.

· Extensive ecoregion of the Pantanal and Chaco-Chiquitanía transition zone. Promoting sustainable fisheries, sustainable use of alligators and systems for monitoring water quality; conservation of flora and fauna associated with this particular ecoregion.

· Grasslands converted for agriculture. Restoring soil, native species, farm animals in stabled integrated systems, water harvesting and sustainable farming practices.

· Rivers, prioritized ponds, riparian forests. Sustainable fishing, clean water, and conservation of water sources.

· Potential sites for ecotourism. Promoting capacity building and development of services and tourism products.
B. Small Grants Programme
The Small Grants Programme has been operating in Bolivia since 1993 without pause. In these 22 years of work, the Country Programme has strengthened the capacity of about 952 communities, 222 non-governmental organizations (NGO) and 87 community-based organizations (CBO) for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, use of renewable energy resources, energy efficiency initiatives, and restoration of degraded lands, with special attention to improving production and sustainable livelihoods. The program has invested approximately USD 6 million in grants through 328 projects.

The programme has been countrywide recognized as a facilitating mechanism rather than an exclusive stand-alone initiative. Projects are presented in a brief and simple format, allowing greater participation by beneficiaries, who usually lack the skills required for project preparation; also, costs paid to third parties are avoided in the initial stages. Once initial project ideas are selected and approved by the National Steering Committee, they can receive assistance to develop the ideas into full proposals. Assistance can also be requested to strengthen the capacities for project preparation at this stage.

Another factor in the success of the program is the follow up or monitoring and evaluation of the projects that beneficiaries (CSO, NGO, and national institutions) internalize as a source of constant support and an exchange process of continuous learning throughout the project cycle, from pre-investment to implementation, execution and closure. It is through this process of systematization of lessons learned from each stage of the project cycle that the projects have been improving, with the long-term aim of scaling up or replicating. These systematizations have been edited, published and shared with stakeholders, decision makers, implementers and beneficiaries of the projects, facilitating the replication and expansion of these experiences.

Transparency, representativeness, innovation, effectiveness, and efficiency are other attributes of the program recognized by the National Steering Committee and unlike other programs or projects of a similar nature. In short, the SGP in Bolivia is recognized as a flexible, fast, and effective mechanism to respond directly to the local population, with proven results and impacts on conservation and improvement of livelihoods.

During the first four phases of SGP in Bolivia, the focus, scope and coverage of activities was nationwide on the basis of annual periodic calls for proposals in the three main axes of the country: west (highlands), valleys, and east (lowlands), thus covering all nine departments in Bolivia and always supporting the main GEF focal areas (biodiversity conservation, climate change, and land degradation, and other cross-cutting areas). Throughout this period there has been a long history of valuable experience, thus contributing to obtaining countless lessons for local, regional, and global development and conservation. On average, the SGP has supported initiatives in a range between USD 25,000 and 35,000 USD and, exceptionally, initiatives up to USD 50,000, promoting co-financing at a 1:1 ratio, a common feature in the operation of all SGP projects.
In GEF5, the geographic scope varied. Bolivia was part of the first group of upgrading country programs in 2012. During GEF5, SGP Bolivia went from a national to a regional scope that introduced the landscape-based approach within four National Parks and National Natural Areas for Integrated Management in Gran Chaco: Kaa–Iya of Gran Chaco, El Palmar, Serranía del Aguaragüe, and Serranía del Iñao. Concentrating the activities and actions in a specific geographical area brought visible comparative advantages in terms of results, effects, and impacts, as well as effectiveness and operational efficiency compared to previous stages.
Before the intervention of SGP during GEF5, communities in these areas had received few direct benefits for being part of a Protected Area, according to the systematization and evaluation of the period. Currently, the population of each area identifies with its NP-NAIM and they act in an integrated manner with the PA teams of SERNAP, with municipalities and other stakeholders represented within the Management Committees established for each PA. Currently, visibility of the Chaco NP-NAIM is larger, with an increased level of ownership and commitment by the people in these areas compared to other protected areas with a mixed management model in the country. The benefits of SGP during GEF5 have already been replicated at a larger scale; for example, a model of off-grid electrification with solar panels executed in the communities of El Palmar, was adopted massively by the municipality.

An achievement for local empowerment during this process has been the direct integration of community beneficiaries into the National Steering Committee of SGP. From a self-selection process for representation, managers and representatives of management committees in each of the protected areas have been included to participate in the selection and approval of project proposals. The PA management committees are the people who analyze, discuss, and prioritize projects in terms of legitimate demands and potential benefits for the communities, and they verify that these are consistent with the objectives of each NP-NAIM. The residents not only appreciate the speed with which their demands are met, but also the possibility of developing cooperation and managing their own projects.

Despite the success of GEF5, further strengthening of strategic partnerships with the State and other partners is necessary to ensure long-term empowerment and capacity building so that communities and non-governmental organizations maintain and include more beneficiaries while strengthening local governance. This is the reason why activities continue in three of the four areas intervened in GEF5 - Kaa-Iya del Gran Chaco, El Palmar and Serrania del Iñao - to consolidate efforts and enable a strategy that contributes to long-term monitoring of the SGP projects by multi-sector bodies.

The Government of Bolivia has allocated funds from its GEF6 allocation to improve and expand the achievements of the GEF5 strategy in line with national priorities, policies and programs. Two new PAs (Otuquis and San Matias), connected to each other and with Kaa-Iya, are being incorporated. The experience of focusing regionally within a biome (Gran Chaco) in this Fifth phase, as well as strengthening of community capacity for adaptive management under the landscape approach, provides the basis for the project presented for GEF6 funding. During this new phase, the project aims to achieve greater coordination between communities and their territories, strengthening governance schemes, providing an active role to organizations to participate in PA management, and providing a social, natural territory in the landscape where they can be catalysts and leaders to improve both livelihoods and resilience.

All of these activities have an integrated territoriality, and a multi-stakeholder, and multilevel approach that has been incorporated into the planning phase, but will also be of great support during the operation of GEF6, especially through the SGP-ART
 alliance that was established for this new phase. The ART program promotes comprehensive coordination between the different levels of action, taking into account the challenges and potential of the territories. This approach fosters integration with both national policies and strategies and with bilateral and decentralized cooperation agencies for development. The ART Framework Programme in-country is coordinated by the UNDP Country Office and local and national governments. These programs have a programmatic, operational and administrative structure that facilitates the complementarity of stakeholders and territorial processes, thus promoting a pluri-stakeholder and multi-level coordinated effort, as the basis for SGP GEF6. This structure seeks to improve the effectiveness of development assistance and its positive impact on development processes prioritized by the countries and territories. These were regarded as strategic platforms to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) at the time, and now the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) (UNDP, 2010).

C. Problem to Be Solved
The main problem to be addressed in this new operational phase is the prevailing weakness of rural communities, including indigenous groups, resident in the biomes of global importance of Chaco, Chiquitanía and Pantanal in Bolivia, to take measures for integrated and sustainable landscape management to increase resilience of the ecosystem, socio-economic resilience of populations and to strengthen the various levels of multi-sector governance in these landscapes. While this resilience is the result of actions for mitigation and adaptation to climate change and optimization of ecosystem services through the conservation of biodiversity and sustainable land management and other resources, they can only be executed by small farmers' organizations and networks that have both the commitment and capacity to carry out continuous innovation and long-term adaptive management processes. For these community actions to achieve sufficient scale to adequately affect socio-ecological resilience, these actions should be adopted and disseminated by communities across the entire landscape. Within the landscape, small producers’ organizations must act within a common strategic framework to generate landscape resilience that integrates ecological, social and economic outcomes with the objective of reaching a tipping point in the adoption and implementation of innovations in individual and collective resource management.
Although population density is relatively low within the ecoregions prioritized for GEF6 in Bolivia, there are current changes in land use (deforestation, extensive use of fire for agricultural expansion and cattle raising, and diversion of rivers for irrigation) as well as unsustainable use of resources (overfishing and overhunting), exacerbated by climate change, that already reflect the progressive degradation of ecosystems and increased vulnerability of communities, who depend directly on goods and services provided by the ecosystems, such as subsistence farming or low intensity hunting/fishing.
Deforestation is a major cause of biodiversity loss identified in the Bolivia Fifth National Report to CBD. Land use that causes the most deforestation or changes in forest use are: cattle in sown pasture (50%), mechanized agriculture (30%) and small-scale agriculture (18%). The most affected areas are in the ecological regions of Yungas forests; southwestern humid Amazon forest; Chiquitano dry forest and the Chaco region. Areas with the highest deforestation rate are in the department of Santa Cruz, at more than 4 million hectares by 2010. In the last decade, cattle ranching has been the main driver of deforestation, causing more than 50% of the highest deforestation rate in Chiquitanía. At this rate, it is estimated that deforestation has occurred on more than five million hectares, or one-tenth of all forests that existed in 1990.

Among the threats that directly affect species and habitat are poaching for luxury markets (vicuña, suri, macaws, giant otter) or sport hunting and those not directed to traditional consumption; selective illegal logging and forest degradation; extraction, sale, or trafficking of wildlife species for illegal export or as pets; extensive farming practices such as burning pastures; pollution of water bodies, mainly by mining, town-originated chemicals or agro industrial wastes; extraction of species with restricted, isolated or fragmented habitats with low connectivity and species with low genetic variability; overhunting and overfishing.

Threats linked to climate variability and climate change that affect both populations and life systems are mainly related to increases in flooding, drought, frost, heat, and other extreme weather events. Climate changes foreseen in Bolivia could have very serious implications for biodiversity, especially in the highlands, where an accelerated process of desertification due to reduced variability and increased precipitation temperature is projected. In the lowlands, the advance of the agricultural frontier is the predominant source of pressure.

The diversification of household income is the way in which families ensure coverage of part of their basic needs, combining production for self-consumption, the sale of agricultural and livestock surpluses, and temporary wage labor of men on cattle farms or agricultural properties. This situation results in that some months of the year, women remain alone and responsible for everything, while young people tend to migrate to the cities to continue their studies or in search of better opportunities. A common element to all families is the almost exclusive designation of women to perform domestic work. Women are also in charge of caring for small vegetable gardens located around their homes and of collecting firewood. Men assume communal representation and tasks requiring greater physical effort. This form of division of labor by gender has resulted in differentiated knowledge; older women are the main bearers of the traditions on the use of local edible and medicinal plants. This knowledge is tending to disappear because of decreasing use as well as the high migration rates of young people.

While in public spaces (assemblies, meetings, committees, and other forms of social participation) there is a tendency to regulate parity quotas between women and men, the presence of women is more symbolic than effective. There are few women who dare to give an opinion and most of them prefer to delegate their participation to males because of their household responsibilities and the great distances that they usually have to travel, as well as from lack of resources for travel. Another aspect that limits women is their fear of speaking in public due to lack of experience, educational gaps, and difficulties in communicating in Spanish.
Despite these limitations, there are groups of women who have managed to organize, mainly around income-generating activities, although these are groups with low institutional structure and limited impact. In some indigenous organizations there is a budget allocation, although minimal, for income-generating projects targeting women
 and in most of them gender secretariats have been organized or there is at least one person responsible for gender issues; although weakly, these efforts are trying to incorporate women’s demands into the public agenda. Access to projects also shows clear gender preferences. Development projects in handicrafts, stingless honey bees, fish farming, and production of artisanal flour and food processing, which can be performed in or near the house, are the ones that offer the greatest opportunities to women. These activities tend to strengthen their domestic roles, and they are therefore not seen as actual productive work, but only as "help" to the family economy. To some extent, activities such as beekeeping and fish farming are an exception to this rule and become an ​​opportunity to introduce women to non-traditional roles and to make their economic contribution visible to families and communities.
Access to clean energy and improved stoves, combining sustainable use of natural resources and decreasing domestic burden on women, offers an opportunity to improve their health, increase their free time and training opportunities as well as participation in communal or income generation activities.

The experience of a project on the sustainable use of non-timber forest products, implemented in one of the areas of intervention of SGP
, shows a number of gender-related lessons learned:

· To achieve motivation among women it was necessary to combine income-generating activities with domestic responsibilities.

· Parallel measures had to be considered to alleviate the domestic burden on women who participated in the project in order to avoid a double or triple workday.

· To achieve broad participation of women in the project, several elements had to be considered, such as their availability of time (at the end of the day or weekend), their language of communication (native language), educational level (more practical than theoretical training) and their travel limitations (meeting places were close to their residences; rotation of group meetings in the families’ working facilities).

Another important experience was generated in GEF5 through the establishment of a revolving fund that allows the payment for products when they are delivered (and not when sold), clearly favoring women producers who lack working capital and who need to meet immediate family needs.

The essential issue to be addressed by this project is that the collective action needed in Bolivia for adaptive management of resources and ecosystems for sustainable development with global and local benefits is hampered by organizational weaknesses in the communities that live and work in the affected landscapes in terms of acting strategically and collectively for the construction of social and ecological resilience, with a gender-based approach.
The solution to the problem is to help organizations of communities in rural landscapes in the prioritized areas of Bolivia – dry forests in Chaco and Chiquitanía, agricultural grasslands and wetlands in Pantanal– to develop and implement adaptive management strategies in landscape management to build social, economic and ecological resilience, with the active participation of women by means of production of benefits for local sustainable development and the global environment. To pursue the achievement of results with these strategies in adaptive landscape management, community organizations will implement grant projects revised and approved by the SGP National Steering Committee with support and agreement of key stakeholders: local government, NGOs, academia, and other strategic partners; also these projects will be evaluated regularly and systematically as part of a wider collective process for modification of strategies on the basis of new information, knowledge, skills, and conditions.

The barriers to achieving this solution include:

Barrier 1: Community organizations do not coordinate with key stakeholders, such as local governments, in engaging in collective action for landscape resilience to strengthen social capital and global environmental benefits, or they exert weak participation within the inter-institutional government structures at the landscape level.

To achieve significant impact on the processes and functions of ecosystems to foster landscape resilience, it is essential that community organizations act collectively and in synergy. This requires coordination between communities within an agreed strategic framework and recognition of the importance of developing social capital through organizational interactions within networks and with external agents. The establishment of an enabling environment for landscape management driven by the community is enhanced by associations of multi-sector stakeholders, involving community organizations, and their networks, local and sub-national governments, private sector, NGOs, and others. Currently, multi-sector partnerships in critical landscapes addressed by this project require further strengthening, particularly in regard to new communities in Pantanal and Chiquitanía landscapes supported by SGP for the first time. Despite the legal existence of Management Committees (which are multi-stakeholder platforms for managing NAIM and NP) these structures often lack proactive community participation. The lack of coordination by national institutions for the realization of their goals and services, in particular those related to natural resource management, is also a constant problem that limits the potential of specific initiatives to be implemented effectively, especially through a landscape approach.

Barrier 2: Community organizations lack the means to manage and coordinate their landscapes for rural production within a long-term approach to conservation of biodiversity, restoration of land and ecosystems, and risk reduction, including climate resilience in their productive landscapes.

Communities have dissimilar knowledge, or have lost traditional knowledge about the role and services provided by ecosystems, necessary to address the threats of loss of biodiversity. This is especially important for fragile ecosystems such as the dry forests of Chaco and Chiquitanía, which naturally adapt to water limitations, but with uses such as conversion of lands into grazing areas and also due to climatic stress, water supply for human populations, and agricultural production for subsistence of the community, adaptation processes can decrease drastically. Moreover, some landscapes in the dry forests of Chiquitanía are experiencing a high rate of forest fires due to uncontrolled burning that is only aimed at expanding monocultures or extensive cattle ranching.

To address both Barriers 1 and 2, GEF6 will work in partnership with the ART program to strengthen actions to counter these obstacles, since the focus of ART, as mentioned above, is seeking and promoting a territory-based holistic view of development that includes the participation of all types of stakeholders located at all levels.
Barrier 3: Community organizations lack technical knowledge and skills to improve productivity and diversification of productive landscapes (agro-ecosystems).

Community organizations in the area, especially indigenous groups, practice subsistence agriculture that does not generate a surplus for commercialization. Increased productivity and diversification of agricultural ecosystems as well as improved management and access to water, forests and soil in their productive landscapes all open doors to greater food security, productivity and long-term resilience.

On the other hand, within the priority biomes for SGP during GEF6, there is great cultural wealth in the use of native biodiversity for medicine, food, crafts and construction, a knowledge which has been lost or is underused by communities that generated these approaches in the past. These areas also have important wild populations of major crops such as corn, peanuts, and chilies, among other lesser known species.

Barrier 4. Community organizations lack capacity for adaptive management to innovate, diversify, produce on a scaling model, and market goods and services to improve their livelihoods and landscape resilience.

As stated above, most rural communities in priority landscapes and biomes practice subsistence agriculture in Bolivia. Men seek to work on cattle ranches and in agribusinesses, and young men and women are migrating to towns or nearby cities in search of employment opportunities, though with low wages, such as domestic cleaning employees. Alternative occupations can be developed to generate income and employment within the landscape so that the residents can stay in their communities instead of leaving to earn minimal wages. This approach can strengthen their capacities to provide goods and services with commercial potential. SGP support will aim to catalyze this potential in products, currently at a very weak level. This will be achieved through innovation and by extending the previous experiences of SGP as well as by developing market opportunities for products with added value for alternative market niches.

The regions of Chaco, Chiquitanía and Pantanal have opportunities stemming from non-traditional uses of native biodiversity resources (fruits of palm, alligator hides, other wild fruits) and from the genetic wealth of wild variants of important crops (corn, peanuts, chili), medicinal plants and from potential sites for ecological and cultural tourism. Such wealth can be used sustainably and promoted to enhance the capacity for socio-economic recovery in these landscapes. Alternative tourism requires a significant degree of coordination among all community groups that offer tourist services and sophistication in the delivery of products. Promotion and marketing also require specific skills that take time to develop. SGP, along with strategic partners such as specialized organizations, local and sub-national governments, and the private sector will support an analysis of the scope and feasibility of these alternative economic options.

Barrier 5. Community organizations lack access to sources of clean and efficient energy to improve their productivity and add value to their products and services.

Lack of access to energy, resulting from lack of connectivity to the grid due to the remoteness of some communities and the scattered pattern of the houses, is also a limitation on productivity, livelihoods, entrepreneurship, and resilience in the face of climate and socio-economic risks. The use of wood for energy has a negative long-term effect on ecosystems and the health of the residents. During GEF6, best practices and successful experiences gained by GEF5 will be implemented and replicated to overcome this barrier.
Barrier 6. Many stakeholders in these areas lack knowledge and experience on community-based interventions to restore and improve sustainable livelihoods and landscape resilience.

Another problem in areas vulnerable to climate variability and climate change is the lack of knowledge about a series of issues that include: processes for watershed restoration; how to convert and improve productivity while contributing to sustainable landscapes; how to strengthen community participation in local government plans; water management practices; soil management practices, etc. This problem is also associated with low levels of education or the loss of traditional knowledge of sustainable production practices. Also, there is no systematized form of knowledge that can be conveyed to others using appropriate methodologies (meetings between peers, visits to successful examples, reports, media tools, etc.), and there are few knowledge management products. At the same time, there is scarce information on how to get access to technologies for soil and water conservation and on how to benefit from the financial resources available for rural development, how to gain access to potential markets such as the supplementary school feeding program, (ACE), how to implement BD conservation practices, and how to use governmental and nongovernmental programs. All of these aspects will be addressed during GEF6.

Barrier 7: Community organizations have limited capacities to plan their initiatives and implement and evaluate effectively and systematically practical lessons gained from experience.

During 20 years of SGP work in Bolivia, the Country Program has helped communities to successfully develop a set of systems and production practices that have benefited both the global environment and local sustainable development, especially in rural areas. These include diversified agriculture; honey production; non-timber forest products; aquaculture and fish farming with native species; the recovery of traditional knowledge related to crops and production of medicinal plants; community tourism and handicraft production. These learned systems and practices should be disseminated for adaptation by other communities of small farmers across the landscape to create a critical mass of practitioners who contribute to a tipping point where the landscape is developed under a new standard for sustainable use of biodiversity and other resources including agro-biodiversity, soil carbon, biomass, water, and other ecosystem components. For this to happen, it will be necessary to strengthen the capacity of community organizations to innovate, experiment, evaluate results, identify lessons learned and best practices and to use this knowledge to adapt to changing circumstances and information.

II. Strategy
A. Baseline scenario and preliminary associated projects

This project is divided into two components: 1) Resilient landscapes for sustainable development and environmental protection of the Gran Chaco, Chiquitanía and Pantanal ecoregions that have global importance, and 2) Capacity building in combination with knowledge management. 
Component 1: Resilient landscapes for sustainable development and environmental protection of Gran Chaco, Chiquitanía and Pantanal ecoregions of global importance.
Currently, there are no small grants programs in any of the five priority areas of the project aimed at building, developing, and strengthening capacities of rural communities to plan and manage their landscapes adaptively and sustainably in order to increase socioecological resilience. SGP Bolivia has developed in recent years, multi-sector partnerships with local governments, national agencies and ministries, non-governmental organizations and the private sector, among others. These alliances have enabled support to community organizations for project implementation. At the same time, SGP has been able to align community initiatives with government priorities and programs where community participation is essential to meet their objectives. Two decades of alliances and partnerships around sector-based initiatives in rural landscapes are a dynamic basis for projects and relationships on which more and better GEF investment will be consolidated.

The Government of Bolivia wishes to implement a series of sector-based initiatives that pursue specific objectives with regard to energy in rural areas, micro-irrigation, proper water management, reforestation, management of protected areas, sustainable agricultural production and other priorities. This is an integrated, synergistic approach with broad participation of people in the communities, especially small individual producers. However, there are few or no initiatives, whether ongoing or in plans, for the express purpose of strengthening organizations and community networks, individually or collectively, so that they assume leadership as agents making long-term decisions on sustainable management of landscapes and their social and environmental capital, according to their priorities. These decision-making abilities should include, among other things, decisions on technologies or practices to be adopted and the design of production systems that are adapted to the conditions of their communities from an ecological and social perspective.

During the development of the project baseline, valuable information on each of the five Protected Areas (PA) was obtained, which included existing ecological, social, and economic factors, as well as other essential data to define possible grant project proposals. Also, information on current national and local government frameworks, institutional programs and projects, as well as the presence and availability of strategic partnership options for the implementation of GEF6 was updated.

During GEF5, the community initiatives supported by the SGP in El Palmar NAIM achieved significant advances in terms of social empowerment within the PA Management Committees. Some of these achievements include improvement of livelihoods; entrepreneurship in alternative activities such as honey production; reforestation in areas of groundwater recharge; increased sustainable agricultural productivity; adoption of intensive horticulture; and a general recognition by the communities of the benefits of living in and protecting the NAIM. A positive replication experience was a SGP-supported model for electrification (not connected to the grid) with solar panels in the communities of El Palmar. For this experience, co-investment from communities was promoted to cover the cost of maintenance and sustainability. Under this model, 245 families were benefited in seven of the nine PA communities, located in remote areas and scattered sites that could have never otherwise obtained feasible access to conventional electricity supply. They participated in pre-electrification activities and in the installation of PV panels in schools and community health centers. The Municipality of Presto in El Palmar NAIM, replicated this experience in three other communities outside the PA and is interested in further expanding these initiatives. Currently, communities have the ability, through their Management Committees, to express to local governments and other institutions their concerns regarding external factors that may threaten biodiversity. Also, Biocultura Programme supported horticulture and biodiversity activities during GEF5 in this area.

In this phase, SGP focused its support mainly on strengthening the capacities of indigenous peoples in the area, Isoceños on Isoso Communal Land within the National Park and Natural Area for Integrated Management Kaa Iya. SGP promoted the development of capacities of local organizations like CABI (Indigenous Union of Lower and Upper Isoso) and CIMCI (Indigenous Women’s Union of Isoso Captaincy). CIMCI implemented an initiative to preserve an important non-timber forest resource, cupesí, which, after a process of transformation was turned into flour and/or a powder to make a beverage similar to coffee, intended for household consumption and sold at local fairs. This initiative was nominated for the Equator Initiative Award.

Another relevant experience that shows the work of SGP in this area and the important social, economic and environmental impact it helped achieve, was the establishment of a photovoltaic solar panel system (one of the largest in the country in terms of area, scale, and scope) to pump water for human consumption and for livestock. Under this intervention, around 300 families were benefited in the community of La Brecha (the largest and most populous Isoso community) and this transformed the energy consumption structure by means of replacing the pumping system that used a fossil fuel (diesel) and was highly inefficient and inequitable in terms of distribution of services to the population. This initiative mobilized cash contributions from the municipality of Charagua and the local population.

In the NP-NAIM of Serranía del Iñao, in the Chaco region of Chuquisaca, the highest income is generated by livestock farming; therefore, during GEF5, the SGP supported groups in the municipality of Monteagudo to carry out successful initiatives in protection of native forests, management of mountain pastures, protection and closure of areas for conservation, restoration of grasslands and planting native grasses and legumes. Also, with the establishment of silos for the conservation of forage (hay and silage) feed for livestock was provided during the dry season. Small farmers' associations were the direct beneficiaries, and they currently value and recognize the importance of the activity to which they provided their own contributions. Other sources of funding include the funds from the municipality, an effort already replicated in several communities within the protected area.
Component 2: Capacity building and knowledge management.
Despite this progress, given the vast territories in these biomes, it is necessary to extend and expand these experiences across the landscapes to catalyze impact and achieve and sustain long-term results. In this regard, knowledge management and formalization of strategic alliances within the landscape approach to be promoted during GEF6 will provide a better basis for replication and dissemination of practices within three of the original NP-NAIM of GEF5 and the two new areas to be incorporated.

As part of the design and strategy process for resource mobilization for this new operational phase, contacts and preliminary agreements have been established for possible inter-agency collaboration with other entities, both public and private, that operate in the protected areas or support local people living in them; these contacts and agreements will take place with initiatives already underway and those to be executed once the project begins. These contacts and alliances include: Biocultura Programme (which will work with SDC resources in two protected areas where SGP plans to intervene); PacsBio, that operates with EU funds and provides support to the entire SNAP; the Environmental Liabilities Project of the National System of Protected Areas, which is in the implementation stage with participation of the Ministry of Environment and UNDP, that receives funding from the EU and develops activities in various protected areas. This specifically includes four of the five PAs where SGP will intervene (Otuquis, San Matias, Iñao, and Kaa-Iya). GEF5 ended with a knowledge management plan that will be updated and implemented during the new phase.

B. Alternative scenario proposed

Component 1: Resilient landscapes for sustainable development and environmental protection of the Gran Chaco, Chiquitanía and Pantanal ecoregions of global importance.

Incremental GEF funding and co-financing will be applied to overcome the barriers listed above and to add value, where appropriate and possible, to existing initiatives by SNAP, state and local governments, the private sector, civil society, and academia, in order to achieve management of the landscape for social and ecological resilience, thus generating environmental benefits at global and local levels. In addition to providing small grants to communities to improve their sustainable livelihoods, SGP will coordinate with other initiatives (BioCultura, PacsBIO, GEF Regional Project for Gran Chaco, and others) to work with CSOs in overcoming the identified barriers to their engagement. Also, progress will be achieved in terms of sustainability of strategic interventions such as ecotourism and beekeeping and there will be a transition of focus from small grants that address local issues to a process-oriented larger geographical scale with a long-term approach aimed at addressing production chains in more extensive landscapes and ecosystems.

Currently, Bolivia has a favorable institutional and legal framework for community participation and respect for traditional practices of indigenous groups. This framework begins with the Constitution of the Plurinational State of Bolivia, the institutional framework amended by the Law of Mother Earth and Integral Development for Living Well (Law No. 300), which created a National Authority of Mother Earth, the SERNAP mixed-regime regulations such as the Integrated Management of Natural Areas and Native Indigenous Territories (TIOC), as well as the corresponding Management Committees for each PA that include social representation in management activities. However, there are other conditions such as difficult access and lack of transportation, historical events and conflicts dating back to the Spanish conquest which result in weak technical and administrative capacities of communities. These need to be strengthened to ensure effective management of the landscape and the ability to achieve long-term recovery and resilience. As such, SGP will promote the strengthening of the current framework and networking between the NP and NAIM management committees and multi-sector platforms at the landscape level.
Funding will also be available for initiatives that contribute to building the capacity for governance and organization in the PA Management Committees, as well as in second-level organizations that facilitate coordination with other state and non-state stakeholders at the landscape level, such as the Association of Organizations of Ecological Producers of Bolivia (AOPEB) and the Network of Associations of Local Producers for the Organization of Community-Based Tourism (TUSOCO).

Additionally, some landscapes, such as the dry forests in Chiquitanía are experiencing a high rate of forest fires due to uncontrolled burning for the purpose of expanding monocultures such as soybean or for cattle breeding. In the first case, communities can reduce the risk of forest fires through prevention; in the second, law enforcement and community-based alert mechanisms can be developed or strengthened. SGP also seeks to strengthen CSOs that can provide technical assistance to communities in planning and managing complex initiatives to test, evaluate and disseminate innovation at the community level.
Main SGP support areas will be: social and environmental participatory evaluations of community organizations, their capabilities, territories and production potential; education and training based on the results of innovation of sustainable production and conservation practices; participatory evaluation of the results at the landscape level and productive activity for learning and adaptive management; and documentation and analysis for dissemination to community organizations, networks, second-tier organizations, partners, and political leaders. Special attention will be paid to networking and strengthening of second-level organizations to integrate and elevate to the appropriate scale the production and marketing of goods and services produced sustainably. SGP will facilitate access to financial resources for sustainable production activities at the level of second-tier organizations. Strategic projects will facilitate the development of specific products to improve local and regional marketing. Monitoring and evaluation at all scales (at the levels of subsidy, PS/NAIM, and landscape) will be held at various intervals.

Strategic interventions to improve the livelihoods and promote sustainable development
Strategic interventions are related to production activities in a particular ecosystem whose goods, services, and sustainable use support conservation and improvement of livelihoods. These interventions are financed through the SGP “strategic project” window and allow for integrating individual initiatives in the community with networks, associations, and production and marketing chains, as well as for monitoring the global impact on specific landscapes and ecosystems.

The SGP strategy defines activities that can receive funding for each type of strategic intervention applied during GEF5, which will be reinforced and expanded in GEF6, as a response to threats against the valuable ecosystems to be intervened. There may include: greenhouses, agro-forestry and agro-ecological innovation, pasture management, production of peanuts and chilies, apiaries, other products based on biodiversity such as sustainable use of alligators, improved leather products, and possible marketing chains that may be eligible for support under GEF6 (the Pantanal landscapes in Otuquis and San Matias have great potential in this regard). Community and sustainable tourism may also be supported, drawing on the experience of the community-based ecotourism initiative "Kayana: the Spirit of the Forest," that promotes visits to NP-NAIM Kaa Iya to watch wildlife (mammals --jaguars, deer, peccaries, foxes, monkeys-- birds, etc.) – this has generated enormous interest and participation among local people, park rangers, and other stakeholders. Other activities are sustainable fisheries and aquaculture as well as initiatives to provide certificates of origin for the conservation of genetic diversity and protection of products such as honey. 
Component 2: Strengthening of capacities and knowledge management.

The project will generate scientific and technical knowledge and will disseminate traditional knowledge. It will also promote and systematize good practices, methods and management systems in the Protected Areas for replication, development, and integration initiatives. It will collect and analyze information obtained from community projects and other sources to identify best practices and knowledge for effective dissemination among communities, other programs, organizations, and institutions. This exchange of information and knowledge will be a valuable contribution to policy development at the national and regional level. This component includes the capacity development program and implementation of the knowledge management program developed in GEF5.

C. Global environmental benefits
Global environmental benefits (GEB) generated by the Bolivia SGP Upgraded Country Program as a result of community-based landscape management initiatives proposed here, can be estimated simplistically over the short term as a result of potential aggregated impacts from future community-driven individual grant projects. However, overall benefits over the longer term will be a function of the synergies created between projects through programmatic approaches such as the landscape management approach proposed for GEF6. Under this approach, community groups, local authorities and NGO form multi-stakeholder partnerships and develop and implement landscape resilience strategies based on outcomes linked to biodiversity conservation and ecosystem services, sustainable land management, climate change mitigation, and water resource management, all of which are shaped and defined by their relation to local priorities for food security, income generation and the development of social capital for the global environment and socio-ecological resilience. 
These strategies will define the types and number of community projects required to meet the selected outcomes; at that point, once the strategies have been developed by the communities in each landscape, a more credible, detailed accounting of potential global environmental benefits will be possible. At the same time, the project’s multi-stakeholder partnerships will explicitly develop strategic projects (defined by SGP as up to USD 150,000 in financing) to upscale successful SGP-supported technologies, practices or systems identified from previous phases of the SGP Bolivia Country Program that enhance resilient landscapes. 

The Bolivia Country Program will focus the specific strategy of strengthening community capacities and livelihoods to manage their landscapes adaptively to enhance socio-ecological resilience. This line of work is expected to result in landscapes under adaptive management for global environmental benefits and local sustainable development. Greater food security and/or generation of employment and income for resource-dependent communities from sustainable management of ecosystem processes and marketing of biodiversity and other resources will provide the primary economic incentive to these communities, individually and collectively, to conserve biodiversity and optimize ecosystem services. Community organizations will build their capacities to plan and manage resources adaptively and in synergy with each other, thus contributing to the sustainability of biodiversity conservation, land management and climate mitigation. 

The knowledge obtained from analysis of project experiences and lessons learned will be shared through SGP's well-established national network of stakeholders – from NGO, academia, government, private sector, media and the international development community - and used in upscaling successful initiatives. Successful initiatives from previous phases of SGP Bolivia specially in GEF5 in the Gran Chaco area that still continue to work, have been identified to replicate as mentioned before. Community organization participation within existing governance structures in the SGP prioritized area will be enhanced, so that planning, implementation and mobilized funding is coherent with community organizational needs for sustainable livelihoods and landscape resilience. 

During GEF 6, SGP Bolivia will strengthen the linkages between academic institutions, NGOs and CBOs, and already existing networks working in the field of environment and sustainable development to facilitate exchange of experience, engage technical support and disseminate successful experiences and knowledge, which will help to replicate or upscale successful lessons in other areas of the project region as well as of the country. It will also establish new networks for CSOs implementing projects in the same focal and/or geographic area to strengthen means of cooperation, coordination and networking through a strategic approach. During this phase, the direct exchange of experiences between smallholders and community organizations will be strengthened and improved. 

Project contribution to Aichi Targets and Sustainable Development Goals

A central feature of this project is the development and implementation of landscape plans and sustainable management at different geographical scales to ultimately make an impact on the largest ecosystems. The small grants for projects in GEF6 aim to achieve global environmental benefits as a result of the synergistic effects of activities that enhance governance and technical capacities of communities and improve livelihoods. This project for GEF6 in principle contributes to all strategic Aichi objectives, but in particular, to the six targets listed below where SGP can make a contribution by promoting sustainable livelihoods and community planning and management from a landscape approach:

· Target 2: By 2020, at the latest, biodiversity values have been integrated into national and local development and poverty reduction strategies and planning processes and are being incorporated into national accounting, as appropriate, and reporting systems. Through the development and implementation of sustainable plans and landscape management linking poverty reduction to biodiversity conservation and sustainable use and monitoring, the SGP will contribute to strategies for poverty reduction at the local level aligned with this goal.
· Target 5: By 2020, the rate of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least halved and where feasible brought close to zero, and degradation and fragmentation is significantly reduced. The project will support sustainable production practices that help conserve the earth's biodiversity (including dry forests), freshwater habitats, and help avoid fragmentation of ecosystems. The SGP will cooperate with organizations working in REDD + activities at the state and local level.
· Targets 7 and 9: By 2020 areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry are managed sustainably, ensuring conservation of biodiversity. The project will support communities in these efforts and will ensure that all species used for aquaculture and forestry projects are native species. It will also support early detection and possible eradication of invasive alien species, which contributes to Goal 9.

· Target 13: By 2020, the genetic diversity of cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and of wild relatives, including other socio-economically as well as culturally valuable species, is maintained, and strategies have been developed and implemented for minimizing genetic erosion and safeguarding their genetic diversity. The project will support communities to maintain genetic diversity of key species important for agriculture and culture (traditional medicine).
· Target 14: By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services related to water, and contribute to health, livelihoods and well-being, are restored and safeguarded. The project will support communities to maintain essential ecosystem services within their territories in selected landscapes and seascapes, particularly forests.

· Target 15: By 2020, ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to carbon stocks has been enhanced, through conservation and restoration, including restoration of at least 15 per cent of degraded ecosystems. The project supports communally owned forest and communities to sustainably use their forest resources for maintenance and, where possible, enhancement of carbon stocks.

SGP Contribution to these goals will be addressed, as appropriate and feasible, through funding individually approved and implemented community projects in alignment with the results of sustainable landscape management strategies for biodiversity conservation and sustainable use. Quantification of objectives and proposed indicators will take place during the planning stages of each NP-NAIM and management of landscape plans will be carried out with direct participation of stakeholders in the landscape and under the guidance of the SGP Steering Committee. Progress towards these results and landscape-level goals will be addressed through monitoring and meetings of stakeholders in the medium term and at the end of the project.

Also, the project will contribute to four Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) and their targets, as follows: 

· SDG 7 facilitating access to energy services and renewable energy technologies.
· SGD 12 promoting sustainable consumption and production.

· SDG 13 strengthening community resilience and improving awareness raising on climate change issues.
· SDG 15 restoring ecosystems, reforesting, combating desertification and biodiversity loss.

The United Nations Development Program in Bolivia recently formalized the alignment between the SDG, the National Patriotic Agenda and the National Development Plan, under the title of SDG to Live Well. 
Table 3.  Target Contributions of the Project to Global Environmental Benefits
	Corporate Results
	Replenishment Targets
	Project Targets

	1. Maintain globally significant biodiversity and the ecosystem goods and services that it provides to society
	Improved management of landscapes and seascapes covering 300 million hectares 
	30,000 ha

	2. Sustainable land management in production systems (agriculture, rangelands, and forest landscapes)
	120 million hectares under sustainable land management
	12,200 ha

	3. Promotion of collective management of transboundary water systems and implementation of the full range of policy, legal, and institutional reforms and investments contributing to sustainable use and maintenance of ecosystem services
	Water-food-ecosystems security and conjunctive management of surface and groundwater in at least 10 freshwater basins; 
	

	
	20% of globally over-exploited fisheries (by volume) moved to more sustainable levels
	Percent of fisheries, by volume      

	4. 4. Support to transformational shifts towards a low-emission and resilient development path
	750 million tons of CO2e mitigated (include both direct and indirect)
	1,480 tonsCO2e 

at least 100 energy efficient cook stoves 

at least 450 photovoltaic systems 
5,000 hectares of farmer managed natural regeneration 

23,839 Ton CO2e (que incluye las 5,000 Has mencionadas)

	5. Increase in phase-out, disposal and reduction of releases of POPs, ODS, mercury and other chemicals of global concern
	Disposal of 80,000 tons of POPs (PCB, obsolete pesticides) 
	      metric tons

	6. 
	Reduction of 1000 tons of Mercury
	      metric tons

	7. 
	Phase-out of 303.44 tons of ODP (HCFC)
	      ODP tons

	6. Enhance capacity of countries to implement MEAs (multilateral environmental agreements) and mainstream into national and sub-national policy, planning financial and legal frameworks 
	Development and sectoral planning frameworks integrate measurable targets drawn from the MEAs in at least 10 countries
	Number of Countries: 

	7. 
	Functional environmental information systems are established to support decision-making in at least 10 countries
	Number of Countries: 


D. Innovation, sustainability and potential for up-scaling
Innovation: Innovation occurs in a cross-cutting manner in the various processes that take place in SGP in GEF6. Not only does it refer to the same type and actual implementation of projects, but also to interactions, multi-sector, local and national alliances and established processes to implement those activities. This project proposes to conduct participatory and multi-sector landscape management in three biomes in Bolivia; Chaco, Pantanal and Chiquitanía, to improve social and ecological resilience through community projects to conserve biodiversity, optimize ecosystem services, manage land – particularly agricultural ecosystems - and water in a sustainable manner as well as to mitigate climate change. Using knowledge and experience acquired from global and national initiatives at the landscape level promoted by SGP - through its COMPACT and COMDEKS initiatives and individual Country Programs such as Biocorredores para el Buen Vivir in Ecuador and others - this project will pilot different planning and landscape management processes in five National Parks and Natural Areas for Integrated Management: El Palmar, Kaa-Iya, Serrania del Iñao, San Matias, and Otuquis, based on experience and lessons learned from previous operational phases of the SGP in Bolivia, supporting community organizations to carry out and coordinate projects in the pursuit of results identified in landscape plans and strategies.

This approach will build ownership of individual initiatives, as well as overall management of the landscape. Coordinated community projects in the landscape will generate ecological, economic, and social synergies that produce global environmental benefits of longer duration, as well as an increase in social capital and benefits for local sustainable development. The capacities of community organizations will be strengthened through a learning approach by means of practical experience (learning-by-doing) in which the project itself is a vehicle for the acquisition of practical skills and organizational dexterities in a process of adaptive management over the longer term. The project will also rely on the accumulated experience of previous years and will identify and implement a number of potential opportunities for upscaling during the life of this project.

Sustainability: The sustainability of landscape management processes and community initiatives is based on the principle, according to SGP, that global environmental benefits can be produced and preserved through sustainable development projects implemented by grassroots communities. Previous phases of the Bolivia country program identified and promoted clear win-win opportunities with community initiatives on sustainable use of biodiversity (medicinal plants, apiaries, ecotourism), and genetic resources; production practices in agro-ecological and sustainable silvopastoral systems, permaculture, and integrated farming; sustainable management of land and water (sediment traps, rainwater catchment systems, small dams); renewable energy (mini-hydro power generation and solar energy); aquaculture/fish farming; sustainable forest management and by adding value to crops through sustainable practices (sustainable organic certification procedures). Sustainability of planning and landscape management processes will be enhanced by establishing associations of multiple stakeholders, with the participation of local governments, national agencies, and institutions, non-governmental organizations, private sector and other institutions at the landscape level, with adoption of partnership agreements to pursue specific results at the landscape level. NGO networks will be called upon to support community projects and landscape planning processes; technical assistance will be obtained from the government, NGOs, universities, academic institutes, and other institutions.

Potential for up-scaling: A key result of this project is the scaling up of successful initiatives that have been successfully tested in the previous phases of the SGP Country Program. The premise for scaling up in this context is that a critical mass of stakeholders - who have participated in successful SGP-supported community initiatives (with technology, capacity building, adoption of practices and sustainable systems in main production activities) – must be achieved to trigger wider adoption of adaptive and innovative practices to improve livelihoods and resilience in the landscape. This process of empowerment through decision-making will be accompanied by multi-sector partnerships to be established and others already formed in the five NP-NAIM to be intervened, through their respective action plans. Resources will be made available in the form of SGP strategic projects. Multi-sector partnerships will identify potential opportunities to discuss plans and upscaling processes, engage in micro-credit processes and/or revolving funds as mechanisms to finance components that enable scaling, design, and implementation of the program, as well as evaluating their performance, impacts, and lessons learned in adaptive management, for policy discussions and potential extension of the experience to other areas of the country.

E. Key stakeholders
The primary stakeholders of the SGP Country Program in Bolivia are community organizations, local communities and indigenous peoples who receive grants directly through their initiatives and actions that generate benefits for local sustainable development and the global environment, thus contributing to resilience in their communities and production landscapes. The program will be implemented in the landscapes of 13 municipalities located in the buffer zones and natural areas. The initiative will invite men, women, youth, and children with high levels of vulnerability, including indigenous peoples, to participate in planning for and managing the landscape and to submit project proposals for specific initiatives. These stakeholder groups live in rural areas of the Chaco, Pantanal and Chiquitanía. Local organizations will be identified mainly based on the experience accumulated during 22 years of the country program and, especially in the two new areas of intervention, through consultation and participatory planning has already begun with the analysis of the project baseline carried out in August 2016.

The overall project stakeholders have been identified and categorized as follows:
Community organizations: The project will support community and indigenous peoples’ organizations, farmers' organizations, forestry and agro-forestry managers, producers of honey and medicinal plants, plant breeders, farmers, sustainable ecotourism entrepreneurs, and associations of biodiversity resource processors. The main participants in landscape planning exercises are the main partners in multi-sector partnerships for each landscape; signatories of partnership agreements at the community level and agents in charge of the implementation of community projects and their application at landscape scale.
Second-level organizations – Landscape level: Potential partners and stakeholders include smaller networks of organic producers such as the Association of Organizations of Ecological Producers of Bolivia (AOPEB) and the Network of Associations of Local Producers for the Organization of Community-Based Tourism (TUSOCO), community organizations water managers, local electrification committees, Honey Producers Association, PA Management Committees, and others. The primary participants in landscape planning exercises are the main partners in multi-sector partnerships for each biome, who may play roles in project implementation and participate in the political platforms in the landscape. 
PA Management Committees play an important role because in essence they will constitute the multistakeholder group of representative organizations in the areas. They are interagency platforms, with whom work plans for each PA will be developed.
SGP National Steering Committee: The functions of the Project Steering Committee include: approving landscape strategies; advising on the composition of multi-sector partnerships and terms of reference; approving eligibility criteria for each landscape project, based on the proposal of the multi-stakeholder groups and SGP Operational Guidelines; reviewing and approving  projects presented by the SGP Country Program Coordinator; reviewing annual progress reports and reviewing and recommending course corrections to the project as appropriate; also, participating as a representative in national policy platforms.
Program Manager (National Coordinator) and SGP team: The coordinator is in charge of implementing and operating the program and acts as Secretary of the National Steering Committee and is also tasked with mobilizing co-financing, organizing strategic partnerships with non-governmental organizations and, in general, with managing the achievement of program objectives in the country, as described above.
NGOs: They lead and provide initial baseline assessments; assist in the management of participatory processes and landscape planning. They are partners in multi-sector partnerships for each landscape; signatories to the association agreements at the community level. They also provide technical assistance to community organizations for application/presentation of their projects and are potential participants in policy and innovation platforms. Potential stakeholder NGOs include those with expertise in specific areas of action in each landscape plan. These may include organizations such as CEPAC, ACLO, FCBC, World Vision, and CIPCA, among others. These NGOs will be identified in more detail during the preparation phase of the project and later during the formulation and implementation of community projects.

Governments and associated organizations of local governments, mainly including 13 municipalities, (departmental municipalities), with their directorates or units for the environment and local, departmental, and regional economic development: These stakeholders participate in baseline assessments and landscape planning processes. They are partners in multi-sector partnerships in each landscape. They are signatories to association agreements at the community level and are also the main participants in policy platforms.

National institutions, including the Ministries of Environment and Water; Rural Development and Land; Productive Development; Culture and Tourism; National Association of Ecological Producers, and others. They are partners in multi-sector partnerships in each landscape. They are selected members of the National Steering Committee and where relevant or appropriate, they may provide technical assistance to community organizations for the implementation of their projects. They are the main participants in policy platforms. These entities may include specialized or specific Vice Ministries as the Vice Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity, Climate Change and Forest Management and Development, the National Protected Areas Service (SERNAP), Municipal Management Committees, the Departments of Environment, Economic Development, and Tourism, Technological Innovation, Handicrafts and Tourism Centers, and committees such as CITES of the National Agricultural Health Service (SENASAG), and the National Institute of Agricultural and Forestry Research (INIAF).

Private Sector: Partners in multi-sector partnerships for each landscape; signatories to the association agreements at community level, as appropriate; potential participants in policy platforms. Potential partners include companies with social responsibility components, such as the Destination Management Organization, DMO, for tourism issues, chambers of commerce of micro and small enterprises.

Academic, public and private institutions: They participate in participatory assessments and landscape planning processes. They are partners in multi-sector partnerships for each landscape and are signatories to association agreements at community level, as appropriate. They also provide technical assistance to community organizations for implementation of their projects and develop and implement applied research initiatives with local participation and potential participants in policy platforms.

The baseline performed provides detailed mapping of stakeholders and other valuable information about them in each NP-NAIM to be intervened.
F. Gender considerations
SGP brings benefits to the livelihoods of the largest possible number of communities and individuals in the areas of project intervention. An important strategy of the program is to focus at least 20% of the resources on the most vulnerable groups such as women, groups of marginalized rural communities, and indigenous groups present in the project area. It is expected that activities such as rural tourism, organic farming, beekeeping, production, processing and transformation of medicinal plants, and crafts will lead to income generation and other tangible social benefits such as increased availability of food or supplementary economic income. Access to clean energy sources will benefit women and children by reducing their work of gathering firewood and by decreasing in-door pollution in their homes. Small-scale renewable energy sources will provide the communities electricity for lighting, communication, healthcare, social, and community services and other important services in areas not connected to the grid. They will also allow the use of energy for productive purposes such as pumping water for human and animal consumption, food processing, and efficient irrigation systems for agriculture.

Gender is a characteristic cross-cutting issue among the criteria for allocation of grants by global SGP and is incorporated into the SGP project cycle. Under OP6, the same trend will continue, strengthening gender equality and empowerment of women as essential elements for achieving project development and sustainable impacts on the global environment. Community projects supported by SGP promote equitable economic benefits for men and women and incorporate them in the same way into the whole realm of ​​decision-making projects. In organizations established with SGP support, special considerations related to gender will be taken into account (planning, group creation, etc.). SGP will continue to collect and maintain data and indicators disaggregated by gender in SGP-supported projects, especially during this new operational phase.

During project preparation, consultations with community groups and non-governmental organizations were carried out to ensure unobstructed participation of women. The Country Program team will work with the gender focal point of the National Steering Committee to identify project ideas for initial discussions with groups of women and girls. Groups of women and girls will evaluate the performance of their projects to identify lessons and insights for adaptive management and specific policy recommendations on the subject.
Gender mainstreaming is incorporated into the SGP criteria in this new operational phase as a specific strategy to address structural inequalities, through three types of measures:
1. 
Measures oriented to institutional learning and strengthening of internal information 
systems, including:
· Inclusion within the logical framework of gender-sensitive indicators

· Inclusion of a gender perspective in monitoring and evaluation

· Promotion of best practice exchanges in gender mainstreaming among those in charge of implementing initiatives.

· Systematization of the mainstreaming process and its results at the completion of the 6th Operational Phase.  
2. 
Measures seeking equal access, between women and men, to resources and benefits 
from community projects which, according to the stage of implementation, will include:

At the stage of submission of project ideas:
· Description of the direct beneficiaries will include their sex and age.

· Among the objectives of the initiative, at least one favoring equality in gender relations will be presented.
· Financing for improved stoves will be include among eligible initiatives.
At the development stage of project ideas:
· Giving visibility to activities that, on the basis of gender, women and men develop in production, social participation and in family care, and how the initiative will help meet needs arising from those responsibilities.

· Showing how the proposed initiative will contribute to closing gender gaps (e.g. income gaps, market access, participation, etc.) and how this decline will be measured. A baseline will be included.

· Including sex-disaggregated indicators in initiatives that contribute to any of these program indicators:
Component 1:
· Increase of cultivated land with sustainable management practices that recover traditional local knowledge, disaggregated by sex of head of benefited household.
· Number of micro-irrigation systems that allow access to water for productive and domestic uses (supported by the project), disaggregated by sex of head of benefited household.

· Number of new products and innovative services that sustainably use natural resources, disaggregated by sex and age of the initiative promoter.

· Improved capabilities and conditions of producers to access local markets, with an emphasis on supplementary food provided at schools.
· Increased use of renewable energy technologies and energy efficiency at the community level in intervened PAs, disaggregated by sex and age of head of benefited household

Component 2:
· Number of communities, community-based women's organizations, NGOs, stakeholders in plural economy, and public entities that have accessed systemized traditional knowledge and/or participated in its generation.

· Number of local stakeholders, disaggregated by sex and age, involved in the implementation and replication of best practices for adaptive management.

· Submit in the progress reports data disaggregated by sex according to the above indicators, depending on the type of initiative under implementation.
· Incorporate activities that facilitate the participation of women and men, taking into account the limitations of the former to meet domestic responsibilities and participate in communal and productive activities at the same time. This should also consider women’s limited bilingualism (in their native language and Spanish) as well as educational gender gaps.

· Where appropriate, according to the characteristics of the initiative, appropriate technical alternatives should be proposed for the future operators, taking into account the seasonal migration dynamics of women and men in the community.
· Give visibility in the budget of the initiative to be funded the resources that will be oriented to conduct activities that promote gender equality.

In the criteria for evaluation of project ideas:
· Compliance with gender requirements in the call
· Projects on access to clean energy have to meet the dual purpose of generating sustainable economic alternatives and becoming sources of alternative energy for cooking, thereby contributing to the reduction of work for collecting firewood and of pollution inside the home.

· Micro-irrigation projects have to ensure access to irrigation of the family vegetable garden, which is usually tended by women and access to water for human consumption in order to help reduce domestic burdens on women and children.

3. 
Measures seeking to empower women and a change towards more equitable gender 
relations within families and communities, which, according to the stage of 
implementation, will include:
At the stage of submission of project ideas:
· Inclusion of activities that promote equal opportunities for women and men in natural resources management in Protected Areas.

· Measures designed to foster the development of non-traditional activities for women.

· Improvement of the self-esteem of men and women and their recognition inside and outside of the intervened communities through recovery of their knowledge on biodiversity, especially among women.

· Involvement of women and men alike at all levels of decision-making by implementing measures to facilitate the participation of women (times, places, manners in which they participate the most, organization of support groups to take care of children among the beneficiaries, etc.).

· Promotion of exchanges among women's groups from other communities in the intervened PAs.

· Use of training to promote responsibility in domestic work by men and women; awareness against gender violence and visibility of women’s productive work.

· Publishing of at least one publication by PA focused on recovered women’s traditional knowledge.

G. Coordination

The National Steering Committee of the SGP Country Programme in Bolivia has consistently promoted the collaboration of the Country Programme with GEF and government financed projects and programmes for many years. 

Biocultura National Programme is a joint initiative of the Ministry of Environment and Water through the Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity, Climate Change and Forest Management and Development (VMA) and the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) which aims to contribute to the conservation of ecosystems and the "Living Well" (poverty reduction) of indigenous people in the Andean region of the country and rural communities through sustainable management of biodiversity, as well as respect and the appreciation of local cultures.   To achieve the above objective, the program promotes: (i) the development of public policies based on local rules and practices of management of biodiversity; (ii) the development of inclusive, sustainable and viable economic alternatives; (iii) conservation of the critical functions of ecosystems and (iv) the appreciation of the cultural identity of communities. Also, Biocultura supports capacity building of the national government and local governments responsible for implementing the policies related to the use and conservation of biodiversity. The Biocultura program is aligned to the National Development Plan (NDP) of Bolivia, supports the implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). The VMA leads and coordinates its implementation in close collaboration with public and private entities. Most of the activities are allocated to implementing partners through competitive mechanisms. Accountability of the activities of implementing partners is ensured through the participation of local governments, rural native indigenous representations and local counterparts. SGP has collaborated and identified synergies with Biocultura in GEF 5 phase, where there was a territorial coincidence of work and scope in El Palmar NAIM, and for GEF 6, and Biocultura 2nd Phase, SGP has also foreseen coordination in two other joint priorities: El Palmar NAIM and Iñao NP/NAIM. 

The GEF financed Regional Program: “SFM Sustainable forest management in the transboundary ecosystem of the Great American Chaco - GEF Chaco", operates in the three countries (Argentina, Paraguay and Bolivia) and is executed via the Department of Water Resources in Bolivia and is implemented and administered by the OAS-UNEP and UNDP. This project seeks to contribute to the reversal of land degradation trends in the Gran Chaco through supporting sustainable land management in the production landscape. The project complements the efforts of Argentina, Bolivia and Paraguay, under the Sub-Regional Action Program for Sustainable Development of the Gran Chaco (SRAP) by: (i) mainstreaming Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) and Sustainable Land Management (SLM) principles into policy and legal frameworks; (ii) providing capacity building at regional, provincial/departmental and local levels; (iii) developing tools and instruments to mainstream SFM and SLM concerns into regional land use planning and decision making processes; and (iv) designing and implementing on-the-ground investments and increased stakeholder participation to implement sustainable management practices, in order to reduce land degradation and combat desertification. This project will conclude at the end of 2016. During the GEF 6 period the project will be developed in three municipalities and similar communities where SGP GEF 6 will be working, thus enabling synergies and further coordination and complementarities between both GEF funded initiatives.

The Project "Managing environmental liabilities in protected areas and their influence on water resources", is aimed at supporting a joint effort of the Ministry of Environment, Biodiversity, Climate Change and Forest Management and Development (MABCCGDF), the National Service for Protected Areas (SERNAP), the Geological Survey and Mining (SERGEOMIN) under the Ministry of Mining and Metallurgy, and the Ministry of Hydrocarbons and Energy, entities that addressed the issue related to the management of environmental liabilities in mining and hydrocarbon comprehensively in and around protected areas, including water resources. The expected strategic outcomes of the Project are: i) Update and/or generate information on extractive projects in operation and abandoned mining and hydrocarbon sites, their socio-economic impact and the risk of pollution, to manage environmental liabilities in 10 prioritized National Protected Areas; ii) To design policies, standards and intervention strategies designed to manage environmental liabilities of  mining and hydrocarbon activities in 10 National Protected Areas and minimize the future effects of this type of mining activities; and iii) Generating knowledge for managing environmental liabilities, institutional, social and academic level to increase capacity to manage environmental liabilities mining and hydrocarbon activities. The project is funded by the European Union and implemented by UNDP Bolivia. Implementation started in January 2015 and will conclude in December 2017; territorially, the project will share the intervention with SGP in four protected areas: San Matías, Kaa Iya, Otuquis, and Iñao.
H. Consistency with national priorities

The new vision of the country, raised since the adoption of the Constitution of the State (CPE) in 2009, approaches and presents new challenges for environmental management and protection of natural resources. The search for the “Buen Vivir” or Living Well, through integral development must mantain harmony and balance with Mother Earth. CPE states that public policy must be oriented towards satisfying the interests of the Plurinational State of Bolivia and care for the needs of Bolivian people, ensuring the maintenance of the regenerative capacity of the life systems.  In this context the SGP project for GEF 6 is directly relevant, supportive, and consistent with Bolivia’s new Constitution.

One of the purposes stated in the CPE is to promote and ensure responsible and planned utilization of natural resources, and promote industrialization, through the development and strengthening of the productive base in different dimensions and levels, as well as environmental conservation, for the welfare of present and future generations (Article 6, paragraph 6). SGP provides local examples of how the well-being of communities and community organizations may be achieved through the conservation, restoration, and enhancement of livelihoods may also contribute to climate resilient landscapes. 

To realize the mandate of the CPE, in 2013 the Patriotic Agenda 2025 was consolidated as a long-term plan whose purpose is to establish coordination and integrated approach between the different levels of government so that development plans be routed under common goals. Three of the thirteen Patriotic Agenda pillars are directly related to the management of natural resources and the environment: Pillar 6. Sovereignty with diversification and productive integral development without the dictatorship of the capitalist market, 7. Sovereignty over our natural resources nationalization, industrialization, and commercialization in harmony and balance of Mother Earth, and 9. Environmental sovereignty with integral development and respect for Mother Earth’s rights. 

A goal of the agenda which the SGP contributes directly to is: In 2025 we have achieved to consolidate the link between the agricultural and forest agenda and full complementarity exists between food production and forest conservation. In 2012 Bolivia adopted the Law of Mother Earth and Integral Development for Living Well (No. 300), as a framework law which is relevant as it becomes the framework under which specific sectoral legislation (e.g. water, environment, hydrocarbons, etc.) must be enacted in the coming years under the new Constitution of the emerging state for the transformation process in Bolivia.

For the operational implementation of this Law, Bolivia has adopted an approach of life systems of Mother Earth, allowing a territorial scope of action based on complementarity and interdependence among human rights, development and Mother Earth. This approach is compatible and harmonious with the landscape approach for integral, sustainable development supported by this project and SGP.

Regarding the Plurinational Climate Change Policy (2015 Work Document) the project is consistent with the following policy objectives:

· Integrated and sustainable forest and other life system management for adaptation and mitigation of climate change (No.1)

· Transformation of the energy grid towards less contaminating fuels and use of renewable energies to reduce GHG emissions. (No.2)

· Implementation of energy efficiency in the industry, productive development, commerce and services to reduce GHG emissions. (No.3)

· Strengthen climate resilience in productive agricultural, forestry, pisiculture, adaptation systems to improve food security and sovereignty in harmony with Mother Earth. (No.5)

· Restoration, protection and conservation of soils in climatically vulnerable areas. (No.6)

· Integrated water management in areas vulnerable to climate change, to strengthen climate resilience. (No.7).

· Reduction of risk and integrated capacity development and strengthening, based on knowledge management, for the prevention, mitigation and recuperation of disasters related to climate change. (No.8).

· Recuperation and application of traditional knowledge and techniques relevant to mitigation and adaptation to Climate Change complemented with modern sustainable technology.

· Inter-cultural and inter-scientific investigation and knowledge production for integral development in harmony with Mother Earth. 

Furthermore, the SGP project for GEF 6 takes into account the three mechanisms for adaptation and mitigation as well as the fund described in the CC Policy and defined under the Law of Mother Earth and Integral Development for Living Well: a) The Joint Adaptation and Mitigation mechanism for Integrated Management of Forests and Mother Earth that has the objective so strengthen, conserve and protect life systems and environmental functions, b)  Mitigation mechanism for Living Well is oriented to strengthen and promote climate mitigation actions in industrial, productive, energy and other activities, c) Adaptation mechanism for Living Well is oriented to strengthen and promote adaptation processes especially for water management, food sovereignty and security, risk prevention and reduction, education and health. Furthermore, the Mother Earth Plurinatural Fund is designated as the financial mechanism under the Mother Earth Plurinational Authority which will constitute the mechanism to administer, assign, mobilize resources to implement plans, programs, projects, initiatives and activities for the Mechanisms described above. 
Another relevant national instrument to which this project contributes is the Master Plan for the National System of Protected Areas (SNAP, in Spanish).  The landscape approach promoted by SGP is consistent with the capacity strengthening for the social participation of communities and social organizations within PAs as well as the promotion and application of management models with more social inclusion (Policy 4 of the Master Plan), and the generation of opportunities for economic development of local populations in harmony with Mother Earth (Policy 3 Master Plan) and the conservation of the natural patrimony for common wellbeing (Policy 2).
The Fifth National Report to the CDB of the Plurinational State of Bolivia states the importance of the consolidation of sustainable and harmonious relationship between all beings, life systems and Mother Earth and identifies the current policy framework related to biodiversity conservation, sustainable use, and links with climate change.  Although the NBSAP is still not consolidated, the national framework and priorities described above, under which it is being developed, are. It is important to highlight that SGP is aligned with these instruments and constitutes a mechanism for their implementation. 

I. Consistency with GEF policies
The project proposed here is in full conformity with the policy for upgrading of SGP Country Programmes as first described in GEF/C.36/4 Small Grants Programme Execution Arrangements and Upgrading Policy for GEF-5 and then in GEF/C.46/13 GEF Small Grants Programme: Implementation Arrangements for GEF-6, approved by GEF Council in Cancun. This GEF SGP Upgrading Country Programme will continue to follow the SGP’s Operational Guidelines to ensure compliance with longstanding best practice and GEF policy for the SGP.

At the same time, the outcomes of the project proposed here are fully aligned with the SGP Strategic Directions for GEF 6 found on pages 200-206 of GEF/R.6/20/Rev.04, GEF Programming Directions, approved by GEF Council in March 2014. 

J. Knowledge Management
Each SGP grant project is designed to produce three things: global environmental and local sustainable development benefits (impacts); organizational capacities (technical, analytical, etc.) from learning by doing; and knowledge from evaluation of the innovation experience. 

In the case of knowledge, each grant project will have as a primary product a case study or summary of lessons learned based on evaluation of implementation results and their contributions to GEB, local development objectives and landscape level outcomes, including the development of social capital. This knowledge will be further systematized and codified for dissemination at the landscape level through policy dialogue platforms, community landscape management networks and multi-stakeholder partnerships, and knowledge fairs and other exchanges; at the national level through the National Steering Committee, strategic partnerships and their networks, and national knowledge fairs where appropriate; and globally through the SGP global network of SGP Country Programs and UNDP’s knowledge management system.  The individual grant project case studies will be anticipated at project design and based on a participatory methodology, so that the production of the case studies strengthen the community organization’s capacities for reflection and action through learning-by-doing.  Development of the case studies will require external support, with costs covered under the respective project budget.  These are not expected to exceed 500 per project.  Production of these case studies will occur at the end of each grant project’s implementation i.e. there will be a continuous flow of case studies throughout the life of the FSP.

At the broader landscape level, the Bolivia Country Program will produce a case study of the landscape planning and management experience in each of the five selected landscapes. These five case studies will highlight the processes of stakeholder participation, as well as the progress toward the targets selected during landscape planning, using the Satoyama Resilience Indicators
.  A detailed analysis will be produced of the successes and failures in each landscape in regard to the generation of synergies between individual community projects around landscape level outcomes, lessons learned, and future efforts to strengthen the landscape planning and management processes.  These case studies will be developed in the third quarter of the last year of implementation and will require expert guidance and input.  While the pro bono assistance of SGP’s academic and government partners will be anticipated, it is expected that the costs of these case studies will not exceed USD 2,000 – 2,500 per study.  The results of these studies will be published and disseminated throughout the country through print and digital media and SGP’s institutional partners, NGOs, SGP-supported CSO networks, universities and others.

Project funding has been set aside for potential “strategic projects”, in line with SGP’s global guidelines. Strategic projects aim to bring broader adoption of specific successful SGP-supported technologies, practices or systems to a tipping point in each landscape through engagement of potential financial partners, policy makers and their national/subnational advisors and institutions, as well as the private sector.  These projects will be defined in the first year of FSP implementation, as feasible, and may focus on such things as improving the production and marketing of marine or agricultural products, ecotourism, or improving the production and marketing of underutilized or endangered crop genetic resources.  Each of these strategic projects will produce a case study highlighting the process, obstacles to and opportunities for upscaling.  Each case study will be produced at the end of implementation of the strategic project, with the costs of external experts and participatory analysis workshops incorporated into each strategic project’s budget.    

The project will create a knowledge management platform to facilitate links among communities, promote information sharing, and provide access to knowledge resources that are relevant to their individual projects. The knowledge obtained from project experiences and lessons learned will be socialized through SGP’s well-established national network of stakeholders and SGP’s global platform, and it will be used in upscaling successful initiatives. The increased capacity of community-level stakeholders to generate, access and use information and knowledge is expected to increase the sustainability of project activities beyond the life of the grant funding. Knowledge sharing and replication will help ensure that the impacts of the project are sustained and expanded, generating additional environmental benefits over the longer-term.

III. Purpose of the Project, Outcomes, Outputs, Indicators, and Activities
The project objective is to strengthen the capacities of local communities in the Chaco, Chiquitanía, and Pantanal ecoregions to improve their livelihoods by conserving natural habitats, restoring degraded ecosystems, and strengthening sustainable production for socio-ecological resilience.

The project will achieve global benefits by supporting at least 73 community based initiatives that will collectively contribute to overcome the organizational and individual capacity barriers mentioned above to enhance conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in production landscapes, manage land sustainably and mitigate climate change. The project has two components:

· Component 1: Resilient landscapes for sustainable development and environmental protection of the Gran Chaco, Chiquitanía, and Pantanal ecoregions which have global importance.

· Component 2: Capacity building and knowledge management.

Financing of small projects and at least three strategic projects will generate concrete outputs to reach six interrelated outcomes (four under Component 1 and one under Component 2):

1.1 
Ecosystem services restored and biodiversity conservation improved through 
innovation, replicability, and scaling up of interventions at the community level in 
the five prioritized NP-NAIM in Chaco, Chiquitanía and Pantanal.

1.2 
Increased sustainability and productivity of agro-ecosystems from community 
interventions in the five prioritized NP-NAIM.

1.3 
Improved alternative livelihoods in priority landscapes (NP-NAIM) through 
innovative product development and market access.

1.4 
Practices to improve energy efficiency and renewable energy to improve 
livelihoods in five NP-NAIM.
2.1 
Community organizations and civil society improve their organizational skills and 
technical knowledge based on training and knowledge management.

As far as possible, the project will take an integrated approach in which individual activities contribute to more than one landscape outcome, and individual organizations and initiatives are linked to achieve economies of scale, learning, and replication.

A. Outcomes, outputs, indicators, GEF funds, co-financing and total 
cost

The SGP Country Program project for this GEF6 phase will include development, implementation, and monitoring of approximately 73 local initiatives, presented as smaller grant projects (USD 20,000-25,000), medium-sized projects (from USD 40,000 to 50,000) and at least three strategic projects (between USD 100,000 and 150,000) that will benefit the social and ecological resilience of the five NP-NAIM. The Project Outcomes will be achieved through Outputs with the following descriptions:
For Component 1: Resilient landscapes for sustainable development and environmental protection of the Gran Chaco, Chiquitanía, and Pantanal ecoregions which have global importance.

Outcome 1.1 - Ecosystem services restored (LD, CCM) and improvements in biodiversity conservation (BD) through innovation, replication, and scaling up of interventions at the community level in five priority NP-NAIM in Chaco, Chiquitanía, and Pantanal.

Outputs: 

1.1.1 Management plans implemented through joint efforts between municipal associations and/or CSOs (Civil Society Organizations) for BD conservation and sustainable use, water management and mitigation of CC including farmer managed natural regeneration, community conservation areas, fire management, agroforestry and sylvopastoral systems and/or NTFPs.
1.1.2 Fire risk prevention strategies developed and under implementation in NP-NAIM.
Activities include funding of at least 15 initiatives in forest management, conservation of BD, water management, and climate change mitigation. A training and awareness project for fire prevention will be promoted with local leaders and educational units as well as funding to create six communal forest fire brigades and protection groups in three NP-NAIMs that will include training and minimum equipment needed for fire prevention and fighting.

Outcome 1.2 - Increased sustainability and productivity of agro-ecosystems from community-based interventions in five priority NP-NAIM.

Outputs: 
1.2.1 Sustainable and high resilience agro-ecological practices and systems implemented in the target landscapes 

1.2.2 Traditional knowledge on genetic diversity of native BD, including wild relatives of domesticated species (e.g. corn, peanuts, chili, wild fruits, and medicinal plants), recovered, documented and disseminated
Activities will include identifying and prioritizing areas/communities where initiatives will be undertaken. Support will be given to the implementation of at least 15 projects to develop or adapt sustainable agro-ecological practices and to the implementation of 10 micro-irrigation projects that encompass protection and conservation/sustainable use of water sources. A workshop on Farmers Rights will be held regarding the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture to raise awareness, network organizations, communities and institutions, and build capacities for systematic conservation and sustainable use of crop genetic resources.

Outcome 1.3 - Improved alternative livelihoods in priority landscapes (NP-NAIM) through innovative product development and market access.

Outputs: 

1.3.1 Support to innovative initiatives for products and services (nurseries, apiaries, product processing, rural tourism, non-timber forest, fish breeding, etc.), identified and supported. 

1.3.2 Develop and strengthen links with differentiated markets of CSO (IFIAM market analysis, potential marketing channels).

Activities include: identifying and prioritizing potential initiatives in communities to develop innovative production activities. Activities will include the implementation of at least 15 projects that develop and implement innovative production practices or systems. In addition, a project on marketing processes that includes at least the following activities will be funded:
1. 
Development of a market research study, with validation and dissemination.

2. 
Development of a modular training package according to the implementation 
requirements of the study.

3. 
Training on "How to participate in fairs." Production units in relevant 
municipalities will be registered.

4. 
Systematization of experiences and presentation of outcomes.

These activities include the implementation of recommendations of the market analysis, trade actions with production organizations (Complementary Feeding School-ACE, participation in fairs, institutional sales, certifications); identification of appropriate fairs, consistent with the characteristics of local trade organizations; organization of products, marketers, promotion, materials, advertising support, and participation. For participation in fairs, purchase of tents and design, development, and provision of advertising materials and printed resources will be included; participation in defined fairs will be facilitated with appropriate follow-up to contacts and intended purchases.

Outcome 1.4 - Practices to improve energy efficiency and renewable energy to improve livelihoods in five NP-NAIM.
Outputs: 

1.4.1 Renewable energy technologies and energy efficiency (photovoltaic systems for water pumping for human and animal consumption, micro-irrigation, water supply for health care and education facilities, energy-efficient stoves) to support development of productive uses in five NP-NAIM.
Activities include identifying and prioritizing potential innovations in communities for the development of energy-efficiency initiatives and renewable energy sources. Subsequently, execution of 10 related projects will be funded. 
For Component 2: Capacity building and knowledge management
Outcome 2.1 - Local governance strengthened in five priority NP and NAIM

Outputs:

2.1.1      Five landscape management strategies and plans, including monitoring plans, prepared and then approved by the National Steering Committee and SERNAP

2.1.2      One comprehensive socio-ecological baseline assessment for each of the five landscapes 

2.1.3      Landscape specific typologies of community level projects and eligibility criteria formulated by multi-stakeholder groups in each landscape 

2.1.4      At least ten signed formal agreements between community organizations and other partners in each landscape to pursue the outcomes of each strategy through community and landscape level projects

2.1.5      Innovation platforms and policies established for the discussion of experiences and lessons from communities, NGOs, local governments, governments, national and sub-national institutions and other stakeholders.

Activities include on-site meetings and workshops to carry out participatory baseline analyses, identification of landscape level outcomes and identification of a typology of potential community initiatives in each landscape aimed at achieving the landscape outcomes.  Potential government, NGO, academic and private sector partners are invited to the workshops and participate in discussions regarding their support to community initiatives and landscape strategies. Formal agreements are negotiated and signed. As implementation progresses and lessons are learned, community representatives and their partners present new knowledge to innovation/policy platforms established for each landscape.
Outcome 2.2 - Community organizations and civil society improve their organizational skills and technical knowledge on the basis of training and knowledge management
Outputs:
2.2.1 Successful experiences and best practices for adaptive management and resilience of landscapes identified, systematized, and shared at the level of community organizations, BCO (Base Conmunity Organization)-level management committees of each NP-NAIM and local and departmental governments
2.2.2 Dissemination of outcomes of applied research in five priority NP-NAIM and expanded sector.

Activities include: developing a systematic study of the five landscape management experiences including recovery and/or application of good practices, traditional knowledge and/or successful experiences in the five NP-NAIMs; printing and distribution. Stakeholders will be identified and prioritized for participation in the studies and as recipients for dissemination, depending on relevant topics.

In the area of capacity building, participating stakeholders will be identified through a participatory selection process with the Management Committee and local communities. The capacity building program will be designed to include methodology, skills, materials, and training of local trainers. The Knowledge Management Plan generated in GEF5 will be updated, implemented, monitored, and evaluated. This includes the signing of a commitment by participant stakeholders and Management Committees, as well as a replication day with participants in the priority areas.

As for applied research on issues of interest to next phase, BD resources requiring applied research will be identified. Studies will be conducted through at least three projects, whose results will be published and disseminated appropriately. 
IV. Project Outcome Framework

	This project will contribute to achieving the following Country Programme Outcome as defined in CPAP or CPD: Helping to strengthen institutions and build the capacity of relevant entities in the environmental and energy sectors (ROAR: Outcome 16). Strategic line IV: Environment, energy and risk management. Component 2: Promote of management, conservation and sustainable and equitable use of natural resources, particularly land use planning processes. Outcome 2.1: Strengthened technical, strategic and territorial planning capacities of the environmental sector. Component 3: Strengthened mechanisms for prevention, adaptation and mitigation of climate change. Outcome 3.1: Improved mechanisms for the prevention, adaptation and mitigation of climate change in all relevant national and local institutions. Component 5: Strengthen capacities for risk management and promote a culture of disaster prevention. Outcome 5.1 Created national and local capacities for disaster risk management. 

	Country Programme Outcome Indicators:

1. Application of the regulatory framework for water resources management; 2. Percentage of regulatory plans that incorporate criteria on conservation and sustainable use of resources. 3-Updating and training programs on the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources. 4. Percentage of emergency committees with information on climate change trends and countermeasures. 5. Number of training and awareness sessions held. 6. Number of Cantons and individuals benefiting from training and awareness raising.

	Primary applicable Key Environment and Sustainable Development Key Result Area (same as that on the cover page, circle one): 1. Mainstreaming environment and energy OR

2. Catalyzing environmental finance OR 3. Promote climate change adaptation OR 4. Expanding access to environmental and energy services for the poor.

	Applicable GEF Strategic Objective and Program: BD-2; CCM-3; CCM-5; LD-1;

	Applicable GEF Expected Outcomes: BD Outcome 2.1; CCM Outcomes 1.1, 1.3, and 5.3; LD Outcomes 1.2 and 1.3; 

	Applicable GEF Outcome Indicators: BD Indicator 2.1: Production landscapes and seascapes that integrate biodiversity conservation and sustainable use into their management preferably demonstrated by meeting national or international third-party certification that incorporates biodiversity considerations (e.g. FSC, MSC) or supported by other objective data. CC Indicators 3.3: Tons of CO2 equivalent; 5.2: Hectares restored; and 5.3: Tons of CO2 equivalent. LD Indicators 1.2 Increased land area with sustained productivity and reduced vulnerability of communities to climate variability; and 1.4 Increased resources flowing to SLM from diverse sources; 


		Indicator

	Baseline

	Targets
	Source of Verification

	Risks and Assumptions


	Project Objective
 

Strengthening the capacities of local communities in the Chaco, Chiquitanía, and Pantanal ecoregions to improve their livelihoods by conserving natural habitats, restoring degraded ecosystems, and strengthening sustainable production for socio-ecological resilience.
	Surface area (in hectares) sustainably managed in PA landscapes or buffer zones (BZ) resulting from local initiatives supported by the program.
	615,495 hectares of landscapes managed sustainably 

	47,200 additional hectares under sustainable management in five PAs and buffer zones (BZs).

	Coverage Maps, M&E Reports, EE Technical Reports.

	R1. Low capacities of different community organizations to develop and coordinate projects in general and for conservation and use of biodiversity in particular.

R2. Low capacities of different community organizations to coordinate with each other and with different levels of government.

R3. Difficulty for communities to get market access for goods and services produced with SGP support.

R4. Influence of climate change will undermine efforts to halt loss of biodiversity and land degradation.



	

	Component 1: Resilient landscapes for sustainable development and environmental protection of the Gran Chaco, Chiquitanía and Pantanal ecoregions with global importance.

	Outcome 1.1
Restored and enhanced ecosystem services and biodiversity through replication and scaling up of innovative community-based interventions in the five NP-NAIMs in the Chaco, Chiquitania and Pantanal eco-regions
	Number of hectares of forest in the process of conservation and/or restoration that promote the maintenance and/or enhancement of ecological corridors and connectivity areas within the NP-NAIMs and/or EBZ. 

	7,159 hectares of forest with sustainable management practices conserved and/or restored 


	46,200 hectares of forest under sustainable management to potentially include farmer managed natural regeneration, community conservation areas, fire management, agroforestry and sylvopastoral systems, and/or NTFPs.

	M&E reports 

Number of MOAs signed

Coverage Maps Technical reports 


	R1. Possible concessions to extractive industries.

A1: NP-NAIMs meet the goals set for their establishment.

	
	
	
	
	
	A1: Populations in NP-NAIMs and BZs demand such initiatives

	
	Number of Brigades for preventing and fighting forest fires organized in NP-NAIMs and EBZ communities.
	There are no forest firefighter brigades (or similar) that work in the NP-NAIMs and BZ communities.
	a) Two forest fire brigades per NP-NAIM trained in fire prevention and control (San Matias, Otuquis, and Kaa Iya)

b) At least 60 members of six schools trained in fire prevention
c) Forest fire prevention strategies formulated and approved for each of the three NP-NAIM (San Matias, Otuquis, and Kaa Iya)
	Lists/Registers of participants
Technical Reports Minutes attesting to the creation of brigades 
Prevention strategies
	A1: Predisposition from local stakeholders to participate

	Outcome 1.2
Increased sustainability and productivity of agro-ecosystems on the basis of community interventions in five prioritized NP-NAIM
	Number of hectares of cultivated land under sustainable management practices, disaggregated by sex of head of benefited household.


	a) 69 hectares under agroecological management for sustainable production
b) 12 communities have 21 micro-irrigation systems resulting from SGP intervention in GEF5.
	a) 1,000 hectares under agroecological management for conservation of crop genetic resources, increased productivity through soil conservation and agroforesty systems, and potential value-added products
b) At least 10 additional communities have at least 30 micro-irrigation systems.
	Grant project documents.
MOAs
Technical reports, including coverage
M&E reports
	R1: Adverse weather conditions.

R1. Conflicts regarding the use of water sources.

	Outcome 1.3
Improved alternative livelihoods in priority landscapes (NP-NAIM) through innovative product development and market access.
	a) Number of new products and innovative services that sustainably use and take advantage of natural resources, by sex and age of the initiative promoter.
b) Change in income for smallholder participants, disaggregated by sex/gender
c) Number or percentage of municipalities acquiring products of NP-NAIM and BZ communities for ACE
d) Number of smallholder organizations with the capacities to apply for the status of ACE suppliers
e) Number of smallholder organizations offering products at local fairs
	a) 22 supported initiatives to develop innovative products and services in GEF5.
b) Baseline income level for smallholder participants to be determined at time of grant project design

c) Two municipalities (out of 11) acquire products from NP-NAIM or BZ communities aimed at ACE.

d) Two smallholder organizations market their production in their municipalities for ACE

e) 11 smallholder organizations in three NP-NAIMs (El Palmar, Iñao and Kaa Iya) offer their products at local fairs
	a) At least 15 additional innovative economic, productive, and service products (production of nursery plants, beekeeping, processing of products, ecotourism, fish breeding, etc.) contribute to improving the livelihoods of local people.
b) Average 10% increase in income for smallholder participants 

c) At least 25% of the municipalities (out of 14) acquire products of communities in NP-NAIMs and BZ for ACE.

d) At least four smallholder organizations trained and have developed or strengthened their capacities in marketing and know the regulations on SENASAG certification, Participatory Guarantee Systems (PGS), and the rules to apply for the status of ACE suppliers.

e) At least 15 smallholder organizations from five NP-NAIMs have participated in local fairs and have promoted their products, disaggregated by sex/gender
	Grant Project Documents.

EE reports

M&E visits

Contracts for the sale of products for ACE. Reports.

Workshop lists

Participation certificates delivered

SENASAG certification processes initiated

Registration processes for ACE completed.

Report on visited fairs (local and national)

Number of signed intents of purchase

Report on increased sales level.
	R1: Adverse weather conditions.

A1: Favorable weather conditions

R1. High competition for supply of products to ACE

A1: Products obtained satisfactorily meet ACE quality requirements 

	
	
	
	
	
	R1: Low predisposition to receive training among producers

A1: Producers are aware that training seeks to improve their income.

R2: Lack of continuity by a given producer to complete the training process.

A2: There is continued interest by participants from start to finish during the training process.

R1: Negligence in the organization and participation in fairs.

A1: Producers or commercial representatives are aware of the benefits of participation in fairs.

R2: Poor product quality and presentation.

	Outcome 1.4

Practices to improve energy efficiency and renewable energy to improve livelihoods in five NP-NAIM.
	Increased use of renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies at community level, by sex and age of head of household.
Number of new technology applications disaggregated by application, sex and age of household head
	21 initiatives implemented with renewable energy technologies and energy efficiency (photovoltaic systems for pre-electrification, water pumping, electric fences, solar dryers, efficient stoves) in GEF5.

As a result of SGP support in GEF5:

a) 781 RE systems for lighting, cooling, water pumping, etc.

b) 19 energy efficient stoves in operation 
	At least 10 additional energy efficiency and renewable energy initiatives (photovoltaic systems, pumping water for human and animal consumption, pre-electrification, energy-saving stoves, etc.) in at least 20 communities, disaggregated by gender, resulting in 
a) at least 100 energy efficient cook stoves in operation

b) at least 450 photovoltaic systems for lighting, cooling and water pumping
	Project Documents.

EE reports

M&E reports

Records of participants

Photos
	R1: Difficult access to requesting communities.

A1: The means are achieved to transport and install materials and equipment.

	Component 2: Capacity building and knowledge management


	Outcome 2

2.1    Strengthened local governance in the five priority NP-NAIM for SGP-GEF 6.
	a) The Multi-stakeholder Management Committee (MC) in each NP-NAIM has the organizational and technical capacities to develop, implement and monitor adaptive landscape strategies and management plans in the five NP-NAIMs 

b) A strategy to achieve greater social and ecological resilience for each landscape (NP-NAIM and BZ)

c) A typology of community level initiatives is developed and agreed by local stakeholder for each landscape to achieve landscape outcomes

d) Number of formal cooperative agreements between community organizations and other partners in each landscape to pursue the outcomes of each strategy through community and landscape level projects

e) Number of innovation platforms established for the discussion of experiences and lessons from communities, NGOs, local governments, governments, national and sub-national institutions and other stakeholders.
	Five Management Committees fulfill only in part their responsibilities for adaptive landscape planning and management 

There are no formal agreements among communities in regard to landscape level resilience outcomes

Lessons learned from community project experience are not discussed systematically with policy makers and other actors
	a) Five landscape management strategies and plans, based on comprehensive socio-ecological baseline assessments, including monitoring plans, prepared and then approved by the National Steering Committee and SERNAP

b) Landscape specific typologies of community level projects and eligibility criteria formulated by multi-stakeholder groups in each landscape 

c) At least ten signed formal agreements between community organizations and other partners in each landscape to pursue the outcomes of each strategy through community and landscape level projects

d) At least one innovation and policy dialogue platform in each of the NP-NAIM 


	No. of meetings performed (minutes) 
No. of workshops held (Lists)

No. of trained members

No. of MOAs signed

Adaptive  landscape management strategies and plans

Number of Monitoring Plans for each NP-NAIM Monitoring Reports
	R1: Lack of financial resources for the regular operation of Management Committees (MC).

R2: High turnover of municipal delegates in MC.

A1: MC works regularly.

A2: MC members are retained according to regulations.

R1: Conflicts of interest between the different stakeholders

A1: Working Agendas agreed

R1: The NP-NAIMs have no means or logistical capacity to implement their MPs.

A1: There are conditions in the NP-NAIMs to implement their MPs.

	2.2 Community and local civil society organizations increase their organizational and technical skills through training and knowledge management.
	a) Number of case studies summarizing lessons learned and best practices of participatory adaptive landscape planning and management, based on evaluation of implementation results at the landscape level 
b) Number of publications documenting traditional knowledge and adaptive practices differentiated by gender 

c) Number of events promoting and disseminating knowledge of best practices to community organizations, CSOs, NP/NAIM Management Committees, municipal and departmental governments. 

d) Number of training workshops for application of specific best management practices or technologies
e) Number of applied research studies on sustainable use of biodiversity in the NP-NAIM.
	a) Currently there are no studies of participatory adaptive landscape management experiences in the region.
b) Successful experiences and best practices in adaptive management and resilience have not been systematically documented or widely disseminated.
c) No knowledge sharing events have been carried out in the five NP-NAIM

d) Training in best resource management practices has been ad hoc and unsystematically executed

e) Applied research on biodiversity has been rarely useful to local communities


	a) Five case studies – one per target landscape - systematizing knowledge gained from landscape planning and management in the five NP-NAIM are developed and disseminated

b) At least eight portfolio systematization documents that recover successful experiences, best practice, and traditional practices across projects are developed and disseminated
c) Ten NP-NAIM knowledge fairs are carried out as well as one regional fair

d) One capacity building program on sustainable management of natural resources directed to at least 100 key stakeholders in five PAs, with a gender approach (park rangers, producers, promoters, and local leaders). At least 20% of the participants are qualified to replicate the best practice modules of the program.
e) At least five research projects on BD applied in five PAs, with systematized results and publications made
	Case studies

Publications

Distribution lists

Media activity
Capacity building program document. Registration of participants.
	R1: Loss of valuable knowledge.

A1: Local knowledge contributes to adaptive capacity and resilience in communities.

R2: Oversaturation in search for knowledge and local information.

A2: Local actors recognize the value of information and its potential dissemination.

R3: Information on research that recovers knowledge and skills of women in local communities would be very conditional on the prioritization of research that each NP-NAIM chooses.

	Outcome 1.1 – Restored and enhanced ecosystem services and biodiversity through replication and scaling up of innovative community-based interventions in the five PN/NAIMs in the Chaco, Chiquitania and Pantanal eco-regions
Outputs:
1.1.1 Grant projects implemented for BD conservation, water management, sustainable land management and mitigation of CC.

1.1.2 Fire risk prevention strategies developed and under implementation in NP-NAIM.

	Outcome 1.2 - Increased sustainability and productivity of agro-ecosystems from community interventions in five prioritized NP-NAIM 

Outputs:
1.2.1 Grant projects implemented for agro-ecological management for sustainable production 
1.2.2 Micro-irrigation systems installed for adaptive management

	Outcome 1.3 - Improved alternative livelihoods in priority landscapes (NP-NAIM) through innovative product development and market access.

Outputs:

1.3.1 Grant project implemented that develop additional innovative economic, productive, and service products (production of nursery plants, beekeeping, processing of products, ecotourism, fish breeding, etc.) contribute to improving the livelihoods of local people.

1.3.2 Linkages with differentiated markets in OCS (IFIAM market analysis, potential marketing channels).

1.3.3 Four smallholder organizations with developed or strengthened capacities in marketing and who know the regulations on SENASAG certification, Participatory Guarantee Systems (PGS), and the rules to apply for the status of ACE suppliers.

1.3.4 15 smallholder organizations from five NP-NAIMs have participated in local fairs and have promoted their products, disaggregated by sex/gender

	Outcome 1.4 - Practices to improve energy efficiency and renewable energy to improve livelihoods in five NP-NAIM.

Outputs:
1.4.1 Grant projects are implemented that apply renewable energy and energy efficient technologies (photovoltaic systems of water pumping for human and animal consumption, micro-irrigation, water supply for health care and education facilities, energy-efficient stoves) to support development of productive uses in five NP-NAIM.

	Outcome 2.1 - Local governance strengthened in five priority NP and NAIM
Outputs:
2.1.1  Five landscape management strategies and plans, including monitoring plans, prepared and then approved by the National Steering Committee and SERNAP

2.1.2  One comprehensive socio-ecological baseline assessment for each of the five landscapes 

2.1.3  Landscape specific typologies of community level projects and eligibility criteria formulated by multi-stakeholder groups in each landscape 
2.1.4  At least ten signed formal agreements between community organizations and other partners in each landscape to pursue the outcomes of each strategy through   community and landscape level projects
2.1.5  Innovation platforms and policies established for the discussion of experiences and lessons from communities, NGOs, local governments, governments, national and sub-national institutions and other stakeholders.



	Outcome 2.2 Community organizations and civil society improve their organizational skills and technical knowledge from training and knowledge management.

Outputs:
2.2.1     Successful experiences and best practices for adaptive landscape management identified, systematized and shared at the level of community organizations, OCB at the level of management committees in each NP-NAIM and local and departmental governments.

2.2.2      Traditional knowledge on genetic diversity of native BD, including wild relatives of domesticated species (e.g. corn, peanuts, chili, wild fruits, and medicinal plants), recovered, documented and disseminated

2.2.3      Smallholder organizations trained on Farmers’ Rights vis a vis the International Treaty for Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture

2.2.4      Dissemination of results of applied research in five prioritized NP-NAIM and expanded sectors.


V. Total Budget and Work Plan
	Total Budget and Work Plan

	Atlas Proposal or Award ID:
	00101032
	Atlas Primary Output Project ID:
	00103738

	Atlas Proposal or Award Title:
	Sixth Operational Phase of the GEF SGP in Bolivia

	Atlas Business Unit
	BOL10

	Atlas Primary Output Project Title
	Programa de Pequeñas Donaciones - Bolivia OP6

	UNDP-GEF PIMS No. 
	5731

	Implementing Partner 
	UNOPS


	GEF component / Atlas activity
	Implementing agent
	Fund ID
	Donor Name
	Atlas Budgetary Account Code
	ATLAS Budget Description
	Total (USD)
	Year 1 (USD)
	Year 2 (USD)
	Year 3 (USD)
	Year 4 (USD)
	Budget note

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Component 1 -Strengthened local governance in the 5 priority NP and NAIM.

	1. Resilient landscapes in the Chaco, Chiquitania and Pantanal eco-regions for sustainable development and global environment protection 
	UNDP
	 62000
	 GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	441,124
	110,281
	110,281
	110,281
	110,281
	 1

	
	
	
	
	72600
	Grants to Institutions
	2,362,557
	700,000
	1,000,000
	481,381
	181,176
	2

	
	
	
	
	74200
	Audio Visual and Printing Production Costs
	90,700
	15,500
	25,000
	30,200
	20,000
	3

	
	
	
	
	75700
	Training, Workshops and Conferences
	105,619
	30,000
	25,000
	25,000
	25,619
	4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	TOTAL COMPONENT 1
	3,000,000 
	855,781
	1,160,281
	646,862
	337,076
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Component 2 - Ecosystem Services restored and improvements in biodiversity conservation through innovation, replicability, and scaling of interventions at the community level in 5 priority NP and NAIM in Chaco, Chiquitanía, and Pantanal

	2. Capacity building and knowledge management
	UNDP
	62000 
	GEF 
	71300
	Local Consultants
	298,069
	62,041
	90,041
	85,040
	60,947
	5

	
	
	
	
	71200
	International Consultants
	70,000
	 
	35,000
	35,000
	 
	6

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	63,353
	20,000
	15,000
	15,000
	13,353
	7

	
	
	
	
	75700
	Training, Workshops and Conferences
	30,200
	6,000
	10,000
	9,000
	5,200
	8

	 
	 
	 
	 
	TOTAL COMPONENT 2
	461,622
	88,041
	150,041
	144,040
	79,500
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Project management

	Project management
	UNDP
	62000 
	GEF 
	61000
	Personnel
	113,116
	28,279
	28,279
	28,279
	28,279
	9

	
	
	
	
	73105
	Premises 
	36,296
	9,074
	9,074
	9,074
	9,074
	10

	
	
	
	
	73225
	Equipment operation & Mainten. 
	16,000
	4,000
	5,000
	4,000
	3,000
	11

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous Expenses
	7,669
	1,918
	1,917
	1,917
	1,917
	12

	
	
	
	
	TOTAL PROJECT MANAGEMENT
	173,081
	43,271
	44,270
	43,270
	42,270
	 

	TOTAL PROJECT
	3,634,703
	987,093
	1,354,592
	834,172
	458,846
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Budget notes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 - The 6% UNOPS fee and Centrally Managed Direct Costs (CMDC) are incorporated in each individual budget line.
1. Technical advisory services for the formulation and delivery of grant initiatives by local communities provided under this budget line will be contracted in part to the Country Programme Manager and the Programme Assistant

	2. Community organizations receive small grants for the implementation of their community-based projects.

	3. Systematization, drafting and printing of the five landscape level case studies, landscape management plans and other materials. 
4. Formulation workshops, community organization capacity building, strategic project planning

	5. Local consultant support for technical inputs, monitoring, evaluation and auditing of grantee projects, providing technical assistance to grantees, reporting on project progress and results, and developing related knowledge products, Technical advisory services for the formulation and delivery of grant initiatives by local communities provided under this budget line will be contracted in part to the Country Programme Manager and the Programme Assistant.
6. Audits, Midterm Evaluation and Terminal Evaluation costs.

	7. Travel costs for SGP team (NC, PA & NSC), local consultants and stakeholders to project landscapes and workshops.

	8. Workshops and working group meetings of the multi-stakeholder groups, formulation of the multi-stakeholder agreements and their validation, and field consultations and participatory research for the baseline assessments and agreements on the community level projects eligibility criteria.  

	9. Project personnel will include an SGP Country Programme Manager and an SGP Programme Assistant.  Costs are reflecting the proportion of time to be dedicated by each staff on overall project management, administration, finances, reporting, and resources mobilization.

	10. Rent and maintenance of SGP project management facilities.  

	11. Purchase software and hardware equipment, equipment maintenance and purchase of supplies. Procurement of key office management equipment, their regular maintenance, and communication costs

	12. Miscellaneous expenses


	Summary of Funds
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Amount Year 1


	Amount Year 2


	Amount Year 3


	Amount Year 4
	Total (USD)

	
	GEF 
	987,093
	1,354,592
	834,172
	458,846
	3,634,703

	
	UNDP 
	50,000
	50,000
	50,000
	50,000
	200,000

	
	Community Grantee Organizations
	312,500
	312,500
	312,500
	312,500
	1,250,000

	
	Government
	50,000
	50,000
	50,000
	50,000
	200,000

	
	EU-VMA
	2,612,877
	2,612,876 
	2,612,876 
	2,612,876
	10,451,505

	
	Total
	4,012,470
	4,382,968
	3,859,548
	3,484,222
	15,736,208


· Financial Planning and Management 

The total cost of the Project is US$ 15,736,208 of which GEF grant funding is US$ 3,634,703. 
Parallel co-financing: The actual realization of project co-financing will be monitored during the mid-term review and terminal evaluation process and will be reported to the GEF. Cash and in-kind co-financing in the order of US$ 12,101,505 will be mobilized from the Government of Bolivia, UNDP, the EU-VMA program, and CBOs participating in the Project. Table 4 shows the breakdown of estimated co-financing in cash and in-kind to the GEF contribution.
Table 4 – Co-financing for SGP by source and amount.
	Sources of Co-financing
	Name of Co-financier
	Type of Co-financing
	Amount ($)

	CSO 
	Community Grantee Organizations
	Cash
	250,000

	CSO 
	Community Grantee Organizations
	In kind
	1,000,000

	Recipient Government
	SERNAP 
	In kind
	200,000

	Others
	EU - VMA
	Cash
	10,451,505

	GEF Agency
	UNDP
	In kind
	200,000

	 Total Co-financing
	12,101,505


Budget Revision and Tolerance: As per UNDP requirements outlined in the UNDP POPP, the project board will agree on a budget tolerance level for each plan under the overall annual work plan allowing the project manager to expend up to the tolerance level beyond the approved project budget amount for the year without requiring a revision from the Project Board. Should the following deviations occur, the Project Manager and UNDP Country Office will seek the approval of the UNDP-GEF team as these are considered major amendments by the GEF: 
a) Budget re-allocations among components in the project with amounts involving 10% of the total project grant or more; 

b) Introduction of new budget items/or components that exceed 5% of original GEF allocation. 

Any over expenditure incurred beyond the available GEF grant amount will be absorbed by non-GEF resources (e.g. UNDP TRAC or cash co-financing). 

Refund to Donor: Should a refund of unspent funds to the GEF be necessary, this will be managed directly by the UNDP-GEF Unit in New York. 

Project Closure: Project closure will be conducted as per UNDP requirements outlined in the UNDP POPP. On an exceptional basis only, a no-cost extension beyond the initial duration of the project will be sought from in-country UNDP colleagues and then the UNDP-GEF Executive Coordinator. 
Operational completion: The project will be operationally completed when the last UNDP-financed inputs have been provided and the related activities have been completed. This includes the final clearance of the Terminal Evaluation Report (that will be available in English) and the corresponding management response, and the end-of-project review Project Board meeting. The Implementing Partner, through a Project Board decision, will notify the UNDP Country Office when operational closure has been completed. At that time, the relevant parties will have already agreed and confirmed in writing all arrangements for the disposal of any equipment that is still the property of UNDP. 

Financial completion: The project will be financially closed when the following conditions have been met: 
a) The project is operationally completed or has been cancelled; 

b) The Implementing Partner has reported all financial transactions to UNDP; 

c) UNDP has closed the accounts for the project; 

d) UNDP and the Implementing Partner have certified a final Combined Delivery Report (which serves as final budget revision). 

The project will be financially completed within 12 months of operational closure or after the date of cancellation. Between operational and financial closure, the implementing partner will identify and settle all financial obligations and prepare a final expenditure report. The UNDP Country Office will send the final signed closure documents including confirmation of final cumulative expenditure and unspent balance to the UNDP-GEF Unit for confirmation before the project will be financially closed in Atlas by the UNDP Country Office.

VI. Project Management 
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Figure 2. Project organizational structure.
The diagram above shows the project organizational structure (Fig.2). The roles and responsibilities of the various parties to the project are described in the SGP Operational Guidelines. UNDP will provide overall program oversight and take responsibility for standard GEF project cycle management services beyond assistance and oversight of project design and negotiation, including project monitoring, periodic evaluations, troubleshooting, and reporting to the GEF. UNDP will also provide high level technical and managerial support from the UNDP GEF Global Coordinator for the SGP Upgrading Country Programs, who is responsible for project oversight for all upgraded country program projects. The SGP Central Program Management Team (CPMT) will monitor upgraded country programs for compliance with GEF SGP core policies and procedures.

In accordance with the global SGP Operational Guidelines (Annex 4) that will guide overall project implementation in Bolivia, and in keeping with past best practice, the UNDP Resident Representative will appoint the National Steering Committee (NSC) members. The NSC, composed of government and non-government organizations with a non-government majority, a UNDP representative, and individuals with expertise in the GEF Focal Areas, is responsible for grant selection and approval and for determining the overall strategy of the SGP in the country. NSC members serve without remuneration and rotate periodically in accordance with its rules of procedure. The Government is usually represented by the GEF Operational Focal Point or by another high level representative of relevant ministries or institutions. The NSC assesses the performance of the Country Program Manager (formerly National Coordinator) with input from the UNDP RR, the RTA, and UNOPS. The NSC also contributes to bridging community-level experiences with national policy-making. 

The Country Office is the business unit in UNDP for the SGP project and is responsible to ensure the project meets its objective and delivers on its targets. The Resident Representative signs the grant agreements with beneficiary organizations on behalf of UNOPS. The Country Office will make available its expertise in various environment and development fields as shown below. It will also provide other types of support at the local level such as infrastructure and financial management services, as required. UNDP will be represented in the NSC, and will actively participate in grant monitoring activities. 

The Country team composed of a National Coordinator (also known as Country Program Manager in CEO Endorsement) and a Program Assistant, recruited through competitive processes, is responsible for the day-to-day operations of the program. This includes supporting NSC strategic work and grant selection by developing technical papers, undertaking ex-ante technical reviews of project proposals; taking responsibility for monitoring the grant portfolio and for providing technical assistance to grantees during project design and implementation; mobilizing cash and in-kind resources; preparing reports for UNDP, GEF and other donors; implementing a capacity development program for communities, CBOs and NGOs, as well as a communications and knowledge management strategy to ensure adequate visibility of GEF investments, and disseminating good practices and lessons learnt.

ART, as mentioned above, is a UNDP program whose main objective is to promote regional development through a methodology that focuses on supporting strengthening and developing capacities for planning and management of public subnational authorities and social, economic, and environmental stakeholders; promoting regional coordination, programming, and management of integrated and inter-sector territorial development processes, with equal opportunities; and channeling efforts by international cooperation agencies that supplement the activities conducted by the national government. More specifically, the program is focused on promoting multilevel governance, local productive economic development, and establishing a territory-based approach for SDG in the country. ART, using its tools, will promote coordination of territorial stakeholders, support the establishment of bodies or mechanisms to facilitate dialogue between stakeholders in protected areas and different levels of government (national, departmental, and municipal), with a territorial scope of work for the promotion of social, economic and environmental rights, public policy advocacy, and job creation through the development of comparative advantages and features distinctive of towns/communities and will seek to ensure balanced results of sustainable development. These processes will focus on building local stakeholders’ capacities.
Grants will be selected by the NSC from proposals submitted by CBO and NGO through calls for proposals in specific thematic and geographic areas relevant to the SGP. Although government organizations cannot receive SGP grants, every effort will be made to coordinate grant implementation with relevant line ministries, decentralized institutions, universities and local government authorities to ensure their support, create opportunities for co-financing, and provide feedback on policy implementation on the ground. Contributions from and cooperation with the private sector will also be sought.

SGP utilizes consultants for specialized services, mostly for baseline data collection, capacity development activities, business development support, and to assist grantees when specialized expertise is required, or for tasks that require an external independent view such as the mid-term and terminal evaluations. Civil society organization networks such as the Community Tourism Association play an important backstopping role in areas such as marketing and technical assistance to community rural tourism activities. These networks may also benefit from SGP grants.

UNOPS will provide country programme implementation services, including human resources management, budgeting, accounting, grant disbursement, auditing, and procurement. UNOPS is responsible for SGP’s financial management and provides periodic financial reports to UNDP. The UNOPS SGP Standard Operating Procedures guide the financial and administrative management of the project. This document along with the UNOPS SGP Operational Guidelines will be revised during the project inception workshop to adjust existing procedures to the new up-graded situation of the Bolivia SGP. 

A key service of UNOPS is the contracting of SGP staff as needed and required by the programme, and once contracted, UNOPS provides guidance and supervision, together with the UNDP CO acting on behalf of UNOPS, to the SGP country staff in their administrative and finance related work.  UNOPS also provides other important services (as specified in the GEF Council document C.36/4) that include (1) oversight and quality assurance: (i) coordinate with the Upgrading Country Programme (UCP) Global Coordinator on annual work plan activities and (ii) undertake trouble-shooting and problem-solving missions; (2) project financial management: (i) review and authorize operating budgets; (ii) review and authorize disbursement, (iii)  monitor and oversee all financial transactions, (iv) prepare semi-annual and annual financial progress reports and (v) prepare periodic status reports on grant allocations and expenditures; (3) project procurement management: (i) undertake procurement activities and (ii) management of contracts; (4) project assets management: (i)  maintain an inventory of all capitalized assets; (5) project risks management: (i) prepare and implement an annual audit plan and (ii) follow up on all audit recommendations; and (6) Grants management: (i) administer all grants, (ii) financial grant monitoring and (iii)  legal advice.
Under its legal advice role, UNOPS takes the lead in investigations of UNOPS-contracted SGP staff.  UNOPS services also include transactional services: (1) personnel administration, benefits and entitlements of project personnel contracted by UNOPS; (2) processing payroll of project personnel contracted by UNOPS, (3) input transaction instruction and automated processing of project personnel official mission travel and DSA; (4) input transaction instruction and automated processing of financial transactions such as Purchase Order, Receipts, Payment Vouchers and Vendor Approval and (5) procurement in UN Web Buy.  
UNOPS will continue with  a number of areas for enhancing execution services started in the previous the SGP OP5, including: inclusion of co-financing below $500,000; technical assistance to high risk/low performing countries; developing a risk-based management approach; strengthening the central structure to make it more suitable for an expanded program; resolving grant disbursement delays; enhancing country program oversight; improving monitoring & evaluation; increasing the audit volume and quality assurance work; and optimizing program cost-effectiveness. To facilitate global coherence in execution of services, guidance and operating procedures, UNOPS through a central management team and project board, coordinates primarily with UNDP/GEF HQ respectively.

UNOPS will not make any financial commitments or incur any expenses that would exceed the budget for implementing the project as set forth in this Project Document. UNOPS shall regularly consult with UNDP concerning the status and use of funds and shall promptly advise UNDP any time when UNOPS is aware that the budget to carry out these services is insufficient to fully implement the project in the manner set out in the Project Document. UNDP shall have no obligation to provide UNOPS with any funds or to make any reimbursement for expenses incurred by UNOPS in excess of the total budget as set forth in the Project Document.

UNOPS will submit a cumulative financial report each quarter (31 March, 30 June, 30 September and 31 December). The report will be submitted to UNDP through the ATLAS Project Delivery Report (PDR) system and follow the established ATLAS formats and PDR timelines. The level of detail in relation to the reporting requirement is indicated in the Project Document budget which will be translated into the ATLAS budgets. UNDP will include the expenditure reported by UNOPS in its reconciliation of the project financial report. 

Upon completion or termination of activities, UNOPS shall furnish a financial closure report, including a list of non-expendable equipment purchased by UNOPS, and all relevant audited or certified financial statements and records related to such activities, as appropriate, pursuant to its Financial Regulations and Rules.

Title to any equipment and supplies that may be furnished by UNDP or procured through UNDP funds shall rest with UNDP until such time as ownership thereof is transferred. Equipment and supplies that may be furnished by UNDP or procured through UNDP funds will be disposed as agreed, in writing, between UNDP and UNOPS. UNDP shall provide UNOPS with instructions on the disposal of such equipment and supplies within 90 days of the end of the Project.

The arrangements described in this Project Document will remain in effect until the end of the project, or until terminated in writing (with 30 days’ notice) by either party. The schedule of activities specified in the Project Document remains in effect based on continued performance by UNOPS unless it receives written indication to the contrary from UNDP. The arrangements described in this Agreement, including the structure of implementation and responsibility for results, shall be revisited on an annual basis and may result in the amendment of this Project Document. 
If this Agreement is terminated or suspended in accordance with paragraph 140 above, UNDP shall reimburse UNOPS for all costs directly incurred by UNOPS in the amounts specified in the project budget or as otherwise agreed in writing by UNDP and UNOPS.
All further correspondence regarding this Agreement, other than signed letters of agreement or amendments thereto should be addressed to the UNDP-GEF Executive Coordinator and the UNDP Resident Coordinator.

UNOPS shall keep UNDP fully informed of all actions undertaken by them in carrying out this Agreement.

Any changes to the Project Document that would affect the work being performed by UNOPS shall be recommended only after consultation between the parties. Any amendment to this Project Document shall be effected by mutual agreement, in writing. 

If UNOPS is prevented by force majeure from fulfilling its obligations under this Agreement, it shall not be deemed in breach of such obligations. UNOPS shall use all reasonable efforts to mitigate the consequences of force majeure. Force majeure is defined as natural catastrophes such as but not limited to earthquakes, floods, cyclonic or volcanic activity; war (whether declared or not), invasion, rebellion, terrorism, revolution, insurrection, civil war, riot, radiation or contaminations by radio-activity; other acts of a similar nature or force. 

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, UNOPS shall in no event be liable as a result or consequence of any act or omission on the part of UNDP, the government and/or any provincial and/or municipal authorities, including its agents, servants and employees.

UNDP and UNOPS shall use their best efforts to promptly settle through direct negotiations any dispute, controversy or claim which is not settled within sixty (60) days from the date either party has notified the other party of the dispute, controversy or claim and of measures which should be taken to rectify it, shall be referred to the UNDP Administrator and the UNOPS Executive Director for resolution.

This project will be implemented by UNOPS in accordance with UNOPS’ Financial Rules and Regulations provided these do not contravene the principles established in UNDP’s Financial Regulations and Rules.

UNOPS as the Implementing Partner shall comply with the policies, procedures and practices of the United Nations security management system.

VII. Monitoring & Evaluation Framework
The project will be monitored through the following M& E activities. The M& E budget is provided in the table below. 
Portfolio of upgraded Country Programmes 

The UNDP Global Coordinator for the SGP Upgrading Country Programs will monitor the implementation of the portfolio of upgraded the SGP Country Programs and will promote and support cross-fertilization and learning among Country Programs and with the SGP Global Programme. The SGP CPMT will monitor the SGP Country Programs for compliance with the Operational Guidelines of the SGP as a GEF Corporate Programme. The SGP Global UCP Coordinator will bring together the Upgraded Country Programs at their inception stages to review existing monitoring and evaluation strategies and systems and propose relevant revisions to adapt them to the requirements of the upgrading country programmes and their approach to landscape planning and management for social and ecological resilience.

Project start: 
A Project Inception Workshop will be held within the first 2 months of project start with those with assigned roles in the project organization structure, UNDP country office and where appropriate/ feasible regional technical policy and programme advisors as well as other stakeholders. The Inception Workshop is crucial to building ownership for the project results and to plan the first year annual work plan. 

The Inception Workshop should address a number of key issues including:

a) Assist all partners to fully understand and take ownership of the project. Detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP CO and RCU staff vis à vis the project team. Discuss the roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference for project staff will be discussed again as needed.

b) Based on the project results framework and the relevant GEF Tracking Tool if appropriate, finalize the first annual work plan. Review and agree on the indicators, targets and their means of verification, and recheck assumptions and risks. 
c) Provide a detailed overview of reporting, monitoring and evaluation (M&E) requirements. The Monitoring and Evaluation work plan and budget should be agreed and scheduled. 

d) Discuss financial reporting procedures and obligations, and arrangements for annual audit.

e) Plan and schedule Project Board meetings. Roles and responsibilities of all project organization structures should be clarified and meetings planned. The first Project Board meeting should be held within the first 12 months following the inception workshop.
An Inception Workshop report is a key reference document and must be prepared and shared with participants to formalize various agreements and plans decided during the meeting. 
Quarterly:

· Progress made shall be monitored in the UNDP Enhanced Results Based Managment Platform.

· Based on the initial risk analysis submitted, the risk log shall be regularly updated in ATLAS. Risks become critical when the impact and probability are high. Note that for UNDP GEF projects, all financial risks associated with financial instruments such as revolving funds, microfinance schemes, or capitalization of ESCOs are automatically classified as critical on the basis of their innovative nature (high impact and uncertainty due to no previous experience justifies classification as critical). 
· Based on the information recorded in Atlas, a Project Progress Reports (PPR) can be generated in the Executive Snapshot.
· Other ATLAS logs can be used to monitor issues, lessons learned etc... The use of these functions is a key indicator in the UNDP Executive Balanced Scorecard.
Annually:
· Annual Project Review/Project Implementation Reports (APR/PIR): This key report is prepared to monitor progress made since project start and in particular for the previous reporting period (30 June to 1 July). The APR/PIR combines both UNDP and GEF reporting requirements. The Country Programme Manager will prepare the PIR with inputs and supervision from the UNDP CO the SGP Focal Point and the SGP UCP Global Coordinator.
The APR/PIR includes, but is not limited to, reporting on the following:

· Progress made toward project objective and project outcomes - each with indicators, baseline data and end-of-project targets (cumulative) 
· Project outputs delivered per project outcome (annual). 

· Lesson learned/good practice.

· AWP and other expenditure reports

· Risk and adaptive management

· ATLAS QPR

· Portfolio level indicators (i.e. GEF focal area tracking tools) are used by most focal areas on an annual basis as well. 
Periodic Monitoring through site visits:

UNDP CO and the UNDP RCU will conduct visits to project sites based on the agreed schedule in the project's Inception Report/Annual Work Plan to assess first hand project progress. The SGP UCP Global Coordinator may conduct joint visits with the Country Programme Manager to selected project sites as an input to PIR preparation. Other members of the Project Board may also join these visits. A Field Visit Report/BTOR will be prepared by the CO and UNDP RCU and will be circulated no less than one month after the visit to the project team and Project Board members.

GEF Focal Area Tracking Tools: The following GEF Tracking Tool(s) will be used to monitor global environmental benefit results: The baseline/CEO Endorsement GEF Focal Area Tracking Tool(s) – submitted in Annex 5 to this project document – will be updated by the Project Manager/Team and shared with the mid-term review consultants and terminal evaluation consultants before the required review/evaluation missions take place. The updated GEF Tracking Tool(s) will be submitted to the GEF along with the completed Mid-term Review report and Terminal Evaluation report.

Mid-term of project cycle:

The project will undergo an independent Mid-Term Evaluation and an External Audit at the mid-point of project implementation (insert date). The Mid-Term Evaluation will determine progress being made toward the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction if needed. It will focus on the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; will highlight issues requiring decisions and actions; and will present initial lessons learned about project design, implementation and management. Findings of this review will be incorporated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final half of the project’s term. The organization, terms of reference and timing of the mid-term evaluation will be decided after consultation between the parties to the project document. The Terms of Reference for this Mid-term evaluation will be prepared by the UNDP CO based on guidance from the Regional Coordinating Unit and UNDP-GEF. The management response and the evaluation will be uploaded to UNDP corporate systems, in particular the UNDP Evaluation Office Evaluation Resource Center (ERC). 
The audit should be performed in accordance with the UNOPS financial regulations and rules applicable to audit policies on UNOPS projects.

End of Project:
An independent Final Evaluation will take place three months prior to the final Project Board meeting and will be undertaken in accordance with UNDP and GEF guidance. The final evaluation will focus on the delivery of the project’s results as initially planned (and as corrected after the mid-term evaluation, if any such correction took place). The final evaluation will look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental benefits/goals. The Terms of Reference for this evaluation will be prepared by the UNDP CO based on guidance from the Regional Coordinating Unit and UNDP-GEF.

The Terminal Evaluation should also provide recommendations for follow-up activities and requires a management response which should be uploaded to PIMS and to the UNDP Evaluation Office Evaluation Resource Center (ERC). 
The relevant GEF Focal Area Tracking Tools will also be completed during the final evaluation. 

During the last three months, the project team will prepare the Project Terminal Report. This comprehensive report will summarize the results achieved (objectives, outcomes, outputs), lessons learned, problems met and areas where results may not have been achieved. It will also lay out recommendations for any further steps that may need to be taken to ensure sustainability and replicability of the project’s results.

Learning and knowledge sharing:
Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the project intervention zone through existing information sharing networks and forums.  The project will identify and participate, as relevant and appropriate, in scientific, policy-based and/or any other networks, which may be of benefit to project implementation though lessons learned. The project will identify, analyze, and share lessons learned that might be beneficial in the design and implementation of similar future projects.  Finally, there will be a two-way flow of information between this project and other projects of a similar focus. 
Communications and visibility requirements:
Full compliance is required with UNDP’s Branding Guidelines. These can be accessed at http://intra.undp.org/coa/branding.shtml, and specific guidelines on UNDP logo use can be accessed at: http://intra.undp.org/branding/useOfLogo.html. Amongst other things, these guidelines describe when and how the UNDP logo needs to be used, as well as how the logos of donors to UNDP projects needs to be used. For the avoidance of any doubt, when logo use is required, the UNDP logo needs to be used alongside the GEF logo.  The GEF logo can be accessed at: http://www.thegef.org/gef/GEF_logo.  The UNDP logo can be accessed at http://intra.undp.org/coa/branding.shtml.

Full compliance is also required with the GEF’s Communication and Visibility Guidelines (the “GEF Guidelines”). The GEF Guidelines can be accessed at: http://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/C.40.08_Branding_the_GEF%20final_0.pdf. Amongst other things, the GEF Guidelines describe when and how the GEF logo needs to be used in project publications, vehicles, supplies and other project equipment. The GEF Guidelines also describe other GEF promotional requirements regarding press releases, press conferences, press visits, visits by Government officials, productions and other promotional items. 
Where other agencies and project partners have provided support through co-financing, their branding policies and requirements should be similarly applied.

VIII. M&E Work Plan and Budget
	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$

Excluding project team staff time
	Time frame

	Inception Workshop and Report
	· Project Manager

· UNDP CO, UNDP GEF
	Indicative cost to project:

National workshop $ 2,000
Local inception workshops 

$ 5,000
	Within first two months of project start up 

	Measurement of Means of Verification of project results.
	· UNDP SGP UCP Global Coordinator/Project Manager will oversee the hiring of specific studies and institutions, and delegate responsibilities to relevant team members.
	To be finalized during Inception Phase and Workshop

Local Consultants for M&E and Knowledge Management: $ 7,000. 


	Start, mid and end of project (during evaluation cycle) and annually when required.

	Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Progress on output and implementation 
	· Oversight by Project Manager 

· Project team 
	To be determined as part of the Annual Work Plan preparation 
Local Consultants for M&E and Knowledge Management: $15,000

	Annually prior to ARR/PIR and to the definition of annual work plans 

	ARR/PIR
	· Project manager and team

· UNDP CO

· UNDP SGP UCP Global Coordinator 
	None
	Annually 

	Periodic status/ progress reports
	· Project manager and team 
	None
	Quarterly

	Audit 
	· UNOPS
	$20,000
	At midterm

	Mid-term GEF Tracking Tool to be updated by SGP Country Programme Manager
	Project team
	0
	Before Mid-term Review mission takes place.

	Mid-term Evaluation
	· Project manager and team

· UNDP CO

· UNDP SGP UCP Global Coordinator External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	Indicative cost:  $25,000
	At the mid-point of project implementation. 

	Terminal GEF Tracking Tool to be updated by SGP Country Programme Manager
	Project team
	0
	Before Terminal Evaluation mission takes place.

	Final Evaluation
	· Project manager and team, 

· UNDP CO

· UNDP SGP UCP Global Coordinator External Consultants (i.e. evaluation team)
	Indicative cost: $25,000

	At least three months before the end of project implementation

	Project Terminal Report
	· Project manager and team 

· UNDP CO

· local consultant
	None
	At least three months before the end of the project

	Visits to field sites 
	· UNDP CO 

· UNDP SGP UCP Global Coordinator (as appropriate)

· Government representatives
	For GEF supported projects, paid from IA fees and operational budget 
	Yearly

	TOTAL indicative COST 

Excluding project team staff time and UNDP staff and travel expenses 
	U$D 99,000


	


	Individual grant level 

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$
	Time frame

	Field monitoring visits
	the SGP Country Programme Manager and team

NSC members
	Indicative cost: 

$ 15,000
	At least twice in the lifetime of project

Additional visits on an at-risk basis

	Monitoring of and technical support to community applications of M&E methods and tools
	the SGP Country Programme Manager

National consultant (preparation of training materials and training delivery in 4 SL)

NSC members
	Indicative cost: 

$ 15,000
	Half-yearly

	Progress reports
	Beneficiary organization

the SGP Country Programme Manager
	No cost
	Half-yearly

	Final reports
	Beneficiary organization

the SGP Country Programme Manager
	No cost
	End of project

	Final evaluations
	National consultant

the SGP Country Programme Manager

Beneficiary organization
	Included in project grant budget
	End of project

	Audits
	the SGP Country Programme Manager

Beneficiary organization
	$ 5,000
	At least one audit of randomly selected projects

	SUB-TOTAL COST
	$ 35,000
	

	TOTAL indicative COST of Project M&E

M&E of projects.  Excluding project team staff time and costs included in project grant budget
	US$ 134,000
	


IX. Legal Context
This document together with the CPAP signed by the Government and UNDP which is incorporated by reference constitute together a Project Document as referred to in the SBAA [or other appropriate governing agreement] and all CPAP provisions apply to this document.  Consistent with the Article III of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement, the responsibility for the safety and security of the implementing partner and its personnel and property, and of UNDP’s property in the implementing partner’s custody, rests with the implementing partner. 
The implementing partner shall:

a) Put in place an appropriate security plan and maintain the security plan, taking into account the security situation in the country where the project is being carried;

b) Assume all risks and liabilities related to the implementing partner’s security, and the full implementation of the security plan.

UNDP reserves the right to verify whether such a plan is in place, and to suggest modifications to the plan when necessary. Failure to maintain and implement an appropriate security plan as required hereunder shall be deemed a breach of this agreement.

The implementing partner agrees to undertake all reasonable efforts to ensure that none of the UNDP funds received pursuant to the Project Document are used to provide support to individuals or entities associated with terrorism and that the recipients of any amounts provided by UNDP hereunder do not appear on the list maintained by the Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1267 (1999). 
The list can be accessed via http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/committees/1267/1267ListEng.htm. This provision must be included in all sub-contracts or sub-agreements entered into under this Project Document. 
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Annex 1:  Social and Environmental Screening Criteria

	Project Information 
	

	1. Project Title
	Sixth Operational Phase of the GEF Small Grants Programme in Bolivia

	2. Project Number
	5731

	3. Location (Global/Region/Country)
	Bolivia


Part A.  Integrating Overarching Principles to Strengthen Social and Environmental Sustainability
	QUESTION 1: How does the project integrate the overarching principles in order to strengthen social and environmental sustainability?

	Briefly describe in the space below how the project mainstreams the human-rights based approach 

	The project supports the meaningful participation and inclusion of all stakeholders, during the design, implementation, monitoring, and adaptive collaborative management of the project.  Stakeholders will participate in capacity development activities and the project will support the development of an enabling environment conducive to the active engagement of stakeholders in the management of natural resources.  This approach is consistent with the participation and inclusion of human rights principles.

During the project formulation phase, consultation sessions and meetings were undertaken with a diverse group of stakeholders to construct as holistic as possible an understanding of the challenges and barriers related to decision-making for the global environment, i.e., the project baseline, in the three selected sites.  The project design makes the assumption that the extensive consultations during project formulation strengthens the transparency and legitimacy of the proposed project activities, notwithstanding that during project implementation, activities can and should be adapted to ensure that the human rights of stakeholders are preserved and/or reinforced.  The extensive stakeholder consultations, learning-by-doing activities, and awareness-raising dialogues are intended to engage as many people as possible in order to reduce the risks of marginalizing stakeholders and incorporating their diverse perspectives in as many project activities as possible.

The outputs and activities of the project allow for a multi-pronged approach that reaches a large cross section of the society and includes stakeholder engagement with the private sector, civil society, academia, and indigenous organizations.  

	Briefly describe in the space below  how the Project is likely to improve gender equality and women’s empowerment

	Gender equality was taken into account in the formulation of the project, which includes tracking key indicators, such as the balance of women participants in the capacity development activities and the extent to which gender issues inform workshop deliberations and recommendations.  The project document makes specific reference to three GEF requirements for mainstreaming gender issues in projects: 

a.
Gender mainstreaming and capacity building within GEF staff to improve socio-economic understanding of   gender   issues

b.
A designated focal point for gender issues to support development, implementation, monitoring and strategy on gender mainstreaming internally and externally

c.
Working with experts in gender issues to use their expertise in developing and implementing GEF 

Additionally, the Project benefited from expert advice on gender issues by following the principles outlined in the 2014 report on Mainstreaming Gender at the GEF.

	Briefly describe in the space below how the Project mainstreams environmental sustainability

	This project will focus on the specific strategy of assisting communities to manage their landscapes adaptively to enhance socio-ecological resilience.  This line of work is expected to result in landscapes that are adaptively managed for global environmental benefits and local sustainable development.  This particular project is in line with the SGP Programme strategic initiative 1- Community Landscape and Seascape Conservation, and 2-Climate Smart Innovative Agro-ecology, which call for countries to a) classify important ecosystems and then use a landscape and seascape approach to ensure their protection and sustainable use, and b) create buffer zones around identified critical ecosystems, respectively.

The mainstreaming of environmental sustainability will be further advanced by using lessons learned from pilot projects to inform scaling up and policy innovations.

Overall, the Small Grants Programme is designed to embody the very essence of sustainable development.  By providing financial and technical support to projects that conserve and restore the environment while simultaneously enhancing people's well-being and livelihoods, the SGP demonstrates that community action can maintain balance between human and environmental needs.


Part B.  Identifying and Managing Social and Environmental Risks

	QUESTION 2: What are the Potential Social and Environmental Risks? 

Note: Describe briefly potential social and environmental risks identified in Attachment 1 – Risk Screening Checklist (based on any “Yes” responses).
	QUESTION 3: What is the level of significance of the potential social and environmental risks?

Note: Respond to Questions 4 and 5 below before proceeding to Question 6
	QUESTION 6: What social and environmental assessment and management measures have been conducted and/or are required to address potential risks (for Risks with Moderate and High Significance)?

	Risk Description
	Impact and Probability  (1-5)
	Significance

(Low, Moderate, High)
	Comments
	Description of assessment and management measures as reflected in the Project design.  If ESIA or SESA is required note that the assessment should consider all potential impacts and risks.

	Is there likelihood that the Project would have inequitable or discriminatory adverse impacts on affected populations, particularly people living in poverty or marginalized or excluded individuals or groups?   
	I = 3

P = 1
	Low
	
	This risk is mitigated by the project design.  Projects will undergo a process of approval that involves multi-stakeholder groups.  Projects that might lead to inequitable impacts will have appropriate mitigation and management measures incorporated into project design and budget.  



	Could the Project potentially restrict availability, quality of and access to resources or basic services, in particular to marginalized individuals or groups?
	I=3

P=2
	Moderate
	
	Although the project may restrict availability of or access to resources, any limitations would be mitigated through improved livelihoods developed under the project.

	Are there measures or mechanisms in place to respond to local community grievances?
	I=1

P=5
	Low
	
	Any grievances will be responded to by the National Steering Committee and/or the UNDP Country Office.  

	Are any Project activities proposed within or adjacent to critical habitats and/or environmentally sensitive areas, including legally protected areas (e.g., nature reserve, national park), areas proposed for protection, or recognized as such by authoritative sources and/or indigenous peoples or local communities?
	I=1

P=5
	Low
	The project envisions working in five protected sites 
	One output of this project is criteria for selecting projects.  Any project that has negative impacts will not be rewarded a grant.  Additionally, multi-stakeholder groups will review all project proposals to ensure no negative impacts on the critical habitats/ environmentally sensitive areas.

	Would the potential outcomes of the Project be sensitive or vulnerable to potential impacts of climate change?
	I=1

P=1
	Low
	Bolivia is affected by a number of climatic hazards and extreme events, and these are projected to worsen with climate change.  The most common are floods -both river (pluvial) floods and flash floods- and drought.  Landslides occur in the central highlands triggered by heavy rainfall.  


	The project will develop landscape strategies for each of the three landscapes and develop and implement community level small grant projects that enhance productivity, sustainability, and resilience.  The strategy of small grants is to demonstrate better practices for improved resilience to the impacts of climate change.


	Are indigenous peoples present in the Project area (including Project area of influence)?
	I=1

P=5
	Low
	The area of influence includes indigenous peoples.
	Project activities will be carried out with communities that wish to implement new methods and pursue alternative livelihoods.  The process to choose projects will be consultative and will include approval by stakeholders and district and local committees.  

	Would the Project potentially affect the traditional livelihoods, physical and cultural survival of indigenous peoples?
	I=1

P=1
	Low
	The project will not affect physical and cultural survival of indigenous peoples.  
	The project may affect traditional livelihoods.  Project activities will be carried out with communities that wish to implement new methods and pursue alternative livelihoods.  The process to choose projects will be consultative and will include approval by stakeholders and district and local committees.  This process will minimize the risk of unintentionally negatively affecting traditional livelihoods.  



	Would the proposed Project potentially result in the generation of waste (both hazardous and non-hazardous)?
	I=1

P=1
	Low
	Depending on the Small Grants Projects that are chosen, waste may be generated.  
	If created, waste would be disposed of in a responsible and environmentally friendly manner.

	QUESTION 4: What is the overall Project risk categorization? 

	Select one (see SESP for guidance)
	Comments

	Low Risk
	√☐
	The project includes activities with potential social and environmental risks.  These risks are limited in scale and can be mitigated through best practices, mitigation measures incorporated into the project design, and stakeholder engagement.  

	Moderate Risk
	☐
	

	High Risk
	☐
	

	QUESTION 5: Based on the identified risks and risk categorization, what requirements of the SES are relevant?
	

	Check all that apply
	Comments

	Principle 1: Human Rights
	√
	The application of the human rights principles is essential to ensure that the project is implemented in a manner that is fully participatory and non-discriminatory with equal opportunities for women, men, boys, girls or other groups based on gender identities/sexual orientation, with accountability and under the rule of national and international laws.  

	Principle 2: Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment
	☐
	

	1.
Biodiversity Conservation and Natural Resource Management
	☐
	

	2.
Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation
	√
	The strategy of small grants is to demonstrate better practices for improved resilience to the impacts of climate change.


	3.
Community Health, Safety and Working Conditions
	☐
	

	4.
Cultural Heritage
	☐
	

	5.
Displacement and Resettlement
	☐
	

	6.
Indigenous Peoples
	√
	The consideration of indigenous issues is important since indigenous peoples present in the project area and indigenous people are inherently dependent upon the environment for traditional practices and are directly affected by national actions, policy and institutional shifts as they relate to environmental governance and environmental outcomes.  

	7.
Pollution Prevention and Resource Efficiency
	√
	Depending on the projects selected, projects may result in the generation of waste.


Final Sign Off 

	Signature
	Date
	Description

	QA Assessor
	
	UNDP staff member responsible for the Project, typically a UNDP Programme Officer.  Final signature confirms they have “checked” to ensure that the SESP is adequately conducted.

	QA Approver
	
	UNDP senior manager, typically the UNDP Deputy Country Director (DCD), Country Director (CD), Deputy Resident Representative (DRR), or Resident Representative (RR).  The QA Approver cannot also be the QA Assessor.  Final signature confirms they have “cleared” the SESP prior to submittal to the PAC.

	PAC Chair
	
	UNDP chair of the PAC.  In some cases PAC Chair may also be the QA Approver.  Final signature confirms that the SESP was considered as part of the project appraisal and considered in recommendations of the PAC.  


SESP Attachment 1:  Social and Environmental Risk Screening Checklist

	Checklist Potential Social and Environmental Risks
	

	Principles 1: Human Rights
	Answer 
(Yes/No)

	1.
Could the project lead to adverse impacts on enjoyment of the human rights (civil, political, economic, social or cultural) of the affected population and particularly of marginalized groups?
	No

	2.  
Is there likelihood that the project would have inequitable or discriminatory adverse impacts on affected populations, particularly people living in poverty or marginalized or excluded individuals or groups? 
 
	No

	3.
Could the project potentially restrict availability, quality of and access to resources or basic services, in particular to marginalized individuals or groups?
	No



	4.
Is there likelihood that the project would exclude any potentially affected stakeholders, in particular marginalized groups, from fully participating in decisions that may affect them?
	No

	5.
 Are there measures or mechanisms in place to respond to local community grievances? 
	Yes

	6.
Is there a risk that duty-bearers do not have the capacity to meet their obligations in the project?
	No

	7.
Is there a risk that rights-holders do not have the capacity to claim their rights? 
	No

	8.
Have local communities or individuals, given the opportunity, raised human rights concerns regarding the project during the stakeholder engagement process?
	No

	9.
Is there a risk that the project would exacerbate conflicts among and/or the risk of violence to project-affected communities and individuals?
	No

	Principle 2: Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment
	

	1.
Is there likelihood that the proposed project would have adverse impacts on gender equality and/or the situation of women and girls? 
	No

	2.
Would the project potentially reproduce discriminations against women based on gender, especially regarding participation in design and implementation or access to opportunities and benefits?
	No

	3.
Have women’s groups/leaders raised gender equality concerns regarding the project during the stakeholder engagement process and has this been included in the overall project proposal and in the risk assessment?
	No

	3.
Would the project potentially limit women’s ability to use, develop and protect natural resources, taking into account different roles and positions of women and men in accessing environmental goods and services?


For example, activities that could lead to natural resources degradation or depletion in communities who depend on these resources for their livelihoods and well being
	No



	Principle 3:  Environmental Sustainability: Screening questions regarding environmental risks are encompassed by the specific Standard-related questions below
	

	Standard 1: Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management
	

	1.1 
Would the project potentially cause adverse impacts to habitats (e.g., modified, natural, and critical habitats) and/or ecosystems and ecosystem services?
For example, through habitat loss, conversion or degradation, fragmentation, hydrological changes
	No

	1.2 
Are any project activities proposed within or adjacent to critical habitats and/or environmentally sensitive areas, including legally protected areas (e.g., nature reserve, national park), areas proposed for protection, or recognized as such by authoritative sources and/or indigenous peoples or local communities?
	Yes

	1.3
Does the project involve changes to the use of lands and resources that may have adverse impacts on habitats, ecosystems, and/or livelihoods? (Note: if restrictions and/or limitations of access to lands would apply, refer to Standard 5)
	No

	1.4
Would project activities pose risks to endangered species?
	No

	1.5 
Would the project pose a risk of introducing invasive alien species? 
	No

	1.6
Does the project involve harvesting of natural forests, plantation development, or reforestation?
	No

	1.7 
Does the project involve the production and/or harvesting of fish populations or other aquatic species?
	No

	1.8 
Does the project involve significant extraction, diversion or containment of surface or ground water?


For example, construction of dams, reservoirs, river basin developments, groundwater extraction
	No

	1.9
Does the project involve utilization of genetic resources? (e.g., collection and/or harvesting, commercial development) 
	No

	1.10
Would the project generate potential adverse transboundary or global environmental concerns?
	No

	1.11
Would the project result in secondary or consequential development activities that could lead to adverse social and environmental effects, or would it generate cumulative impacts with other known existing or planned activities in the area?


For example, a new road through forested lands will generate direct environmental and social impacts (e.g., felling of trees, earthworks, potential relocation of inhabitants).  The new road may also facilitate encroachment on lands by illegal settlers or generate unplanned commercial development along the route, potentially in sensitive areas.  These are indirect, secondary, or induced impacts that need to be considered.  Also, if similar developments in the same forested area are planned, then cumulative impacts of multiple activities (even if not part of the same project) need to be considered.
	No

	Standard 2: Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation
	

	2.1 
Will the proposed project result in significant
 greenhouse gas emissions or may exacerbate climate change? 
	No

	2.2
Would the potential outcomes of the project be sensitive or vulnerable to potential impacts of climate change? 
	Yes

	2.3
Is the proposed project likely to directly or indirectly increase social and environmental vulnerability to climate change now or in the future (also known as maladaptive practices)?

For example, changes to land use planning may encourage further development of floodplains, potentially increasing the population’s vulnerability to climate change, specifically flooding
	No

	Standard 3: Community Health, Safety and Working Conditions
	

	3.1
Would elements of project construction, operation, or decommissioning pose potential safety risks to local communities?
	No

	3.2
Would the project pose potential risks to community health and safety due to the transport, storage, and use and/or disposal of hazardous or dangerous materials (e.g., explosives, fuel and other chemicals during construction and operation)?
	No

	3.3
Does the project involve large-scale infrastructure development (e.g., dams, roads, buildings)?
	No

	3.4
Would failure of structural elements of the project pose risks to communities? (e.g., collapse of buildings or infrastructure)
	No

	3.5
Would the proposed project be susceptible to or lead to increased vulnerability to earthquakes, subsidence, landslides, and erosion, flooding or extreme climatic conditions?
	No

	3.6
Would the project result in potential increased health risks (e.g., from water-borne or other vector-borne diseases or communicable infections such as HIV/AIDS)?
	No

	3.7
Does the project pose potential risks and vulnerabilities related to occupational health and safety due to physical, chemical, biological, and radiological hazards during project construction, operation, or decommissioning?
	No

	3.8
Does the project involve support for employment or livelihoods that may fail to comply with national and international labor standards (i.e., principles and standards of ILO fundamental conventions)?  
	No

	3.9
Does the project engage security personnel that may pose a potential risk to health and safety of communities and/or individuals (e.g., due to a lack of adequate training or accountability)?
	No

	Standard 4: Cultural Heritage
	

	4.1
Will the proposed project result in interventions that would potentially adversely impact sites, structures, or objects with historical, cultural, artistic, traditional or religious values or intangible forms of culture (e.g., knowledge, innovations, practices)? (Note: projects intended to protect and conserve Cultural Heritage may also have inadvertent adverse impacts)
	No

	4.2
Does the project propose utilizing tangible and/or intangible forms of cultural heritage for commercial or other purposes?
	No

	Standard 5: Displacement and Resettlement
	

	5.1
Would the project potentially involve temporary or permanent and full or partial physical displacement?
	No

	5.2
Would the project possibly result in economic displacement (e.g., loss of assets or access to resources due to land acquisition or access restrictions – even in the absence of physical relocation)? 
	No

	5.3
Is there a risk that the project would lead to forced evictions?

	No

	5.4
Would the proposed project possibly affect land tenure arrangements and/or community based property rights/customary rights to land, territories and/or resources? 
	No

	Standard 6: Indigenous Peoples
	

	6.1
Are indigenous peoples present in the project area (including project area of influence)?
	Yes

	6.2
Is it likely that the project or portions of the project will be located on lands and territories claimed by indigenous peoples?
	No

	6.3
Would the proposed project potentially affect the rights, lands and territories of indigenous peoples (regardless of whether Indigenous Peoples possess the legal titles to such areas)? 
	No

	6.4
Has there been an absence of culturally appropriate consultations carried out with the objective of achieving FPIC on matters that may affect the rights and interests, lands, resources, territories and traditional livelihoods of the indigenous peoples concerned?
	No

	6.5
Does the proposed project involve the utilization and/or commercial development of natural resources on lands and territories claimed by indigenous peoples?
	No

	6.6
Is there a potential for forced eviction or the whole or partial physical or economic displacement of indigenous peoples, including through access restrictions to lands, territories, and resources?
	No

	6.7
Would the project adversely affect the development priorities of indigenous peoples as defined by them?
	No

	6.8
Would the project potentially affect the traditional livelihoods, physical and cultural survival of indigenous peoples?
	Yes

	6.9
Would the project potentially affect the cultural heritage of indigenous peoples, including through the commercialization or use of their traditional knowledge and practices?
	No

	Standard 7: Pollution Prevention and Resource Efficiency
	

	7.1
Would the project potentially result in the release of pollutants to the environment due to routine or non-routine circumstances with the potential for adverse local, regional, and/or transboundary impacts? 
	No

	7.2
Would the proposed project potentially result in the generation of waste (both hazardous and non-hazardous)?
	No

	7.3
Will the proposed project potentially involve the manufacture, trade, release, and/or use of hazardous chemicals and/or materials? Does the project propose use of chemicals or materials subject to international bans or phase-outs?

For example, DDT, PCBs and other chemicals listed in international conventions such as the Stockholm Conventions on Persistent Organic Pollutants or the Montreal Protocol 
	No

	7.4 
Will the proposed project involve the application of pesticides that may have a negative effect on the environment or human health?
	No

	7.5
Does the project include activities that require significant consumption of raw materials, energy, and/or water? 
	No
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Terms of Reference
Terms of Reference
 of the Country Programme Manager

	% of Time
	
	Key Results Expected / Major Functions

	20%
	1.
	Managerial Functions

· Supervise the national SGP team members and provide necessary guidance and coaching;

· Promote and maintain a suitable environment for teamwork with the SGP team, the National Steering Committee (NSC), and the UNDP CO team:

· Prepare annual work plans, including strategic and /or innovative initiatives to be undertaken/explored, and set delivery and co –financing targets;

· Set annual performance parameters and learning objectives for the SGP team, assess their performance and provide feedback; 

· Build and maintain an effective relationship with key partners and stakeholders, and keep the NSC UNDP/GEF, UNOPS and UNDP CO informed as appropriate.

	50%
	2.
	Program/portfolio Development and Management

· Keep abreast of national environmental and sustainable development concerns and priorities as well as the socio-economic conditions and trends as they relate to the GEF-SGP and its focal areas, and assess their impact on the SGP’s work and program.

· Contribute to the formulation of the Upgrading Country Programme Project Document and its annual Project Implementation Reviews;

· Exercise quality control over the development of a portfolio of project ideas and concepts, and closely monitor the program’s implementation progress and results;

· Organize periodic stakeholder workshops and project development sessions for NGOs, Community Based Organizations (CBO) and local communities, and other stakeholders to explain the SGP and to assist potential applicants in making the link between  local environment and development problems and global concerns of the GEF focal areas;

· Work closely with NGOs and CBOs in preparation of project concepts and proposals to ensure that individual projects fit the strategic framework of the Project Document;

· Authorize and manage project planning grants, as required.

· Conduct periodic program monitoring visits to the field and provide technical and operational support and guidance to the SGP grantees as required;

· Work closely with and support the National Steering Committee and its deliberations during project proposal selection and approval, especially the initial appraisal of proposals and assessment of eligibility.

· Foster operational and policy linkages between the GEF-SGP and the large or medium-sized GEF projects, planned or underway in the country, as well as those of other donors and development partners.

· Manage annual work plan and budgeting (administrative and grants), maintain the financial integrity of the program, ensure most effective use of the SGP resources;

· Report periodically to the UNDP/GEF Global Coordinator of the Upgrading Country Programmes on program implementation status, including financial reporting, and update relevant global SGP databases.

	20%
	3.
	Resource Mobilization

· Establish and maintain close working relationships with stakeholders, advocate SGP policies, comparative advantages and initiatives, and ensure visibility.

· Assess program interest and priorities of key donors and other development partners, develop SGP advocacy campaigns and develop/update the SGP Country Programme resource mobilization strategy ;

· Identify opportunities and areas eligible for GEF-SGP support, and mobilize resources from the Government, donors and other partners to best leverage the SGP resources.

	10%
	4.
	Knowledge Management 

· Assist in the preparation of the SGP project/program evaluation and the Annual Monitoring Review;
· Document lessons learned and best practices in SGP program/project development, implementation, and oversight;
· Raise awareness of SGP Country Programme Team on corporate strategic issues, plans and initiatives to maximize highest impact and effectiveness;
· Access UNDPs world-wide and regional knowledge, distill best practices and facilitate their dissemination within the CO and to counterparts and partners;
· Access global best practices, share them with other local and international stakeholders and ensure their incorporation into the SGP portfolio and project design process.


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

Terms of Reference of the Programme Assistant

Background

Effective day-to-day substantive, administrative and financial support to the national SGP team and the National Steering Committee (NSC) to ensure the smooth operation and management of the GEF-SGP (Global Environment Facility – Small Grants Program) program portfolio, timely and efficient response to queries from different grantees and stakeholders, closely monitoring the achievement of annual SGP delivery and co-financing targets, and updating of relevant databases.

General responsibilities

Under the direct supervision of the Country Programme Manager of the Upgrading Small Grants Program, provide support in management related processes, particularly, program administration, record keeping, communications with the parties, logistical support, and document management.

	Support to Program Implementation (40%):

· Contribute to day-to-day support to program/project implementation and ensure conformity with expected results, outputs, objectives and work-plans;

· Assist the Country Programme Manager (CPM) in prescreening project concepts and project proposals, and evaluate the financial part of the project proposals;

· Assist the CPM in development and amendment of application forms and other management tools and requirements of the program and other SGP documents;

· Advise potential grantees on technical project preparation issues, and report to CPM and NSC on project development activities, as required;

· Provide day-to-day support to new and already approved projects and the grantees, as required;

· Assist the CPM in project implementation and monitoring, including participation in field visits;

· Organize the SGP advocacy events, workshops, round-tables, missions for CPM and other SGP events;

· Maintain working-level contacts with NGOs, governmental institutions, donors, other SGP stakeholders, and participate at events for SGP information dissemination purposes;

· Draft progress reports and other reporting material to the Global Coordinator of the Upgrading Country Programmes, UNOPS and UNDP CO, and assist CPM in preparation of semi-annual and bi-annual progress reports;

· Draft articles, publications, speeches, letters, memos and other documents on behalf of CPM, and respond to queries on SGP program matters;

· Create and maintain the SGP project database and the SGP stakeholder database;

· Maintain and update the SGP website, the SGP Global database and UNDP CO website with the SGP information;

· Support and assist CPM with other ad hoc duties as and when needed

Financial Management (30%):

· Review and process payment requests from grantees and vendors by obtaining necessary clearances and authorizations and ensuring payments are effected promptly;

· Maintain financial integrity of the Country Programme, implement and monitor accounting system and databases of the SGP Country Programme budget;

· Prepare and maintain the grant disbursement table and calendar;

· Review financial reports submitted by grantees and advise the CPM, as required;

· Draft administrative budget proposals;

· Enter, extract, transfer data from ATLAS and the SGP database and produce reports as required;

· Provide other financial reports as required

Administrative Functions (20%):
· Procure office equipment and furniture (including communication and audio equipment, supplies etc.);

· Manage and organize everyday office work;

· Establish a proper filing system and maintain files and documentation in good order;

· Draft routine correspondence and communications;

· Prepare background information and documentation, update data relevant to the program areas and compile background material for the CPM and NSC;

· Ensure flow of information and dissemination of materials with all concerned;

· Follow up on travel arrangements and DSA payments for the CPM and NSC members;

· Maintain personnel files, performance evaluation reports, leave records, and other pertinent personnel/consultant records;

· Ensure all reporting and/or submission deadlines from UNDP/GEF (HQ) are met;

· Provide logistical and other support to the local SGP team and visiting missions, as required

Knowledge Management (10%):
· Actively support the SGP and NSC teams in their efforts towards knowledge management and knowledge networking.


Competencies

Corporate Competencies:

•
Demonstrates commitment to UN’s mission, vision and values;

•
Displays cultural, gender, religion, race, nationality and age sensitivity and adaptability

Functional Competencies:

•
Good communications and interpersonal skills essential;

•
Excellent drafting and analytical skills required;

•
Good knowledge of budget control and financial management.

Qualification and Skill Requirements  

Education: 

· University degree, preferably in Business Administration or an environmental science field.  

Experience: 

· At least 3-5 years of relevant experience in office management, including financial reporting; Previous working experience with a UN agency an asset.  

Skills:

· Good communications and interpersonal skills essential;

· Excellent drafting and analytical skills required.  

· Good knowledge of budget control and financial management.

Language requirements:

· Fluency in English and relevant local language(s)

IT skills: 

· Excellent knowledge of MS Office, database and Internet use.  User knowledge of ATLAS is an asset.  

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

Terms of Reference of the National Steering Committee

NSC Functions and Duties

The SGP National Steering Committee (NSC) composition and operation will conform to the relevant sections of the GEF-SGP Operational Guidelines. 

The principal functions and duties of the NSC include:

· Participation in the development and periodic revision of the Country Programme Project Document in line with the global guidance from UNDP/GEF and national environmental priorities, and oversee its implementation;

· Provide overall strategic guidance and direction to the Country Programme and contribute to development and implementation of strategies for Country Programme sustainability;

· Review and approve project proposals, submitted to the SGP by NGOs/CBOs and pre-screened by the Country Programme Manager, in accordance with established criteria and procedures; 

· Ensure transparency and impartiality of NSC activities striving to avoid appearance of conflict of interest or undue influence.

NSC members are also encouraged to actively participate in site visits and ongoing monitoring and evaluation activities associated with the SGP and its projects, and to provide technical assistance and advice to the SGP projects and NGO/CBO project proponents.  Travel to project site visits is paid for by the SGP.  

The NSC may wish to elaborate a set of project selection criteria based on the Country Programme strategy as elaborated in the Project Document to help guide decisions and provide additional consistency to project selection.

The NSC shall decide whether it will consider and approve project concepts and planning grants or will rather leave these tasks to the Country Programme Manager.  In the case of the latter, the CPM will keep the NSC informed of concepts received and approved and planning grants awarded.

NSC Terms of Office and Appointment

· Members of the NSC serve on a voluntary basis and without financial compensation.  Reimbursement of reasonable and necessary expenses such as long-distance travel to project sites and NSC meetings will be provided.  Reimbursement of expenses such as travel should be approved prior to the actual expenditure and follow standard the SGP procedures.

· The NSC should consist of between six and twelve members, with the majority of members from civil society.  Efforts should be made to ensure gender and ethnic diversity in the committee.

· Members of the NSC are appointed by the UNDP Resident Representative in consultation with the CPM.  Appointments to the NSC are subject to endorsement by the Global Coordinator of the Upgrading Country Programmes.  Members may also be removed from the NSC by the UNDP Resident Representative for cause.

· The UNDP Resident Representative, or his/her delegate, represents the UNDP on the NSC.

· The SGP Country Programme Manager serves ex officio on the NSC, participating in deliberations, but not voting in the project selection process.  The CPM also serves as Secretariat to the NSC.

· The term of office of each NSC member is for a period of three years.  Ideally the NSC would have a three-year rolling membership with members serving staggered terms.  In the event that a member fails to complete a full term of office, a new member shall be appointed by the UNDP Resident Representative.  NSC members may be reappointed to serve additional two terms based on service and commitment to the Country Programme and the principles of the GEF-SGP overall.

NSC Meetings and Rules of Order

The NSC meets on a biannual basis (or as determined by the NSC) to provide strategic guidance to the Country Programme, review and approve grant proposals and to conduct other activities within its terms of reference.

The NSC nominates a Chair from among its regular members, preferably by consensus.  Neither the UNDP Resident Representative (nor his/her delegate) nor the SGP Country Programme Manager may serve as the Chair.  The Chair presides at NSC meetings in accordance with the rules of order which have been adopted and facilitates the process of consensus-building in NSC deliberations.  The position of Chair is not permanent and rotates every year.  

Where possible, the NSC operates on the basis of consensus rather than formal voting.  Specific procedures and rules of order for NSC deliberations, including voting procedures and quorum requirements, should be proposed by the Country Programme Manager and NSC members and adopted by the NSC prior to any substantive deliberations or determinations.

Regular meetings of the NSC ordinarily include the following agenda items:

· Report on status and progress of the Country Programme;

· Status reports and updates on projects and activities under implementation;

· Financial report on execution of grant allocations;

· Presentation of project proposals for consideration

NSC minutes concerning meetings in which projects are approved should be as detailed and specific as possible, listing each project considered and including all NSC recommendations or observations about each project.  The NSC decision about each project should be clearly noted, including any reformulations required before final approval.  The list of approved projects should include the budget amount approved.  The minutes should be signed by all NSC members present.

· The NSC should review and sign-off on project proposals that are reformulated or adjusted after being provisionally approved by the NSC, prior to submitting them to the UNDP Resident Representative for MOA signature.  A formal meeting is not required, and the review may be done on a no-objection basis.

· Upon accepting appointment to the NSC, members commit themselves to ensuring the complete objectivity and transparency of the NSC, both in fact and in appearance.  The NSC must avoid the appearance of self-dealing, conflict of interest, or undue influence.  NSC members cannot benefit directly from the SGP grants.  No member of the NSC shall participate in the review or approval of any project in which that member, or an organization with which that member is associated, has an interest.  In such cases, the member shall be excused from both the discussion and decision on the project.

As a matter of principle, the NSC (and the SGP as a whole) must operate in as transparent a manner as possible.  The CPM should maintain an official record of each NSC meeting, which is available to the public.  However, to protect NSC members from external pressures, neither the identities of NSC members, nor the attributed statements of NSC members during deliberations, shall be disclosed.

Country Programme Manager Responsibilities:

· The CPM is the Secretariat for the NSC, and is responsible for managing communication between and among NSC members, for sending out notices of meetings, and for maintaining substantive records of all meetings and actions taken.  In addition, the CPM shall present to the NSC substantive reports on the status and progress of the SGP and its activities, as well as project proposals for consideration.

· Meetings of the NSC shall be convened by the CPM.  Notice is to be given at least fifteen days in advance of the meetings, except in the case of special or emergency meetings, for which the notice requirement may be waived.  Notice shall include the agenda for the meeting, a list of all projects to be considered at the meeting, and copies of all relevant documents and proposals.

· The CPM shall prepare and present meeting minutes for review and signature by the NSC after every meeting.  Once signed by the NSC members involved, the original should be filed in the SGP office and a copy sent to the UNDP SGP focal point.

-----------------------------
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GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) Operational Guidelines
Purpose of this Document
These Operational Guidelines are intended to assist GEF SGP National Coordinators/Sub-Regional Coordinators (NCs/SRCs), National Steering Committees (NSCs), Sub-regional Steering Committees (SRSCs), National Focal Groups (NFGs), UNDP Country Offices and National Host Institution (NHI) staff as well as the SGP Central Programme Management Team (CPMT) and the Global Coordinator of the SGP Upgrading Country Programmes in programme implementation.. They are based on the experience and knowledge gained both at the country and global levels through years of GEF SGP programme implementation. They provide the basic framework for operations in relation to the structure, implementation, and administration of the programme. They also address the project cycle and grant disbursement. Programme and project monitoring, evaluation, and reporting are covered in the GEF SGP Monitoring and Evaluation Framework.
The guidelines and models set forth herein are meant to apply generally to all GEF SGP Country Programmes. It is recognized, however, that different contexts and situations will require different responses and adaptations. Any questions about the application of particular provisions of the guidelines or need for adaptation should be referred to the GEF SGP Global Manager and Central Programme Management Team (CPMT) or the Global Coordinator of the SGP Upgrading Country Programmes. On administrative and financial matters, questions may be answered by the UNOPS SGP Standard Operating Procedures and, if necessary, to the respective UNOPS SGP Portfolio Manager.

List of Acronyms
BAC
Budget Account Classification Code

CBO
Community-based Organization

CCF
Country Cooperation Framework

CO
Country Office

COA
Chart of Account (ATLAS)

COB
Country Operating Budget

CPMT
Central Programme Management Team

CPS
Country Programme Strategy

GEF
Global Environment Facility

IOV
Inter-office Voucher

M&E
Monitoring and Evaluation

MOA
Memorandum of Agreement

MOD
Miscellaneous Obligation Document

NC
National Coordinator

NFP
National Focal Person

NFG
National Focal Group

NGO
Non-governmental Organization

NHI
National Host Institution

NPFE 
GEF National Portfolio Formulation Exercise 

NSC
National Steering Committee

OP
Operational Programme

PA
Programme Assistant

PO
Purchase Order (ATLAS)

REQ
Requisition (ATLAS)

SBAA
Standard Basic Assistance Agreement

SGP
GEF Small Grants Programme

SOPs
Standard Operating Procedures

SRC
Sub-Regional Coordinator

SRSC
Sub-Regional Steering Committee 

SPS
Sub-Regional Programme Strategy

TOR
Terms of Reference

UCP
Upgrading Country Programme

UNCBD
United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity

UNCCD 
United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification

UNDP
United Nations Development Programme

UNOPS
United Nations Office for Project Services

UNFCCC 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

Part I: 
GEF SGP Programme Structure
1. The structure of the GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP), implemented by UNDP, is decentralized and country-driven. Within the parameters established by the GEF Council and reflected in the Project Document for an Operational Phase, the programme seeks to provide for maximum country and community-level ownership and initiative. This decentralization is balanced against the need for programme consistency and accountability across the participating countries for the achievement of the GEF’s global environmental objectives, and the SGP’s particular benchmarks as stated in the Project Document for each Operational Phase.

2. The SGP is a global and multi-focal area GEF project, approved for funding by the GEF Council on a rolling replenishment, implemented by UNDP on behalf of the GEF partnership, and executed by UNOPS. In the case of Upgraded Country Programmes, UNOPS execution is the recommended option although a country-specific execution modality utilizing a national non-governmental organization or a consortium of non-governmental organizations, selected by UNDP through a competitive process, can be utilized
. Within the UNDP framework, the SGP, as a global programme, is handled differently from UNDP core national or regional programmes.

3. The GEF Council approves SGP Project Information Form (PIF), GEF CEO Endorsement request, and SGP Project Document for the SGP Global Programme as well as for all Upgrading Country Programmes for each GEF Operational Phase. The SGP Project Document, whether for the global program or upgrading country programmes, provides the framework for SGP operations in accordance with the GEF mandate, including specific benchmarks for project achievements. It also sets forth many of the programme and financial reporting requirements for which UNDP has legal responsibility.  

4. Globally, the SGP brings together country programmes of participating countries across all world regions. The key eligibility criteria for countries to participate in SGP are:

· Existence of environmental needs and threats in GEF focal or thematic areas;
· Ratification of at least one of the global environmental conventions including the United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD); the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC); the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants; and United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD);
· Government commitment in the participating country and support for the programme’s implementation modality according to the operational guidelines;
· Potential for strong government-NGO relations and positive support for local Civil Society Organizations;

· Commitment to resource mobilization: the UNDP/CO and government share available funding for SGP delivery from both GEF and non-GEF sources, and support efforts to attract other co-funding sources;
· Positive enabling environment.
SGP Headquarters Structure
5. A UNDP/GEF Unit at UNDP Headquarters in New York provides fiduciary oversight for all of its GEF activities, including the SGP. Key UNDP Headquarters staff include the UNDP GEF Executive Coordinator, and his/her Deputy, who are legally accountable to UNDP and to the GEF Council for the utilisation of GEF resources.
6. Overall management of the SGP Global Programme, including operational guidance and support to the country programmes, as well as the identification and establishment of SGP Country Programmes in new countries, are conducted by the SGP Central Programme Management Team (CPMT). The CPMT is composed of a Global Manager and Deputy Global Manager; Programme Specialists responsible for matrixed country support and focal area guidance, knowledge management, and monitoring & evaluation; Programme Associates; as well as external consultants, as needed.  The SGP Upgrading Country Programmes (UCPs), given their financing modality as GEF Full-Size Projects, are managed by a UNDP-GEF UCP Global Coordinator, who provides technical assistance, strategic advice, and resource mobilization support and promotes substantive and strategic alignment and coordination of the UCPs with the Global SGP Programme. 

7. The United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS) provides programme execution services including administrative, financial, legal, operational, procurement and project management for the SGP as described in detail in the UNOPS SGP Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs).
 The UNOPS SGP Cluster Coordinator and his/her team work closely with the SGP Deputy Global Manager and CPMT staff, as well as with the SGP UCP Global Coordinator.

8. The SGP Global Manager and his/her alternate, the SGP Deputy Global Manager, are ultimately responsible for the overall management, strategic direction, policy development and resource mobilization efforts of the SGP Global Programme. The Programme Specialists are primarily responsible for guidance on GEF focal areas and thematic directions, Country Programme support, regional coordination responsibilities, knowledge sharing, partnership development and networking. As necessary, the Global Manager and Deputy Global Manager may delegate certain functions to the Programme Specialists.

9. SGP regional teams, composed of at least one staff member from CPMT and from UNOPS, as well as the regional senior SGP National Coordinator as needed, may provide a range of technical advice, operational, management and administrative support to country programmes in each of the six SGP world regions,
 divided as follows: 

· Africa
· Arab States
· Asia
· Europe & CIS
· Pacific 
· Latin America & the Caribbean
10. While for the Global Programme, the CPMT regional focal point focuses primarily on GEF technical and programmatic matters, and the UNOPS regional focal point is responsible for administrative and financial issues, the SGP regional team works collaboratively in advising country programmes with regard to all substantive and operational matters. The regional teams also review the annual SGP country staff performance and recommend ratings for review by the Deputy Global Manager, and his/her counterpart in UNOPS, prior to endorsement and finalisation by the Global Manager.  

11. For the Upgrading Country Programmes, the division of labour between the SGP UCP Global Coordinator and UNOPS is similar to those above, as are the collaborative arrangements between UNDP-GEF and UNOPS.  

12. SGP Programme Associates are responsible for daily administration, filing and archive management; financial record-keeping and reporting to donors; human resources support; external communications; organisation of meetings; and responses to routine requests for information. The Programme Associates monitor completion of SGP work-plans, and assist in CPMT activities, correspondence, and other assigned tasks.  

SGP Country Programme Structure

13. The SGP operates in a decentralized and country-driven manner through a National Coordinator or Sub-regional Coordinator (both hereafter to be referred as NC) and National Steering Committee or National Focal Group for those in sub-regional programme modality (both hereafter abbreviated to NSC) in each participating country, with some modification in the case of countries in a sub-regional programme modality
, with financial and administrative support provided by the UNDP Country Office (CO). In some countries, a National Host Institution (NHI) or host NGO
 is responsible for programme implementation in conjunction with the NC and NSC. At the country level, the SGP operates under the overall UNDP SBAA agreement, although the SGP Global Programme is not considered a part of the CCF or UNDP core functions at the country level.  

14. The NSC is composed of voluntary members from NGOs, academic and scientific institutions, other civil society organizations, the UNDP CO, and government, with a majority of members coming from the non-governmental sector. The NSC provides overall guidance and direction to the Country Programme, and contributes to developing and implementing strategies for Country Programme sustainability. 

15. The technical capacity of the individual NSC members is an important criterion in determining its composition, and to the maximum extent possible the NSC membership should include experts in the relevant GEF focal areas of biodiversity; climate change mitigation; international waters; sustainable land management; sustainable forest management and REDD; persistent organic pollutants/ chemicals; as well as capacity development. The inclusion of the government GEF Operational Focal Point (OFP) or relevant Convention Focal Point in the NSC is also recommended. 

16. The NSC is responsible for the review, selection and approval of projects, and for ensuring their technical and substantive quality as regards the strategic objectives of the SGP. In collaboration with the NC, the NSC contributes to the development of the Country Programme Strategy (CPS)
 in accordance with the relevant GEF Project Document for the Operational Phase and national environmental priorities, and oversees its implementation. NSC members are expected to support the Country Programme in resource mobilization and in mainstreaming SGP lessons learned and successes in national development planning and policy-making. NSC members are encouraged to participate in pre-selection project site visits and in project monitoring and evaluation. 

17. The NSC may also constitute a Technical Advisory Groups (TAG) with a pool of voluntary experts on call to serve as a technical sub-committee, for review of proposals and in relation to specific areas of programming and partnership development. The TAG can also be tasked by the NSC to provide specific technical guidance in specialised areas of work, such as carbon measurement, payments for ecosystem services, marketing and certification of products, transboundary diagnostic analysis, and other relevant fields. In addition, the TAG may also be formed in response to donor and co-financing requirements mobilised for the SGP country programme.

18. The SGP NC has lead responsibility for managing the development and implementation of the country or sub-regional programme, for ensuring that grants and projects meet GEF and SGP criteria, and for planning and implementation of upscaling strategies. The NC’s primary functions include inter alia: (i) assisting CSOs in the formulation of project proposals; (ii) serving as the ex officio secretariat for the NSC; (iii) ensuring sound programme monitoring and evaluation, including periodic project site visits; (iv) resource mobilization; (v) communication and dissemination of SGP information; and (v) global reporting to CPMT, UNOPS, responding to audits, and other tasks as stipulated in their ToR.

19. The UNDP CO provides management support to the SGP Country Programme as outlined in this document. The UNDP Resident Representative/Resident Coordinator (hereafter abbreviated to UNDP RR) in each UNDP CO assigns a senior staff person (typically the Environment Focal Point or head of the Sustainable Development Cluster) to serve as the SGP focal point. The UNDP RR participates in the NSC or may designate the focal point as his/her delegate in the NSC.  Each UNDP CO also contributes to monitoring programme activities – usually through broad oversight by the designated focal point as part of NSC responsibilities - facilitates interaction with the host government, and develops links with other in-country financial and technical resources.  

20. The UNDP CO is also responsible for providing operational support – the RR signature of grant project MOAs (on behalf of UNOPS); appointment letters of NSC members (on behalf of CPMT); local grant disbursements; HR administration; as well as assisting in audit exercises for the programme.  The detailed steps for each operational aspect are described in the UNOPS SGP SOPs.  The UNDP CO also plays a fundamental role in launching a new SGP Country Programme in terms of endorsement of the government application to be a participating SGP country and in helping CPMT organize the start-up mission. The UNDP CO also plays a critical role in the proper closing of an SGP Country Programme.

Part II Implementation and Administration of SGP Country Programmes

In-country institutional arrangements

21. The SGP operates at the country level under the overall UNDP SBAA agreement, however, the SGP Global Programme remains the responsibility of the CPMT/UNOPS SGP Cluster at Headquarters and, like the Upgrading Country Programmes, is accountable to UNDP-GEF in New York, and ultimately, the GEF Council. There are two basic modalities for SGP hosting arrangements for the country programme that, in consultation with country stakeholders, will be decided by CPMT or the UCP Global Coordinator. In most countries, the programme is hosted by the UNDP CO, although this may also mean that the SGP office is physically located outside CO premises. Where there are issues of accessibility and based on consultations with stakeholders, the programme could be hosted in a National Host Institution (NHI), which may be an NGO or academic institution.  

22. In case of NHI hosting, UNOPS issues and administers a sub-contract with the NHI that outlines the technical support and administrative services to be provided, as well as the applicable operating budget. In all cases, the UNDP CO provides needed support for SGP in-country operations in coordination with the CPMT or UCP Global Coordinator and UNOPS. Whatever the hosting arrangements, all Country Programmes respond equally to the relevant Operational Phase Project Document (global or national upgrading) and the global SGP Operational Guidelines.  

23. As noted above, NCs of Country Programmes in the Global SGP Programme are guided by CPMT regional focal points for the majority of operational and technical matters, whilst reporting ultimately to the SGP Global Manager. NCs of Upgrading Country Programmes are guided by the Global UCP Coordinator. NCs are also accountable to the UNDP RR for country-level programme expenditures and on matters regarding meeting the ethical and professional standards of the UNDP.  The UNDP RR, in consultation with members of the NSC, is responsible for preparing the annual evaluation of NC performance and recommendation concerning contractual status for review by either CPMT or the Global UCP Coordinator, and UNOPS.

24. In keeping with the spirit and mandate of the SGP to develop and foster the capacities of CSOs in participating countries, it is expected that as individual Country Programmes mature it will be possible to transfer the hosting arrangements from the UNDP CO to NHIs. Any decision for transfer should be based on a full consultative process and analysis of key factors, and must be approved by the CPMT or Global UCP Coordinator in consultation with the UNDP RR. In certain cases, where the selected NHI does not fully meet performance expectations, and upon consultation with country stakeholders, the contract may be terminated by the CPMT or Global Coordinator, and UNOPS, and hosting will be transferred either to the UNDP CO or to another NHI.

25. The relationship with an NHI may range from the provision of physical office space, with the NC and NSC carrying full responsibility for programme management; one in which the NHI is responsible for providing specifically agreed services, such as technical advice and support; through to one where the NHI carries full responsibility for managing the SGP programme.  The extent of responsibility will be clearly defined in the contract for services signed by UNOPS and the NHI and may evolve over time.

26. The identification of a pool of suitable NHIs may be carried out through a process of competitive bidding, or by gradually accumulating a list of available and interested organizations in consultation with key stakeholders. Local representation of international NGOs would not normally be eligible.  The legitimacy and neutrality of potential NHIs within the national NGO community are essential qualifications to carry out SGP grant-making activities. Once a pool of organizations has been established, the following factors will be considered by the CPMT or Global UCP Coordinator, and UNDP CO to select the best candidate:

· National stature and credibility;

· Good working relationships with other CSOs, including participation in environment/ development networks;

· Demonstrated compatibility with the procedures, objectives, and grant-making functions of the SGP, GEF, and UNDP;

· Significant experience in community-based, participatory environment and development;

· Substantial involvement and technical expertise in environmental issues related to the GEF focal areas and the Rio conventions;

· Proven programme management and administrative capacity with systems in place.

27. The NC is normally an employee of UNOPS whereas the contract is administered locally by the UNDP CO on behalf of UNOPS.  In some cases, the NC contract administration can be covered under the terms of the contract with the NHI. The selection of the NC is done through a publicly advertised and competitive selection process. As a general rule, the recruitment process for the NC is managed on behalf of UNOPS by the UNDP CO under the overall supervision of the UNDP RR. This is ordinarily the case even if the NC will be placed in an NHI; however, the NHI, as appropriate and upon approval of CPMT, may manage the NC recruitment. The selection panel submits three of the top applicants to the SGP Global Manager for final selection and decision. The recruitment process and related guidelines are described in more detail in the UNOPS SGP Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs).

28. Typically, NHIs do not normally administer grant funds. As Country Programmes evolve and/or upgrade, however, it may become desirable to include direct grants administration as part of NHI responsibilities under UNOPS-issued contracts or other mechanisms, thereby increasing the level of country ownership of, and civil society participation in, the programme.  Administrative procedures will need to be devised to ensure that the administration of grant allocations and their transferral to grant recipients remain transparent, accountable and fluid. NHIs cannot be awarded nor use SGP grant funds.

SGP country staff roles and responsibilities
29. The NC is responsible for the overall functioning of the SGP in each participating country, and for the achievement of the benchmarks established for Country Programme implementation in the CPS (Global Programme) or Project Document (UCP) for the relevant Operational Phase. The NC is expected to have full-time dedication to the SGP.
 The NC is responsible for ensuring sound programme and project monitoring and evaluation, and laying the foundation for programme upscaling and sustainability. In project development, the NC may work directly to assist the proponent CSO to access needed support, including the recommendation of support through planning grants. The NC, jointly with the UNDP CO, bear direct responsibility for all local programme expenditures. A critical aspect of the NC job performance is to carefully monitor and supervise these expenditures under the overall supervision of UNOPS and to ensure accountability and transparency.

30. The NC usually represents the SGP in local and national meetings, workshops, and other events, and may be accompanied by members of the NSC. However, for legal and financial purposes, only the UNDP RR or his/her Officer in Charge (OIC) may represent the SGP in-country (on behalf of UNOPS). Only the UNDP RR or his/her Officer in Charge (OIC) can sign SGP grant Memoranda of Agreement (MOAs) and for signing any co-financing arrangements on behalf of SGP. While the NC may initiate and undertake co-financing and other negotiations for the programme, s/he should never officially sign such agreements. The NC, however, may sign non-binding collaborative agreements between SGP and other projects and programs. The NC should consult the CPMT or the Global UCP Coordinator, and the UNOPS SGP Cluster if there is any doubt on signing rules and procedures.

31. The performance of NCs is evaluated annually. The evaluation is undertaken through an online Performance and Results Assessment (PRA) in two parts: a self-assessment by the NC, and a performance evaluation with NSC inputs under the charge of the UNDP RR.  These two parts of the evaluation should be completed shortly after the completion of the reporting period.  The completed and signed evaluations are submitted to the CPMT or the Global UCP Coordinator. The PRA evaluations are reviewed by the CPMT or Global UCP Coordinator, with UNOPS inputs, and final decisions are then taken for the Global Programme Country Programmes by the SGP Global Manager and Deputy Global Manager on contract renewal, or by the Global UCP Coordinator, as well as other actions that might need to be taken.    

32. In most countries, the NC works with a Programme Assistant/Associate (PA). On behalf of UNOPS, the UNDP CO may hire a PA with technical and/or administrative skills and functions depending on local needs. The NC shall be involved in the selection process and the panel recommendation will be forwarded to CPMT and UNOPS for final approval. The NC will be in charge of the supervision and PRA for the PA. In certain cases, consultants with a technical background, especially in the GEF focal areas, may be recruited to contribute to project design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation, and can be delegated by the NC to provide these services to CSOs and SGP projects as necessary.  The recruitment process and related guidelines are highlighted in detail in the UNOPS SGP SOPs.
National Steering Committee procedures 

33. The NSC is a central element of the SGP and provides the primary substantive contribution and oversight to the programme, in coordination with the NC. While staffing and operational management of the SGP is undertaken through UNDP/UNOPS structures, no SGP project may be undertaken at the country level without the approval of the NSC. As such, the NSC must do its best to ensure the technical and substantive quality of SGP grants, and the administrative and financial capacity, either actual or potential, of the CSO grant recipients. The UNDP RR, or his/her delegate, as well as other members of the NSC, are encouraged to provide any relevant information about these concerns, especially the financial and organizational integrity of CSOs. Operationally, the decisions of the NSC are considered final provided they are consistent with these operational guidelines, the SGP Project Document for the GEF Operational Phase and the Country Programme Strategy (or UCP Project Document).  However, neither the NSC nor its individual members as programme volunteers, hold any legal or fiduciary responsibility for the SGP or its activities. 

34. The selection of NSC members is normally done by the NC in consultation with the UNDP RR.  For new country programmes, the NSC is often established as a result of a preparatory mission or in the initial stages of launching the programme. NSC members should have an abiding interest and commitment to working with communities and share a vision of what sustainable development and "thinking globally, acting locally" might mean in terms of linking the GEF focal areas with community needs and concerns. NSC non-governmental members must have high credibility and wide experience working with local communities and CSOs in the country and thus can represent their needs and interests in committee discussions. Strong, experienced, and technically competent civil society representation on the NSC is crucial as a means of keeping the SGP responsive to its mandate to work with CSOs, CBOs and indigenous peoples. These members must also have the requisite knowledge of GEF Focal Areas and/or specific themes such as gender, sustainable livelihoods, and knowledge management. Governmental and donor agency members should hold positions relevant to the work of the SGP and at a level where they could make decisions on behalf of their agencies, particularly when assessing proposals which they are being asked to fund. NSC members on the whole must be able and willing to discuss constructively and develop consensus decisions. The NSC, with the NC,  are responsible for ensuring participatory, democratic, impartial, and transparent procedures for project review and approval, as well as all other aspects of programme implementation at the country level in accordance with the SGP Project Document for the relevant Operational Phase. 

35. The composition of a newly established NSC is subject to ratification by the SGP Global Manager or the Global UCP Coordinator while subsequent appointments can be ratified by the responsible CPMT Regional Focal Point for global programme countries and by the Global UCP Coordinator for upgrading country programmes. In general, only one government representative on the NSC is required. However, depending on the circumstances, country programmes can have additional government representatives such as Convention focal points, although whatever the case, the majority of members must be non-governmental. The UNDP RR provides the appointment letters on behalf of the SGP.

36. NSC members usually serve for a period of three years.  Each country or sub-regional programme must decide whether this term is renewable, and how eligibility for renewal is determined. In general, periodically inviting new members is a sound and healthy policy that brings new ideas and expertise to programme implementation, and roughly one quarter of NSC members may rotate in any given year. Changing the entire membership at any one time should be avoided.

37. Participation in the NSC is without monetary compensation. Travel expenses for project site visits or to NSC meetings can be covered by the SGP country operational budget.

38. NSCs adopt decisions under the principle of consensus and rarely resort to voting to determine whether a project is approved or a particular course of action is taken. To facilitate meetings, the NSC may decide to select its Chairperson(s) in the following way: (i) one of the most committed expert members to Chair for a particular period of time; (ii) members to chair meetings on a rotating basis to enhance each member’s participation; and (iii) on a co-chair approach with government and non-government representation to promote civil society leadership and CSO-government collaboration which are institutional objectives of the programme. 

39. The NC serves ex officio on the NSC, participating in deliberations, but not in decisions in the project selection process. The NC usually convenes the NSC and functions as its secretariat, including preparing minutes of meetings and maintaining a historical record of programme decisions and implementation. A copy of NSC minutes, signed by the members, and other pertinent material should be filed at the UNDP CO.

40. In as wide a consultation as possible with country stakeholders, the NC shall prepare a long list of possible volunteers to the NSC. From this, the NC in consultation with the UNDP RR prepares the list of NSC members to be nominated for approval by the SGP Global Manager by considering both the expertise and qualifications of the individual candidates, and the overall composition and balance of the committee. While certain institutions (the UNDP, and appropriate governmental ministry or agencies, the NHI) must be represented in the NSC, members should also be chosen who as individuals, including from the private sector and donor community, would contribute significantly to the committee and the programme’s various expertise needs (e.g. on GEF focal areas, sustainable livelihoods, gender considerations, communications, resource mobilization, capacity development).  The NC, after due consultation with other NSC members of good standing and the UNDP RR, may recommend  changes in the composition of the committee to CPMT if it becomes clear that a particular member's participation is not contributing to the programme. 

41. The objectivity, transparency and credibility of the NSC is of paramount importance to the success of the Country Programme, and to maintaining good relations among stakeholders. As a general rule, Country Programmes cannot consider proposals associated with organizations of sitting NSC members. A CSO may nonetheless submit proposals when its representative has finished the term of service and is no longer on the Committee. On an exceptional basis, and under specified conditions pre-approved by CPMT or the UCP Global Coordinator, CSOs with members in the NSC can submit  proposals.  

Country Programme Strategy


42. Before any grant-making or other programme activities may take place, each SGP participating country must have an approved Country Programme Strategy or Sub-regional Programme Strategy (abbreviated here to CPS). The development/revision of the CPS is designed to ensure congruence with the SGP Project Document for the relevant Operational Phase; the strategic planning frameworks associated with the relevant Rio Conventions;
 as well as with the GEF National Portfolio Formulation Exercise (NPFE) where relevant.  

43. For Upgrading Country Programmes, a standard UNDP-GEF Project Document is produced that reflects the Country Program strategy that is broadly coherent with the SGP Global strategic initiatives announced at the commencement of each Operational Phase.  The Project Document is formulated after approval of the corresponding PIF and is approved by UNDP and the GEF CEO as per standard GEF and UNDP procedures. In the development of the Project Document, the same multistakeholder, participatory approach is followed as that of Country Program Strategy development.

44. For new SGP Country Programmes, the development of a CPS is one of the first tasks to be undertaken by the NC and newly-formed NSC. In both new and continuing SGP Country Programmes, it is important to involve key stakeholders in the CPS revision/elaboration process, and to fully engage and involve the NSC. In this regard, the CPS may be considered a living document, and shall be revised or updated in every operational phase of SGP, or as deemed necessary by the NSC, to align country programme priorities with GEF policies and priorities, and those included in the relevant SGP Project Document.

45. As described in the CPS Guidance framework, the development or revision of the CPS serves several broad purposes to:

· Identify the national circumstances and priorities of the country vis-à-vis the Project Document for the relevant Operational Phase;

· Provide stakeholders with a framework document to understand the priorities for SGP  funding for strengthened country relevance and ownership;

· Provide a strategic framework for allocating resources, especially selection of SGP projects, through a bio-geographic and/or thematic focus; 

· Serve as the framework for Country Programme operations and guiding programme implementation;  

· Constitute the basis for the assessment of country programme achievements and impact.

46. The development/revision of the CPS (or UCP Project Document) should be undertaken as a participatory process that engages the full range of non-governmental and government stakeholders in the country. The CPS preparation should be seen not only as a document to satisfy global programmatic requirements, but as a country-led process which has value in its own right. The key players in the process are the NC (who facilitates the process, and is responsible for the majority of the drafting), and the NSC (which provides input and guidance throughout the process, and endorses the end product). 

47. The CPS should contain: (a) background situation of the country which the SGP country programme has to consider; (b) key objectives vis-a-vis the country situation and the objectives of the global SGP Prodoc for the operational phase; (c) geographic (with maps) and/or thematic focal areas; (d) priority activities to be supported by grantmaking; and (e) expected outcomes, indicators, and M&E plan. For formulation of a UCP Project Document (ProDoc), the standard UNDP-GEF format is followed.

48. Recommended steps to developing the CPS or ProDoc are as follows:

· NC prepares an initial CPS or ProDoc draft for consultation with the NSC based on the current SGP Project Document or the approved PIF in the case of UCPs; 

· Wide stakeholder consultations held with key CSO, government, academic and other concerned parties to discuss relevant issues (where possible, these consultations to be linked to the National Portfolio Formulation Exercise (NPFE) of the GEF in the country);

· Incorporation of stakeholder inputs into the draft CPS or ProDoc by the NC, and initial approval of the document by the NSC; 

· Submission of the draft CPS to the CPMT Regional Focal Point for comment and review; draft ProDoc submitted to the UCP Global Coordinator for comment and review;

· Further CPS or ProDoc revision as necessary based on comments and recommendations by the CPMT or UCP Global Coordinator, respectively;

· Submission of the revised CPS or ProDoc by the NC for formal endorsement by the NSC;

· Final approval of the endorsed CPS by the SGP Global Manager, or delegated CPMT Regional Focal Point; final approval of the endorsed ProDoc by the UCP Global Coordinator and submission to the GEF for CEO Endorsement and to UNDP for approval;

· Posting and circulation of the final version of the CPS as a public document; posting of ProDoc on GEF Website.

Country Operating Budget

49. The Country Operating Budget or Sub-regional Operating Budget (abbreviated here to COB) is the financial provision for country, or sub-regional, programme implementation. The COB is prepared by the NC, and reviewed and approved by the CPMT and UNOPS. The COB should allow the effective operation of the country or sub-regional programme in implementing activities in support of the objectives of the Project Document, as well as to be responsive to specific country circumstances and needs, as reflected in the CPS. In countries where a NHI hosts the SGP, the COB is generally covered by the terms of the contract for services between the organization and UNOPS. The COB process and related guidelines are highlighted in detail in the UNOPS SGP SOPs.

50. The budget for operations of Upscaling Country Programmes is approved as part of the Project Document and is subject to revision on an annual basis along with approval of Annual Work Plans and requests for annual Authorized Spending Limits.  UNOPS, as executing agency, manages the budget in direct contact with the National Coordinator and in collaboration with the relevant UNDP Country Office.
Part III
 Implementation and Administration of SGP Grants

SGP grants and project cycle
51. Each SGP Country Programme should, after adopting or revising its CPS or Project Document, prepare and issue an SGP programme announcement. Information in the call for proposals should clearly state that the SGP makes grants to eligible CSOs
, or to individuals, as in the case of fellowships, with priority for the poor and vulnerable  in the GEF focal areas, with a maximum grant amount for a project of US$50,000
. The subsequent process of developing an SGP grant project should then take place in a transparent manner covering the: (i) project preparation guidelines setting forth the eligibility criteria; (ii) application/proposal review process and calendar; (iii) formats for project concept and proposal development, and; (iv) co-financing requirements in cash and/or in-kind.

52. Project concepts from eligible CSOs may be screened by the NC or jointly with the NSC. Each country programme should determine which screening modality it will follow, and periodically review this decision to make sure that the modality chosen is working well. In both cases, project concept selection should be done on the basis of established eligibility and selection criteria in accordance with the CPS or UCP Project Document At the very least, project concepts should be relevant to one or several of the GEF focal areas and reflect the needs of the community or communities and/or stakeholders that would be involved. Once the concepts have been selected, the proponent organizations will be notified of this decision and asked to develop complete project proposals.

53. It is critical for all project proposals to meet the GEF and SGP criteria. While it is an important part of the NC responsibilities to assist CSOs in proposal development, sometimes additional assistance is nonetheless required.  In such cases, two options may be considered: (i) a local consultant may be hired or a capable “assisting NGO” may be contacted to help the CSO/CBO/communities according to terms of reference that the NC elaborates in coordination with the proponent organization; and (ii) the SGP planning grant modality may be used.

54. In support of regional or global scaling up, mainstreaming, replication, and broader adoption of SGP successes and lessons learned, as well as to leverage resources and utilize strategic opportunities at these levels, grants for regional or global initiatives
 can be provided. For the Global SGP, guidance for proactive or responsive modalities as well as procedures for this will come from the SGP CPMT in consultation with involved SGP Country Programmes and/or relevant Programme stakeholders and partners.

Planning Grants

55. The NC or NSC may authorize planning grants
 once project concepts have been selected. CSOs such as CBOs, indigenous peoples’ organisations and communities with little experience in project design and management receive priority to benefit from this assistance. Hence, the planning grant has an important capacity-building function which in itself is an important SGP objective. The NC makes recommendations to the NSC about which proponent organizations would require a planning grant.

56. A planning grant can be used by an eligible CSO to organize stakeholder workshops or meetings to design the project in a participatory manner. The planning grant can be used to contract an experienced NGO or local consultant to work with the project proponents to elaborate the project, to undertake baseline assessments, develop a business plan (for projects with strong sustainable livelihood elements), and through learning-by-doing, build capacity in proposal design including the development of indicators and a monitoring and evaluation plan.  

57. Administratively, a planning grant is a grant like any other SGP grant, and therefore can only be made to eligible CSOs. The project document for the planning grant specifies the activities to be undertaken, and the responsibilities of the parties concerned. The NSC generally approves the planning grant, although the NSC can in certain instances also delegate approval to the NC for certain exceptional cases (e.g. time-sensitive activities, smaller amounts).  The process follows the modus operandi of SGP facilitative grant-making and is explained in detail in the UNOPS SGP SOPs.  

Project proposals

58. SGP provides grants to support activities that help achieve the programme objectives outlined in the CPS and the global SGP project document or the UCP Project Document for the Operational Phase. In terms of helping achieve global environmental benefits, the SGP’s starting point is to ensure that each project proposal fits the GEF criteria and that each proposal clearly articulates how project objectives and activities would have a positive effect in the relevant GEF focal areas. To create sustainability and impact beyond the project, SGP projects can combine demonstration, capacity-building, network building, awareness raising, and dissemination of lessons learned as integral components. Given this comprehensive approach, while a logical framework is not formally required, it would be advisable to include a Monitoring and Evaluation work plan in each proposal (see SGP M&E Framework).  

59. As a demand-driven programme, SGP projects endeavour to address both the GEF criteria, as well as community needs and initiatives. The SGP usually works with communities and localities that confront a multitude of social and economic development problems that impact on concerns related to global environmental conventions. For SGP interventions to have relevance and utility at the community level, these non-GEF circumstances are taken into account in project design. A key guiding philosophy of the programme has been to reach the marginalized poor and vulnerable communities, especially when there are no other donors present, and where development baseline conditions have not been met. Typically, the SGP will therefore need to mobilize additional resources to help provide the co-financing, technical assistance, capacity-building, gender training, income-generation component, or whatever non-GEF element may be necessary for a project’s success. These project components are vital to achieving local acceptance, ownership, and sustainability of SGP interventions.

Funds disbursement

60. The maximum amount for an SGP grant is $50,000 per project.
 In special cases, grants for “strategic projects” that consolidate efforts of several communities and CSOs could be provided at a maximum of $150,000. SGP grants generally only cover a portion of project costs, with other components provided by the CSO partner, the community itself, or by other donors.  Since SGP grants fund activities that are directly relevant to the GEF criteria, co-financing must be sought for community baseline or sustainable development needs. However, since it would be unrealistic to require a baseline/incremental cost exercise for each individual project, each country should instead endeavour to mobilize enough funding in cash or in kind to “match” the GEF country grant allocation
. 

61. Once the NSC has approved a project for SGP funding support, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is signed on behalf of UNOPS between the grantee and the UNDP CO. SGP projects normally have a duration of between one and three years. The amounts and schedules may differ, contingent upon the nature and length of project activities, but in no case should the first disbursement be more than 50% of the total project grant amount (except when justified and prior approval from UNOPS has been received). The MOA and grant disbursement process, the applicable templates, and all related guidelines are found in detail in the UNOPS SGP SOPs. 

62. A grantee may submit another proposal upon successful completion of an initial project but no grantee can receive funds exceeding US$50,000 in a given operational phase. Any grantee which has received the maximum $50,000 in one Operational Phase, may however submit another funding request in the following Operational Phase if the evaluation of project outcomes are positive. . 

Part IV REPORTING and Communications

63. The NC has lead responsibility for communications between the Country Programme and the CPMT or UCP Global Coordinator. In general, the NC reports on substantive and technical matters to the CPMT or UCP Global Coordinator and on administrative and financial issues to the UNOPS portfolio manager. The NC should keep the UNDP CO informed of progress in programme implementation, usually through the RR and SGP focal point in the UNDP CO. In particular, the NC and PA are expected to maintain a close working relationship with the UNDP CO regarding the COB and grants disbursements which serves to keep the UNDP abreast of SGP developments.
  The NC should also endeavour to share relevant SGP reports with the GEF Operational and Political Focal Points as well as global environmental convention focal points.

64. Communications among Country Programmes are facilitated through the global, regional, and sub-regional list servers, the SGP global database and workspace, and the SGP website. Recurring global reporting requirements, such as annual reports, are complemented by periodic requests by the CPMT, UCP Global Coordinator and/or UNOPS for information on specific subjects, such as reports under preparation for the GEF Council, or for the relevant global environmental conventions. Full guidance on all project and programme reporting is provided in the SGP Monitoring & Evaluation Framework.

65. SGP country teams are responsible for entering detailed information for all prior and current Operational Phases into the SGP database, including the upload of grant project MOAs. Since the database is the foundation for all reporting and communications at the global level, it is imperative that NCs and PAs input the database as soon as projects are approved by the NSC, and keep it regularly updated on the progress of projects. The SGP database and website also includes visual documentation of SGP projects and Country Programmes, accounts of lessons learned, and case studies. Project briefs should be stored in the files of every project for easy use and sharing.

66. The NC is required to report on technical and substantive project and programme progress through the Annual Country Report (GEF Project Implementation Review for UCPs). The ACR complements the information that is entered in the SGP database and should cover progress in meeting the year’s deliverables as well as other important information including: (i) assessment of the overall progress for the country programme portfolio; (ii) results of project monitoring and evaluation; (iii) key outcomes of SGP-sponsored events; (iv)  progress in strengthening working relationships with CSOs, as well as with government agencies and donors; (v) results of resource mobilization efforts; (vi) development of SGP visibility as a GEF programme and activities to share lessons learned and influence policy; and (vii) any special challenges and difficulties faced.

67. The NC shall take all necessary measures to ensure the visibility of the GEF financing. Such measures shall be in accordance with the need to give adequate publicity to the action being implemented as well as to the support from the GEF. A communication and visibility plan shall be outlined in each project document. This should include, inter alia, the compulsory use of the GEF logo on all material, publications, leaflets, brochures and newsletters, websites, business cards, signage, vehicles, supplies and equipment, display panels, commemorative plaques, banners, promotional items, photographs, audiovisual productions, public events and visits and information campaigns. The plan should also include press releases, press conferences and press visits to project sites. 

68. The Programme Review is an overall assessment of the Country Programme performance to be undertaken by the NC and the NSC, in consultation with SGP grantees and other stakeholders, at the completion of an SGP Operational Phase. The purpose of the Programme Review is to assess the cumulative progress of the Country Programme in a particular Operational Phase and provide strategic recommendations on the direction for the programme in the next Operational Phase. Once finalized, the Programme Review should be shared by the SGP country team with the country GEF Operational and Political Focal Points and also the relevant Rio Convention focal points.

69. Audits of SGP Country Programmes will be conducted in accordance with the internationally accepted auditing standards, and applicable financial rules and regulations. The SGP audit exercises are designed to improve the transparency, accountability and quality of SGP country and global operations. The audits will cover management, financial, and administrative issues as they relate to the country programme as a whole, and will not normally include provisions for project-level inspection.  The principles and processes governing SGP audit operations can be found in the UNOPS SGP SOPs.

Annex 4
Tracking tools at baseline
(Attached) 
ANNEX 5(a)

CARBON ESTIMATionS for agroforestry activities, reforestation and NATURAL regeneration 

The implementation plan of this SGP Project includes establishment and development of activities in: agroforestry systems, reforestation and natural regeneration, with the aim of reducing or avoiding deforestation and degradation of natural forests in the four years of programme implementation in the Chaco region of Bolivia. 

1. Estimation of carbon content for agroforestry systems

It is planned to implement a total of 5,000 ha of agro-forestry activities (Table 1); in the first year, 1,000 ha, 1,000 ha in the second and third year 3000 ha (column "estimated area (ha)." There is no information available on the existing agroforestry systems (baseline). Moreover, there are no defined subsystems of implementation; there is only a list of recommended species for the region of the Programme.
In the Chaco region of Bolivia, there is no study data on the diameter growth of agroforestry species and carbon in agroforestry systems. In this light, we consider the values ​​of level 1 of the IPCC (2006). This value of 3 tC / ha / year is noted in the column "t CO2/ha/year annual growth (2)". There is a slight increase in the following years. Each of the carbon increment data is multiplied by the factor 3.671 so the number of units of tCO2/ha/year is obtained (penultimate column). Finally, multiply the annual growth data (penultimate column) with data estimated area (ha), reaching the calculation of carbon content sequestered or absorbed through the implementation of the programme (last column), as per each year.

	Table 1. Estimation of carbon through agroforestry systems in an area of ​​5000 ha

	Activity
	Carbon content in degraded forests (tCO2/ha)
	Baseline: Content biomass in the area (tCO2)
	Estimated area (ha)
	Annual growth in t C / ha / year (1)
	Annual growth in t CO2/ha/year
	Content of carbon sequestered (t CO2)

	Agroforestry
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0

	Agroforestry
	0
	0
	1000
	3
	11.01
	11.013

	Agroforestry
	0
	0
	2000
	5
	18.36
	36.710

	Agroforestry
	0
	0
	5000
	8
	29.37
	146.840

	Total:
	194.563

	(1) Table 4.10, Volume 4, IPCC (2006). 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas inventories


2. Estimation of carbon content for reforestation

Reforestation activities are planned to be implemented in a total of 5,000 (Table 2); 500 ha in the first year; 1500 ha in the second and 3000 ha in the third year (column "estimated area (ha)." There is no information available on reforested areas in the target region (baseline). Moreover, there is no definition of combination of species for reforestation; only the recommended list of species for the region of the Programme is available.

There is no information available from studies on tree growth in diameter and carbon content in reforestation in the Chaco region of Bolivia. In this regard, values ​​are taken from IPCC Tier 1 (2006). This value of 10tC/ha/year is noted in the column "tCO2/ha/year annual growth (2)". There is a slight increase in the following years, taking into account growth in three years. Each of the carbon increment data is multiplied by the factor 3.671 to obtain the units of tCO2) / ha / year (penultimate column). Then the annual growth data (penultimate column) is multiplied by the data estimated area (ha)  thus the carbon content sequestred or absorbed through the implementation of the program is calculated (last column), as per each year.

	Table 2. Estimation of carbon through reforestation systems in an area of ​​5000 ha

	Activity
	Carbon in forest areas without (tCO2/ha)
	Baseline: Content biomass in the area (tCO2)
	Estimated area (ha)
	Annual growth in t C / ha / year (2)
	Annual growth in t CO2/ha/year
	Content of carbon sequestered (t CO2)

	Reforestation year 1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0

	Reforestation year 2
	0
	0
	500
	10
	36.71
	18.355

	Reforestation year 3
	0
	0
	2000
	15
	55.07
	110.130

	Reforestation year 4
	0
	0
	5000
	22
	80.76
	403.810

	Total:
	532.295

	(2) Table 4.10, Volume 4, IPCC (2006). 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas inventories


3. Estimation of carbon by natural regeneration

The third initiative is to implement natural regeneration activities, which is to enrich the forest with various projects (cages or enclosures, seed dispersal, seedling planting, silvicultural treatment, etc). In the first year (counted as the second year), it is planned to implement 2250 ha (Table 3), 4500 ha in the second and third year 87,014 ha (column "estimated area (ha)."

In the total area of ​​95,014 ha of forest, the carbon content is calculated by multiplying 209.2 tCO2/ha (obtained by multiplying 57 tC / ha by 3.671, data obtained from Dauber et al. (2000) taking into account that that is a degraded forest) by the area of forest (total degraded forests: 95,014 ha) and this result (19,881,394.46 tCO2) is the baseline of natural regeneration and the same is added to the amount of carbon absorbed by agroforestry systems and reforestation.

Similarly, in the Chaco region of Bolivia, there is no information from studies on the tree diameter increment and carbon content in natural regeneration. Therefore, values of level 1 are taken from IPCC (2006). This value 4tC/ha / year is noted in the column "t CO2/ha/year annual growth (2)". There is a slight increase in the following years. Each of the carbon increment data is multiplied by the factor 3.671 to obtain the number of units of tCO2) / ha / year (penultimate column). Then multiply the annual growth data (penultimate column) with estimated surface data (ha) and calculate the carbon content sequestered or absorbed through the implementation of natural regeneration (last column). Finally, the forest carbon content (tCO2 19,881,394.46) is added to the three amounts of carbon absorbed in the three years, so the total amount of carbon absorbed or captured by the implementation of natural regeneration in degraded forests is obtained.

	Table 3. Estimation of carbon through natural regeneration in an area of ​​90,014 ha (plus 5.000 ha)

	Activity
	Carbon content in degraded forests (tCO2/ha) (3)
	Baseline: Content biomass in the area (tCO2)
	Estimated area (ha)
	Annual growth in t C / ha / year (4)
	Annual growth in t CO2/ha/year
	Content of carbon sequestered (t CO2)

	Natural Regeneration year 1
	209.247
	19,881,394.46
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Natural Regeneration year 2
	209.247
	19,881,394.46
	2,250
	4.0
	14.68
	33,039

	Natural Regeneration year 3
	209.247
	19,881,394.46
	6,750
	8.0
	29.44
	198,730

	Natural Regeneration year 4
	209.247
	19,881,394.46
	95,014
	8.6
	31.57
	2,999,649

	
	
	19,881,394.46
	95,014
	
	
	23,112,812

	(3) Table 6, IPCC (2006). 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas inventories

	(4) Table 4.9, Volume 4, IPCC (2006). 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas inventories


With the results of Tables 1, 2 and 3 a new table is elaborated (Table 4) systematizing the carbon content sequestered by each year and according to the surfaces of the three projects to be implemented.

Table 4. Estimation of carbon with the implementation of agroforestry, reforestation and natural regeneration
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Agroforestry 0 0 1.000 11.013 2.000 36.710 5.000 146.840 8.000 194.563

Reforestation 0 0 500 18.355 2.000 110.130 5.000 403.810 7.500 532.295

Natural regeneration 95014* 19.881.394 2.250 33.039 6.750 198.730 95.014 2.999.649 104.014 23.112.812

TOTAL 119.514 23.839.670

* Number of hectares of degraded forests where SGP will implement natural regeneration or forest enrichment

Table 4: Carbon benefits resulting from good management practices in land use and forestry

2017 2018 2019 2020 TOTAL


Annex 5(b)
Carbon emissions calculations – LULUCF

(attached)

ANNEX 5(c)

Renewable energy calculations

(attached)

� Where there is an overlap of Protected Areas and Native Indigenous Territories, the rules and procedures of rural native indigenous peoples shall be observed, respecting the objective for the establishment of those areas (Bolivian Constitution, Article 385).


� CNPV, 2012.


� CNPV, 2012.


� Management Plan.


� CNPV, 2012.


� Management Plan, 2012.


� ART: Programa de Articulación de Redes Territoriales para el Desarrollo Humano, del Programa de las Naciones Unidas para el Desarrollo (PNUD). 


� UNDP 2010.  La aplicación de la Metodología ART para América Latina.  ART Programe, UNDP-Ecuador. 77 p.


� This is the case of the Upper and Lower Isoso Captaincies that are next to the Kaa Iya Protected Area.


� Ximena Aramayo, La almendra chiquitana cambia vidas, sistematización de una experiencia, Proyecto de gestión de recursos naturales y cambio climático, Swiss Cooperation, Helvetas.





� UNU-IAS, Bioversity International, IGES and UNDP. 2014. Toolkit for the Indicators of Resilience in Socio-ecological Production Landscapes and Seascapes (SEPLS).





� Objective (Atlas output) monitored quarterly ERBM and annually in APR/PIR


� Prohibited grounds of discrimination include race, ethnicity, gender, age, language, disability, sexual orientation, religion, political or other opinion, national or social or geographical origin, property, birth or other status including as an indigenous person or as a member of a minority.  References to “women and men” or similar is understood to include women and men, boys and girls, and other groups discriminated against based on their gender identities, such as transgender people and transsexuals.


� In regards to CO2, ‘significant emissions’ corresponds generally to more than 25,000 tons per year (from both direct and indirect sources).  [The Guidance Note on Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation provides additional information on GHG emissions.]


� Forced evictions include acts and/or omissions involving the coerced or involuntary displacement of individuals, groups, or communities from homes and/or lands and common property resources that were occupied or depended upon, thus eliminating the ability of an individual, group, or community to reside or work in a particular dwelling, residence, or location without the provision of, and access to, appropriate forms of legal or other protections.


� These terms of references are informed by the GEF SGP Operational Guidelines that are described in Annex 13.


� As per policy approved by the GEF Council Meeting (November 10-12, 2009, Washington DC) based on GEF/C.36/4 Small Grants Programme: Execution Arrangements and Upgrading Policy for GEF-5 (see para 19 and paras 52 - 53).  This has been reaffirmed through the approval of the GEF Council Paper GEF/C.46/13 of April 30, 2014 “GEF Small Grants Programme: Implementation Arrangements for GEF-6.


� For more information about global programming, please see the UNDP Programming Manual, especially Section 8.3.  The Programming Manual is available in UNDP Country Offices and at the following website:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.undp.org/osg/pm/index.htm" �http://www.undp.org/osg/pm/index.htm�


� For the purpose of the SGP and its grant making, CSOs refer to national and local non-governmental organizations (NGOs) with priority on community-based organizations (CBOs), indigenous peoples, farmers, scientific community, women’s groups, and youth and children organizations.


�� HYPERLINK "https://intrafed.unops.org/ORGANIGRAMME/NAO/SGP/SGP_MANUAL/Pages/default.aspx" �https://intrafed.unops.org/ORGANIGRAMME/NAO/SGP/SGP_MANUAL/Pages/default.aspx�


� For a full list of participating SGP countries see:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.sgp.undp.org//index.cfm?module=ActiveWeb&page=WebPage&s=contry_profile" �http://www.sgp.undp.org//index.cfm?module=ActiveWeb&page=WebPage&s=contry_profile�





�In the case of SGP Sub-regional Programmes, the Sub-Regional Coordinator (SRC) may manage the programme, while projects are reviewed and approved by a voluntary National Focal Group (NFG) with part-time facilitation by a National Focal Person (NFP). Some countries, with substantial grant making, may decide to shift to a Country Programme modality still linked to the subregional group with a full-time NC or a Community Program Officer and the SRC providing subregional coordination and technical support.


� National Host Institution or NHI and host NGO are used interchangeably in this document because SGP Country Programmes commonly employ both terms.


� An Upgrading Country Programme is not required to produce a Country Programme Strategy since it produces a Project Document for the Full Size Project financing their Country Programme for the relevant Operational Phase.


�See full-length version of SGP NC ToRs.


�The NC should not accept any other functions unless a cost-sharing arrangement can be negotiated with the UNDP CO or host NGO and validated by CPMT/UNOPS.


� These include the GEF National Capacity Self-Assessment (NCSA) process; the CBD National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs); the UNFCCC National Communications; the UNCCD National Actions Programmes (NAPs); and the Stockholm Convention National Implementation Plans (NIPs).


� The term civil society organization (CSO) herein refers to the definition of major groups agreed by Governments at the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in 1992 to include non-governmental organizations (NGOs), farmers, women, the scientific and technological community, youth and children, indigenous peoples and their communities, business and industry, workers and trade unions and local authorities. For SGP, their eligibility for grants follows the practice of the GEF (for the purpose of CSOs attending/observing Council meetings) which defines them as ‘non-profit organizations”. Local authorities shall include traditional or indigenous governance units and their proposals to be eligible should refer to meeting the needs of communities under their jurisdiction. Furthermore, international NGOs and for-profit business and industry groups are not directly eligible for SGP support, but may co-finance the Programme’s grant projects. Priority grant-making should also be directed at grassroots groups such as community-based organizations (CBOs), indigenous peoples, farmers, women, youth and children, and workers. Those that are especially vulnerable because of poverty, social exclusion, or disability should also be provided priority.  


� The SGP Country Programme could provide grants above this maximum amount for “Strategic Grants” that can be up to $150,000 under a special provision for this category of grants and following guidance from CPMT or the Global UCP Coordinator  as relevant.   


� The allocated funds for this should not exceed 10% of the available GEF global core grant allocation for an operational phase.


� Planning grants are usually in the range of $2,000 to $5,000 depending on the capacity of the proponent and additional work that has to be done. The NSC should decide how to make the provision of planning grants in the most facilitative way such as allowing the NC to make planning grant decisions and reporting on these in NSC meetings.


� In many cases, it may however be advisable to provide smaller initial amounts when the grantee-partners have lower implementation capacity.


�The matching of GEF funds with co-financing is finally reckoned at the global programme level so as not to disadvantage new country programmes or those in difficult situations.


�  SGP Country Programmes are required to monitor the funds (grants and COB amounts) and expenditures allocated to them. Reporting tools and relevant guidelines are provided by the UNOPS SGP SOPs.
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