‘ GEF-6 GEF SECRETARIAT REVIEW FOR FULL-SIZED/MEDIUM-SIZED PROJECTS

gef THE GEF/LDCF/SCCF TRUST FUND
GEF ID: 9193
Country/Region: Kazakhstan
Project Title: Conservation and Sustainable Management of Key Globally Important Ecosystems for Multiple Benefits
GEF Agency: UNDP GEF Agency Project ID: 5696 (UNDP)
Type of Trust Fund: GEF Trust Fund GEF Focal Area (s): Multi Focal Area
GEF-6 Focal Area/ LDCF/SCCF Objective (s): LD-3 Program 4; BD-2 Program 4; SFM-1; SFM-2;
Anticipated Financing PPG: $150,000 Project Grant: $8,069,178
Co-financing: $24,000,000 Total Project Cost: $32,219,178
PIF Approval: March 11, 2016 Council Approval/Expected: | June 01, 2016
CEO Endorsement/Approval Expected Project Start Date:
Program Manager: Ulrich Apel Agency Contact Person: Maxim Vergeichik

. Is the project aligned with the relevant | 07/23/2015 UA:
GEF strategic objectives and results Yes. However, the outcome indicators
framework?! of the FA objectives that the project is
aligned to, need to be made explicit.
Please also see comments in box #5.

Aichi targets have been articulated.
. Is the project consistent with the 07/23/2015 UA:

recipient country’s national strategies | Yes. In line with the National

and plans or reports and assessments Concept for Biodiversity

under relevant conventions? Conservation and Sustainable Use
(2015 - 2022) and with the UNCCD
NAP.

3. Does the PIF sufficiently indicate the | 07/23/2015 UA:
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drivers? of global environmental
degradation, issues of sustainability,
market transformation, scaling, and

innovation?
. Is the project designed with sound 07/22/2015 UA/YW:
incremental reasoning? Not fully. The project is built on a

solid baseline of a set of
national/regional programs:

- Green Economy Concept

- Zhasyl Damu Environmental
Program

- Forestry Development Sub-program
(2014-2018)

- Strategy for Protected Area System
Expansion until 2030

- Global Snow Leopard and
Ecosystem Conservation Program

However, it is not fully clear of how
the project will achieve the target of 4
million ha of SLM in productive
landscapes (as indicated in Table F) in
the current design?

Furthermore, the justification for the
SFM incentive is weak. The GEB
table includes benefits under SFM
that are mostly BD and LD benefits.
Only the GHG benefits may be
attributed to SFM. However, which

! For BD projects: has the project explicitly articulated which Aichi Target(s) the project will help achieve and are SMART indicators identified, that will be used to track the
project’s contribution toward achieving the Aichi Target(s)?
2 Need not apply to LDCF/SCCF projects.
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concrete SFM activities will generate
those benefits. The project does not
fully address the SFM-1 indicators

that are listed in the RBM framework.

- How many hectares of HCFV will
be maintained?

- How do the SFM activities build on
the baseline above and how do they
link concretely to the BD focus of the
project?

- The project objective also includes
improved forest management. Which
concrete (SFM) project activities will
help to achieve this objective and are
they implemented on the ground or
only at the policy and enabling
framework level?

Kazakhstan has already invested in
Snow Leopard and its prey species
conservation through the GEF Altai
Sayan Project and other ongoing
initiatives. How would the project
build on these experiences, and how
would it do differently this time?

On the coordination with other
ongoing initiatives, strong
coordination particularly with the
NABU project is expected. Why are
these projects not cofinancing
partners to this project and establish
stronger coordination and linkage?
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On component 3 in particular, there
are number of related initiatives
ongoing. Please provide further
information on the ongoing activities
and their gaps, to better understand
the situation and justify incremental
investment.

MY 8/12/2015

Yes. Comments were addressed and
the PIF was revised.

GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

15



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

16



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

17



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

18



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

19



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

20



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

21



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

22



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

23



GEF-6 FSP/MSP Review Template January2015

24



5. Are the components in Table B sound

and sufficiently clear and appropriate
to achieve project objectives and the
GEBs?

07/22/2015 UA/YW:

Not fully.

- In Comp 1 the indicators to achieve
the respective objectives for BD and
SFM should be made explicit. Area in
ha, METT score, species population,
GHG emission reductions and area of
HCVF identified/maintained.

- Please clarify the status of BD
inventory in the region, and what are
the gaps that the project will be
supporting.

- Output 2.2.1 will only "facilitate a
dialog" but would need to strive for
tangible results in this regard. Please
indicate the results to be achieved.

- Output 2.2.2 is misleading with
regard to the term Community
Ecosystem Management "Program",
which has the notion of a large
undertaking while the PIF text
describes it basically as an activity
under the component.

- Comp 3 indicators should also made
explicit on how the development of
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capacities would result in concrete
outcome.

- Project Management Costs in Table
B need to be reduced by $1 so that the
total adds up.
MY 8/12/2015

Yes. Comments were addressed and
the PIF was revised.
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Are socio-economic aspects, 07/22/2015 UA/YW:

including relevant gender elements, - Please clarify any involvement and
indigenous people, and CSOs impact on indigenous peoples through
considered? the project.
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- Considering potential strong linkage
with gender issues, please clarify
"how" the project intends to develop
appropriate project design and
approach, including gender analysis,
consultation, etc.

MY 8/12/2015

Yes. Comments were addressed and
the PIF was revised.
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7.

Is the proposed Grant (including the
Agency fee) within the resources
available from (mark all that apply):

clearance and PPG (if additional
amount beyond the norm) justified?

e The STAR allocation? 07/22/2015 UA:
Yes.
e The focal area allocation? 07/22/2015 UA:
Yes.
e The LDCF under the principle of | n/a
equitable access
e The SCCF (Adaptation or n/a
Technology Transfer)?
e Focal area set-aside? 07/22/2015 UA:
Yes for SFM.
8. Is the PIF being recommended for 07/22/2015 UA:

No. Please address comments.
MY 8/12/2015

Yes. All comments were addressed,
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issues were cleared, and the PIF was
revised.

The Program Manager recommends
CEO PIF clearance.

4/22/2016 UA:

The PIF needs to strengthen the
rational for the SFM investment to
fully justify investment of $3 million.
It does not include adequate SFM
outputs in Table B, or at least they are
not emphasized.

Component 1 is the same like in the
Tajikistan project. Switzerland
criticized at that time that only by
establishing PAs no tangible
outcomes will be achieved. What
means "delivered and implemented
for six districts surrounding the newly
established PAs (app. 4 min ha)" ?

It sounds like very soft activities for a
$4.3 million GEF grant. Will 4
million ha be covered by the 6 plans?

If component 1 works on HCFV than
please indicate this. "Reduced
pressure on 812,000 ha of
conservation important forests" a€*
How to achieve this a€* through
which outputs?

Where are the activities to achieve the
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GEBs listed in the PIF:
- SFM-1: Maintaining positive
status and reduced pressure on
conservation-important forests at

812,000 ha:

0 700,000 ha of Saxaul forests
0 42,000 Tugai forests
0 70,000 Mountian forests

- SFM-2: Maintained flow of
forest ecosystem services and
improved resilience to climate change
at 30,000 ha of forests outside
protected areas.

The carbon figures need to be entered
in Table F.

Some minor editorial suggestions:

- Take out the reference to
"Global Snow Leopard and
Ecosystem Conservation Program"
out of Part I. This is not a child
project of a PFD and it may be
misleading. Please insert the reference
as well as the footnote in the section
AS: Cooperation.

- Do not use brackets in the
project objective.

- Submit a clean version (w/o
yellow highlights a€* the highlights
version may be forwarded to
Germany at request).

Review

July 23,2015
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Additional Review (as necessary) August 12, 2015

Additional Review (as necessary) April 22,2016

. If there are any changes from
that presented in the PIF, have
justifications been provided?

2. Is the project structure/ design
appropriate to achieve the
expected outcomes and outputs?

3. Is the financing adequate and
does the project demonstrate a
cost-effective approach to meet
the project objective?

4. Does the project take into
account potential major risks,
including the consequences of
climate change, and describes
sufficient risk response
measures? (e.g., measures to
enhance climate resilience)
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. Is co-financing confirmed and

evidence provided?

. Are relevant tracking tools

completed?

. Only for Non-Grant Instrument:

Has a reflow calendar been
presented?

. Is the project coordinated with

other related initiatives and
national/regional plans in the
country or in the region?

. Does the project include a

budgeted M&E Plan that
monitors and measures results
with indicators and targets?

10. Does the project have

descriptions of a knowledge
management plan?

11.

Has the Agency adequately
responded to comments at the
PIF? stage from:

e GEFSEC

e STAP

e GEF Council

e Convention Secretariat

12.

Is CEO endorsement
recommended?

Review

Additional Review (as necessary)

3 Ifitis a child project under a program, assess if the components of the child project align with the program criteria set for selection of child projects.
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_ Additional Review (as necessary)
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